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The Ecosystem-Based Management Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council convened in the Roosevelt Ballroom of the Holiday Inn Brownstone Hotel, Tuesday 


afternoon, December 5, 2011, and was called to order at 5:00 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Duane 


Harris.   


 


MR.  HARRIS:  I’m going to convene the Ecosystem-Based Management Committee.  Okay, the 


first item on the agenda is approval of the agenda.  Are there additions or changes to the agenda 


as published?  Wilson. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Well, Mr. Chairman, if you wanted to you could switch Item 5 and Item 4 and 


move those two presentations up to the beginning of the meeting. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Yes, that’s what I’m intending to do; so without objection if you will allow me 


the latitude to move some things around.  Okay, seeing no other comments on the agenda, the 


agenda is approved.  Next is the approval of the September 13, 2011, Ecosystem-Based 


Management Committee minutes.  Are there additions or corrections to those minutes?  Seeing 


none, is there any objection to approving those minutes?  Seeing none, the minutes are approved.    


Okay, the first item that we’re going to do today is under Item Number 5, and that’s an update on 


lionfish research by Dr. Jim Morris. 


 


DR. MORRIS:  Thanks, Duane, it’s a pleasure to be here again and to see everyone.  I guess it 


has been a couple of years since we’ve had a formal lionfish update, so I look forward to talking 


with you about this issue.  I’ll try to be brief.  I realize that talking about lionfish may get the 


stomach juices flowing and whatnot, but we will try to be brief. 


 


I’m not going to be able to really go into much of the biology and ecology that we did in the last 


presentation, but I have brought handouts.  One is a quick-fax document on the biology and 


ecology and all the invasion history and everything that we went over the last time; so rather than 


rehashing that, I thought we would talk about emerging findings and things that are underway 


now and stuff that is new since the last time we updated you. 


 


I would like to talk about lionfish and will end with a couple of other emerging invasive issues 


that we are working on as well.  Most presentations that I give on this issue, I like starting out 


with this slide which is a photo-shot rendition of a really mean lionfish.  I use this slide to talk 


about that this is not a supernatural being that is taking over our planet.   


 


This is a fish and it is constrained by the laws of physics and biology and all the things that 


influence our native fishes, but there are some new and there are adaptations that are occurring 


and environmental forces that are happening with a species that continue to puzzle us.    


 


In that context I’d like to share a few of these with you just to revisit for a moment how we 


ended up with this problem.  I want to remind folks that we definitely had lionfish sightings that 


predated Hurricane Andrew.  That seemed to be a fact among many circles that this was a 


Hurricane Andrew introduction in South Florida.  That is not the case. 


 







Ecosystem-Based Management Committee 


Raleigh, NC 


December 5-6, 2011 


  


 3 


We in fact have sightings going back to 1985 which predated Andrew.  We believe that largely 


this issue came out of the marine ornamental aquarium trade, and it’s one of more than 40 


different marine ornamentals that we have found in the waters of South Florida, this one, of 


course, being one that has become established. 


 


We have put out a field guide for non-native marine fishes of Florida, which is assisting us by 


providing a watch list.  We’re working with USGS, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and others 


and NGOs such as the Reef Environmental Education Foundation to continue to monitor marine 


ornamental sightings in South Florida. 


 


There continues to be great attraction with many federal entities and state entities in terms of this 


effort of being responsible pet owners and so we continue to work with them in those initiatives.  


So just to see where we are in terms of the invasion timeline, this is an animated map that the 


folks with the USGS Non-Indigenous Aquatic Species Data Base produced for us.   


 


I almost get this from them on a weekly basis, and it shows the spread of lionfish beginning as 


established in 2000 and then spreading to the Bahamas in 2004, the rest of the Caribbean from 


then until the present, and now we are looking at a complete invasion of the southeast U.S., the 


Caribbean; and as of this year in 2011 spreading into the Gulf of Mexico.  There you can see the 


invasion as it stands in terms of sighting since the last couple of weeks.  I think this was updated 


two weeks ago.   


 


The timeline of this invasion has been fast.  We’re talking in less than a decade this marine fish 


invader has spread throughout the entire temperate Atlantic Basin.  In thinking of this in terms of 


an ecological and in terms of an invasive species standpoint, I created this graphic to sort of 


show us where we are.   


 


This is a classic population growth rate and increasing time graph that shows that with most 


invasive species you have essentially a lag period followed by an exponential growth phase 


followed by at some time a peak in the invasion, and then that invader will eventually reach an 


equilibrium whether it be competing with itself.  We think of kudzu on the side of a forest is 


competing with itself, it becomes dependent that way, or in competition with native species in 


terms of environmental or biotic resistance. 


 


If you think about this in terms of lionfish we can essentially phase this in terms of from ’85 unt il 


2000 we may have been in this lag time; and then from 2000 until we don’t know when, we’re 


going to be in the exponential growth phase.  I can tell you, though, that because we only have 


begin seeing lionfish in the Gulf of Mexico that we’re nowhere near a maximum spawning stock 


biomass of lionfish, that we are continue to see lionfish recruitment increase for a relatively long 


period of time because we have essentially the entire Gulf Basin to continue to become invaded 


as well as the density is continuing to increase in the southeast and Caribbean. 


 


It’s hard for me to put a date on where we might see a peak in this invasion or when we might 


begin seeing density dependence begin occurring.  In that context it is quite alarming to think 


that we may not even be anywhere close to a maximum spawning stock biomass in this invasion.  


This is what we expect in terms of the eventual geographic spread projection. 
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This is based largely upon temperature tolerance of this invader so we’re talking from the North 


Carolina/Virginia Line down possibly to the northern coast of Argentina and the entire southeast 


U.S., Gulf of Mexico, Caribbean.  This is assuming that they can jump across the Amazon Delta, 


which is somewhat of a soft barrier.  We will have to see. 


 


Numerous studies have been underway for the last ten years.  At our laboratory we have been 


working on a number of those in terms of documenting the basic biology and ecology of this 


invader.  We can tell you that just from working with partners and their own observations that we 


are seeing densities increasing still across many types of habitats.  We can see as many as 


hundreds of lionfish per acre.  There are definitely site-specific densities.   


 


You can see quite high variability as you can see with our native fishes across these habitats.  If 


you’re interested more in the specific biology and ecology, please see the handout.  It pretty 


much documents what we know and it breaks it down by subject matter.  I’ll be happy to talk 


with any of you about those findings after the presentation or during questions if you have any 


specifically burning issues. 


 


I would like to provide a few highlights of things that have come up in the last couple of years, 


since our last update.  One is a question of are lionfish long-lived?  This is a lionfish otolith from 


an aquarium, a captive-held lionfish in a Seattle aquarium that lived for 33 years.  This has been 


a big question for us is what is the lifespan of lionfish?   


 


We couldn’t go to the native range and find any age-and-growth studies and, of course, in the 


Atlantic we’d have to wait for 30 years to determine if lionfish would live 30 years in the 


Atlantic, so this is just a hint.  I’m not sure if this is an artifact of captivity or whatnot, but here 


we do have in fact an example of a lionfish that lived for 33 years in an aquarium. 


 


They know that because they remember when they put him in tank and this fish died recently and 


so we’re able to look at the otolith.  We do have lionfish well over ten years of age that we have 


caught in the Atlantic in our age-and-growth studies, and we have an age-and-growth study 


coming out soon.  This has large implications for the invasiveness and the invasion biology if 


they are long-lived just because of how it increases individual lifetime fecundity, so this is an 


interesting problem. 


 


There is lots of attention.  This is the million dollar question; what eats lionfish, what might limit 


them in their invaded range?  I wish I could tell you that I’m confident or that we are confident 


that our natural native predators are going to be limiting lionfish in the Atlantic.  The reality is 


we’re seeing lots of species that may be preying on lionfish, but none of the native predators are 


we finding are eating lionfish with any consistency to the level that we would expect them to be 


able to impose significant predation mortality to the extent that it could control lionfish densities. 


There has been a study this year looking at grouper and lionfish correlations, and there is some 


possible correlations there suggesting that grouper may be controlling lionfish, but I can tell you 


that there is lots of criticism of that study in terms of the study sites and known removals of 


lionfish from those locations.  That’s just one data point and we need to look at that carefully. 
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The other thing is there is lots of attention in terms of spear fishermen spearing lionfish and then 


releasing them into the water and grouper coming and eating lionfish and whatnot.  That’s fish 


feeding and we have lots of opinions about the ecological issues with fish feeding and it’s not a 


natural process, and that remains to be seen if that can have any effect in terms of the learning of 


these native predators. 


 


I can tell you from the lab experiments that we’ve done and looking at this fish in situ in the field 


that our native fish recognize lionfish as a venomous fish.  It has aposematic coloration, which 


means that this is a universal warning coloration pattern and our native fish definitely recognize 


lionfish as a venomous fish and they respond that way to the fish. 


 


Here is an example of some work that was published in NAGEO in the past year of shark feeding 


of lionfish.  Like this, I used this osprey/lionfish picture all the time because it just shows what it 


means to be a natural predator.  Osprey, of course, are a natural predator, but osprey are not 


contributing significantly to the predation mortality of lionfish, and that really helps us in 


teaching that principle.  It doesn’t matter that osprey eat lionfish; they’re not going to control 


them.   


 


So, what are the ecological impacts that we are gathering and that are being documented?  We 


are seeing changes to the reef fish community without a question.  There is some great work 


happening right now in the Bahamas looking very specifically at this by a graduate student at 


Simon-Fraser University.  Her name is Stephanie Green. 


 


We have been working with her over the years, and we’re really excited about her work because 


she has been looking at patch reefs.  She is removing lionfish and looking at the response of the 


fish community to those removals.  She has been looking at native reef fish densities as it relates 


to lionfish densities, and work is showing for sure that there is an impact.   


 


There is that bioenergetic impact that is happening over the reef as a result of lionfish 


consumption of those native reef fish.   There is some work recently released by Lesser and 


Slattery this year that attempts to document consumption of herbivores fishes by lionfish and 


demonstrate an increase in algae as a result of the reduction of herbivores fishes in the 


mesophotic coral zone and a subsequent decrease in coral biomass as a result of increase in 


algae. 


 


This is the first of these sort of cascading impacts scenarios that we have been concerned about 


for some time.  Again, this is an N of 1.  There needs to be additional studies looking at this.  It’s 


just one of the many types of impacts that can be observed.  A number of diet studies beyond the 


one that I did in 2009 are coming online. 


 


We are seeing the same trend in terms of lionfish are generalists carnivores.  Their diet is 


reflecting the more abundant prey items on the reef, and they are generalists.  They are feeding 


on mostly what is easy for them to feed on around them.  I do want to point out, though, that the 


scale of ecological impacts is quite site-specific, and there are many parameters that we learning 


that are, of course, influencing the type of impact that they’re having, and it’s specific to habitat 


type as well. 







Ecosystem-Based Management Committee 


Raleigh, NC 


December 5-6, 2011 


  


 6 


There is not a quick answer to this in terms of what are lionfish impacts because it depends on 


the site, it depends on the site dynamics and recruitment, and it also depends on the time of year 


that you’re looking.  If we look issues that you as a council would be interested in, for me I 


continue to be concerned about the impact of lionfish on stock rebuilding efforts. 


 


I hesitate to say it but we really have no new findings other than some diet studies that really get 


us further down the road on this major question.  We do know that we have diet and space 


overlap with snapper and grouper.  This niche takeover scenario is that we continue to think 


about and to talk about is still on the table largely because by removing snapper and grouper 


through fishing we have a scenario now where lionfish are coming in and potentially occupying 


that vacant niche on the reef. 


 


There is obviously some controversy around that logic and difference of opinion, and that’s fine, 


but we have no data and we have no evidence to show either way with this, and this is a very, 


very complicated issue to try to get our head around.  We do know that we have lionfish preying 


on species of concern such as Nassau grouper. 


 


Although it’s hard to know what an increase in predation mortality on Nassau grouper or any of 


your grouper juveniles, economically important juveniles, how much additional predation 


mortality is occurring because of lionfish and then what is the impact of that in terms of stock 


rebuilding. 


 


I recently had an interesting experience which taught me an enormous amount about sampling 


design for the diet of reef fish in general, but in this case lionfish.  I actually had a Dan Rather 


film crew on board.  We were out sampling lionfish out at the Naco, a shipwreck right off of 


Beaufort, and I had sampled lionfish there many times over the years, but on this particular day 


we collected about 50 lionfish and a majority of them had vermilion snapper in their stomachs 


and multiple vermilion snapper juveniles in each lionfish stomach. 


 


That taught me a valuable lesson and the lesson is that when looking at lionfish impacts or the 


impacts of consumption of lionfish on native reef fish, that we really have to look throughout the 


year and we have to be more mindful of what are the local recruitment dynamics of those 


economically important species. 


 


Because, if we’re not sampling at a time when vermilion snapper are recruiting to the reef, then 


we’re going to miss that impact on those economically important species.  I can tell you that all 


of the diet studies that we’ve done so far have not robustly looked across all seasons and across 


recruitment time periods of those economically important species. 


 


I’m sure that if we looked harder that we would find the presence of economically important 


species in their diet.  It varies, of course, with the recruitment patterns of those juveniles.  Socio-


economic impacts continue to grow.  Major shifts in staff duties are happening specifically in 


national parks and marine sanctuaries and states. 


 


We recently did a survey in the Caribbean looking at the amount of effort that is happening in 


terms of management because of lionfish in the coral reefs.  I was astounded that many of these 
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very small Caribbean island governments are dedicating a significant amount of staff time to his 


issue.  Bycatch of lionfish is increasing, we think, and occurring now and increasing in lobster 


trap fisheries. 


 


There is a reef project underway which is looking specifically at the impact of lionfish on the 


trap fishery because we now have trap fishermen – you can see the bottom left picture – coming 


in with a significant amount of lionfish bycatch in the lobster trap fishery.  What impact is that 


having on the fishery itself?  The traps coming back with lionfish; do they have less lobster? 


 


What is the additional handling time, what is the economic loss as a result of this invasion?  This 


is something that we can actually quantify in terms of dollars and impact to the fisheries, so we 


are really, really interested in that, because few times can you put a dollar amount to an impact 


on an invasive species, and this is one that we can do this fishery. 


 


Human health impacts continue to be an item of concern.  I was astounded to realize in this past 


year that there have been deaths related to lionfish stings.  There have been deaths related to 


wasp stings and bee stings as well, but we can’t take it off of the list of potential impacts.  This 


was not on our radar earlier, but it was pointed out to us that in the Pacific there have been cases 


that are very rare and it doesn’t occur very often, but there have been cases of deaths. 


 


We have documented many different types of human symptoms as well as confirmed those in the 


literature and at least one paralysis case that lasted four hours.  The long-term effects of 


envenomations are unknown, though, and we are having some fishermen now coming to us and 


telling us about being stung multiple times, whether they would be clearing live fish out of traps 


or spearfishing for them and whatnot, that is having some long-terms issues related to numbness 


and nerve damage around the sites where they have been stung. 


 


We’re concerned about that and are working with medical professionals to try to understand 


more about that.  I can tell you that high densities of lionfish, of course, lead to high encounter 


rates; so if you’re handling lionfish frequently, whether you’re clearing them from traps or 


you’re diving or spearfishing on the reef, the more lionfish there are, of course, the higher the 


encounter rate, and so we are seeing an increase in envenomations.   


 


Management actions underway, by the work with the National Park Service, they went through 


an amazing process to develop a National Lionfish Response Plan.  It really paved a lot of the 


way for how to do that. We’ve been working closely with our National Marine Sanctuaries 


Program to develop and think about control plans for largely the Florida Keys National Marine 


Sanctuary. 


 


We have a control plan in the Florida Keys but it’s time to look at that again and we are looking 


at it again together, as well as Flower Gardens this year has come online because of the invasion 


in the Gulf.  We, of course, a couple of years ago worked on a South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council Invasive Species Policy, so that is now in place. 


 


Jeff Herod is going to speak after me and he has been the driver of an ANS Task Force Lionfish 


Control Plan Process and to begin that, and he’ll probably tell us more about that in his talk, but 







Ecosystem-Based Management Committee 


Raleigh, NC 


December 5-6, 2011 


  


 8 


that is going to be an interesting maturity for this issue.  And then we are working on various 


control tools largely for marine protected area managers, including models and best management 


practices. 


 


This is a lionfish manual, the cover of a lionfish manual that we hope to release in January, and it 


has taken us a couple of years to write this manual, but it is essentially a How To Guide for 


coastal managers on all things related to lionfish, how to develop an education outreach program, 


how to develop a control program, a monitoring program, what are the research questions and 


how do you go about those to support your monitoring and control efforts, and then various legal 


considerations. 


 


I can tell you that the Caribbean is extremely concerned about this problem.  I was not prepared 


for the intensity and the demand for information from the Caribbean on this, and it makes sense 


now because of the coral reef based economies that exist in the Caribbean.  Most of the tourism 


and most of the economies depend on the coral reef, and they’re very concerned when a coral 


reef fish invades their coral reef. 


 


I have been working with the state department, everything from help working with Caribbean 


coastal managers developing local control plans to feeding them information in terms of lionfish 


biology and ecology, train the trainers kind of things, and the state department has been very 


supportive of that. 


 


I recently had a call from the state department.  Apparently the prime minister of Curasol was on 


the radio talking about blaming the U.S. for this introduction.  There are foreign assistance 


requests that are happening regularly, and the intensity of this issue in the Caribbean is definitely 


something that continues to grow and bringing this issue further in terms of maturity. 


 


We are now working with Stephanie Green at Simon-Fraser.  A big part of her work is 


developing a model to essentially develop control measures for lionfish that reflect the impact on 


the fish community, and these are control targets that will inform managers – and it’s published 


in this manual that will inform managers about how to assess the baseline fish community, how 


then to assess the lionfish densities and then to set control targets, whether it be 20 lionfish per 


acre or a hundred lionfish per acre, where they can mitigate those impacts on the fish community 


because they are quite site-specific, as we mentioned before. 


 


We in NOAA have been servicing much of the community on this “Eat Lionfish” effort.  There 


is lots of interest in adding this fish to the menu.  Probably all of you have in some time in the 


past have seen some of this media coverage, whether it be a national media magazines and 


newspapers.  We still don’t think, of course, we can eat our way out of this invasion. That has 


never really been something that we thought we could do. 


 


It remains, though, on the table as one of the best long-term strategies for providing marine 


protected area managers with removal incentives that they can run with their programs to try to 


remove lionfish, because we really have no other long-term incentives to offer.  We’d go 


bankrupt really quick if we try to do bounties or if we try to do – people get tired of spending 
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their own money in terms of removing lionfish efforts and things like that.  There have been 


some issues of late with ciguatera.  We knew this would come up.   


 


Ciguatera is a reef fish issue and not just a lionfish issue, so, of course, we have some locations 


in the Caribbean that are reporting high levels of ciguatera in lionfish.  We totally expected that; 


and while the FDA has been very concerned about that, we consider that to be just a part of what 


was going to happen and have always included that component in the messaging about eating 


lionfish. 


 


Recently I was in Mexico at the Gulf Caribbean Fisheries Institute annual meeting, and it’s just 


amazing the interest by local chefs.  They have a very aggressive program there to control 


lionfish in their national parks and along the Yucatan Peninsula.  We have been working very 


closely with Mexico on this.   


 


Essentially they’re getting higher prices for lionfish than grouper in many of these seafood 


restaurants in the Yucatan.  It is working there to provide some feedback and support for 


fishermen to be able to control the invasion in these parks.  Where do we go from here?  I 


mentioned earlier that the Caribbean is where a lot of interest and intensity is right now because 


of the invasion. 


 


We have a number of biology and ecology assessments that are underway.  We’re continuing to 


work on bioenergetics and refining what we know about the metabolism and the energetics of 


this fish.  Like I said before, the age and growth is important to us as well in terms of population 


dynamics.  We need to and will continue to work to do a better job of documenting ecological 


and economic impacts. 


 


I can tell we do not really have a good sense of the seasonal dietary changes of this fish as it 


relates to recruitment of economically important species and we need to get a better handle on 


that.  We are developing the lionfish manual, which will be that desktop reference for managers.  


We’re developing a web portal, which will be an international team that is working to facilitate 


broader training and media tools, training videos and things like that. 


 


We are working on a regional strategy with these international partners for the Caribbean, for a 


consensus among coastal managers that the control of lionfish is important and why it’s 


important and the scale of economic impacts that are being observed in and around the 


Caribbean, and then working with many MPA managers on this issue in trying to understand 


really what does control mean; what does it mean in terms of economics, what does it mean in 


terms of ecological impacts. 


 


In terms of research needs, we met this year.  We had a workshop down in Miami.  We had a 


NOS/National Marine Fisheries Service Workshop to try to get our head around what is known 


and what our priorities are.  I also provided the results of this workshop to you.  We discussed 


control and education outreach and management and all these things. 


 


Then we looked at a set of overall priorities, everything combined.  At the end of the day you 


have to get to your number one what is the most important and what is number two and what is 
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number three.  We went through that process and we essentially came up with the economic 


impact assessments across all sectors as being the number one priority, because we really do not 


have that data and we cannot demonstrate to the public or to people that are making decisions 


about the impacts of invasive species without being able to say what is happening in terms of 


economics. 


 


Then number two, the effectiveness of developing a lionfish fishery; number three was the 


impacts on economically important species.  Obviously, two and three are related there.  And 


then number four was develop the need for spatial and temporal target removals for MPAs.  So, 


where are going with this? 


 


We have a number of different budget initiatives and conversations that are happening.  We’re 


continuing to work with many different partners to try to get our head around this issue, and I 


hope that even this talk today will continue this dialogue with the council and continue to think 


about and at least keep this issue on our radar. 


 


I would like to bring up a couple of emerging issues.  One is we may be undergoing an invasion 


of Asian tiger shrimp.  We have been monitoring with USGS and the South Atlantic and Gulf 


Panel on Aquatic Invasive Species.  We are working very closely with USGS on this.  We have 


begun developing a tissue repository similar to that we do for lionfish at our Beaufort Lab. 


 


The reason that I say that we may undergoing an invasion – and I say “may” because it will take 


two or three more years of data and sighting observations to know this – but we have seen a 


background level of Asian tiger shrimp for the last almost ten years, twenty to thirty or so per 


year, but this year we have seen hundreds. 


 


Many shrimpers that we’ve talked to have seen them this year.  There have reports of hundreds 


being landed in a particular shrimping week.  We have multiple individuals coming to us from 


the Gulf and from North Carolina waters as well throughout the year.  I believe we had almost 30 


or more collected just in North Carolina this year.  We’re not sure about this.  


 


We know they probably are coming from aquaculture, shrimp farms likely in Caribbean.  There 


are no penaeus monodon shrimp farms in the U.S. right now that we know about, but there are 


some active and have been active penaeus monodon shrimp farms in the Caribbean so we think 


they may be coming from either an established population in the Caribbean where we’re getting 


sporadic recruitment up into the Gulf and southeast or annual shrimp farm releases, and that 


we’re just not sure.   


 


We’re working on genetic analysis and we hope to know more about this in the upcoming 


months.  We continue to see other marine ornamentals appearing along the coast of South 


Florida.  This issue that brought us lionfish is continuing today.  This is a press release that I 


hope is out – I believe it is out as of now – that documents three non-native fishes found in 


Florida recently, including a panther grouper, which you see there on the front of the field guide 


on the top left, spotted scat and yellow tank.  We’re going to have to monitor this and continue to 


see if any of these additional species become established like lionfish.  Thank you for your 


attention and I’ll be happy to answer any questions, although we’re probably out of time.  
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MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Dr. Morris.  I appreciate your being here.  John, question? 


 


MR. JOLLEY:  Yes.  I doubt that there is any evidence, but have we gotten any evidence on 


fecundity versus age and growth – it may be a little early year – and is there any evidence or 


might we look at in the future evidence for the quality of the eggs and the survival of the larvae 


versus older fish.  I know you know what I’m getting at.  We have discovered recently that many 


of the older fishes actually get better at it as they get older unlike human beings, and that could 


be of considerable importance to us in the future with this fish. 


 


DR. MORRIS:  Well, we won’t go there.  In terms of fecundity what we do know is we do know 


fecundity because I measured it and we looked at size-dependent fecundity.  Lionfish release two 


gelatinous masses.  There are about 15 to 25 or so thousand eggs per egg mass.  They essentially 


are reproducing throughout the year.   


 


We were able to document reproduction every month of the year in North Carolina as well as in 


the Bahamas.  They appear to be reproducing or releasing eggs every three or four days, and so 


the annual fecundity of an individual female is somewhere on the order of 2 million eggs per 


individual.   


 


When you think of it in terms of invasive species, that’s really spreading out the probability that 


you are going to be successful if you’re releasing your eggs all the time throughout the year.  


They’re pelagic; they’re buoyant eggs.  The egg mass disintegrates in a few days and then the 


larvae are pelagic and disburse in ocean currents for about 30 days.  We know they settle 


between 26 and 35 days to reef habitats.   


 


We have been interested in larval mortality forever.  The problem is it’s really, really hard to 


estimate.  As a matter of fact, we really estimate it for our native fishes that we’ve been looking 


at for a long time, and the error around those numbers is very large.  I can tell you, though, that 


there is a hint that predation on lionfish eggs in the native range may be one of the possible 


controlling parts of their life history.  It is just a hint; we really have no more than that. 


 


That’s just talking to old-timers and people in the Philippines and in other places that know a 


little bit about this fish and have been watching it for their lifetime.  We haven’t documented any 


egg predation in the Atlantic.  There actually is some evidence that there may be an ichthyotoxin 


associated with this egg mass; some earlier work where they released the eggs into a tank and the 


feeder fishes swam to the other side. 


 


How all that is happening in the Atlantic with our native fishes I’m not sure, but if you were able 


to offer lots of money and say, “Go, James, and study something that you think is going to make 


a difference to this problem in terms of understanding how this invasion has occurred rapidly and 


how it’s continuing to grow so fast,” that’s one of the first places I would look is in the early life 


history. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  You talked about the diet study; did you check any of the other reef fish other 


than lionfish to see if they were feeding on vermilion snapper say at the same rates? 
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DR. MORRIS:  No, we didn’t.  That would be a good thing to know, for sure. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Jim, we saw probably the largest year class we have seen last year in the 


estuaries where I am, in the high-salinity estuaries in the South Florida area where the 


introductions first occurred, but we got kind of passed over for a number of years and then all of  


a sudden in the last two or three years we have seen this increase in the estuary.  Do lionfish go 


through ontogenetic shifts like our snapper?  I mean do they at a certain age come out the inlet 


and then migrate to the reefs like our reef fish do or do they stay in the estuary when they grow 


up and start growing there? 


 


DR. MORRIS:  We have to remember we’re really in the beginning stages of this invasion and 


so I think what patterns we see are going to be somewhat stochastic because we’re in the 


beginning.  It’s a very dynamic event that is happening right now.  That being said, it doesn’t 


surprise me.  Lionfish physical tolerance is quite high for temperature, 10 degrees Celsius to 35 


degrees Celsius.  That’s actually comparable to many of our native tropicals as well.   


 


Their salinity tolerance is what you would expect for the type of system they have.  We can get 


lionfish down to 14 or 15 parts per thousand long-term.  No problem; they can adjust.  I have a 


PhD student at the University of Florida who in his dissertation is looking specifically at salinity 


tolerance and the rate and looking at potentially how much influx might we see in more riverine 


systems and more estuarine systems, but it’s not surprising we will see just somewhat stochastic 


and random recruitment I think into estuaries and into river systems. 


 


North of Florida that’s not an issue because they’re going to die in the winter, but in mangrove 


systems in the Caribbean, I’m not sure about the Gulf there – you know, this is a marine tropical 


reef fish.  I’m not sure about its going into waters that have higher turbidity and whatnot and the 


turbidity clarity preference of this fish.  It’s not surprising and something we definitely need to 


watch.  The thing that concerns me most are the interactions with other fisheries, of course, and 


it’s another venomous fish. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, again.  David, what is your pleasure? 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Well, we hoped to get through presentations.  My understanding is that Jeff can 


give it the first thing in the morning, but we’d have to do it before the AP Selection.  Well, we’ll 


start with your presentation in the morning.   


 


MR. HARRIS:  It’s scheduled at 8:30.  Well, this committee will stand in recess until 8:30 in the 


morning. 


 


The Ecosystem-Based Management Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council reconvened in the Roosevelt Ballroom of the Holiday Inn Brownstone Hotel, 


Wednesday morning, December 6, 2011, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by 


Chairman Duane Harris.   


 


MR. HARRIS:  I’m going to reconvene the Ecosystem-Based Management Committee and get 


back to where we ended yesterday.  The first item that we’re going to take up this morning is a 
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presentation by Jeff Herod on an update on U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Programs Addressing 


Coastal and Marine Invasives. 


 


MR. HEROD:  Thank you very much for the opportunity.  Today what I would like to talk about 


are aquatic invasive species.  Unlike James Morris’ discussion yesterday, it’s going to be little bit 


broader than a single species, but you’ll see a theme for lionfish that follows through.  I want to 


give you a little about who I am as I’m presenting this information. 


 


I started in 2010 with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Fisheries Program as the aquatic 


invasive species coordinator, and that is in Atlanta, Georgia.  Prior to that I’ve worked in various 


places.  We talk about the top three for invasive species issues.  I’ve worked in the Everglades on 


a aquatic invasive species.   


 


I’ve worked in the San Francisco Bay Delta Area on aquatic invasive species.  I’ve also worked 


on terrestrial work in California, Nevada; working with the genus nerodia, which is the genus for 


water snakes that were introduced into California.  Out in the Pacific Islands I worked on every 


from the coconut rhinoceros beetle to brown tree snakes to eradication of rats on remote islands. 


 


I’ve worked on invasive species for about ten years and basically what it has been building 


towards is trying to hone my skills in bio-security, which is a theme that will run through this, 


which is basically protection of assets, looking at how you prevent the introduction of invasive 


species, and it’s a more holistic approach than going species by species and trying to control.  


 


I think it bends well with the theme here of an ecosystem-based management.  I’m going to talk 


a little bit about the issue of invasive species just to give you a backdrop.  I’ll talk about some the 


coordination efforts and partnerships and some of the structures that are available to the council 


as far as coordination and people who share this theme or the concern for invasive species in 


ecosystem management and also give you a flavor for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service efforts in 


coastal and marine environments, which we’re not really that active in, but for aquatic invasive 


species and some other issues I just wanted to demonstrate that we are a partner in these 


environments and habitats. 


 


In general when we talk about invasive species we talk about the economic, the environmental, 


ecological and human health concerns.  There was a project that was funded in 2001 by the U.S. 


Fish and Wildlife Service for USGS to do a summary report on invasive species in the southeast 


region, our Region 4.  Basically the summary was that there were 231 non-native fishes, both 


marine and freshwater; 33 crustaceans.  We had one mammal; 22 mollusks; and 60 freshwater 


vascular plans. 


 


In 2011 I just funded the revision of this project and there will be a ten-year update on it.  We 


expect to have that next year, and we expect to see that there will be an increase in both non-


native fishes and a significant increase in mollusks.  I want to talk about the economic impacts; 


$120 billion annually to the U.S. economy for invasive species impacts. 


 


A state-specific example I’ll provide here is Florida; it’s control of hydrilla in its lakes.  Two 


Florida lakes were overtaken by hydrilla and recreational use was lost at those lakes, and that 
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resulted in $10 million annually in lost revenue.  Impacts to our threatened and endangered 


species; currently half of the species that are listed in the recovery plan or somewhere in the 


listing package it listed one of the threats being invasive species. 


 


That could be through direct predation, habitat alteration or actually a disease or disease vector.  


There are structures in place in legislation that supports agencies’ implementation of control 


strategies or prevention actions for invasive species.  In 1990 it was NANPCA.  That was revised 


in ’96 by the National Invasive Species Act.  We also have the Executive Order 13112, which 


was signed in by President William Clinton. 


 


There is also species-specific and I gave one example here, Brown Tree Snake Control and 


Eradication Act, and then many bureaus and agencies also have specific directives that mandate 


actions to prevent or at least consider invasive species in project planning or in actions for 


management. 


 


I’m going to talk a little about the coordination structures in place.  As I mentioned, I’m the 


coordinator for aquatic invasive species for the southeast region for the Fish and Wildlife 


Service.  Our region is depicted here in this graphic from Kentucky to Arkansas down to 


Louisiana across the Gulf Coast, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, up the Atlantic Coast to North 


Carolina.   


 


The other hat I wear is for the Southeast Aquatic Resources Partnership, which I am the aquatic 


nuisance species coordinator for that partnership.  That’s actually 14 states.  We pick up 


Virginia, Missouri, Oklahoma and Texas.  The reason I illustrate these two geographic regions is 


that within these regions the states have aquatic nuisance species coordinators.  That is a network 


that I use to implement projects and also get feedback on issues that are important to the state 


and across the region. 


 


Higher up we have the National Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force, and I have the website 


listed here if you’d like to go and look for more information.  The Aquatic Nuisance Species 


Task Force is co-chaired by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA.  It approves the state 


aquatic nuisance species plans.  A lot of its activities are done through ad hoc committees for 


pathways such as recreational use or for species-specific control plans like the lionfish, and I’ll 


talk a little bit about that later on. 


 


Another way that the task force accomplishes its activities is through regional panels.  This 


graphic depicts the regional panels for the whole U.S. broken out.  State membership in a 


regional panel is up to the state, and so there is redundancy.  I’m very active in the Gulf and 


South Atlantic Regional Panel, and that will be another item I’ll talk about a little bit later related 


to lionfish.  I’m also very active in the Mississippi River Basin Panel.  


 


Again, the panels, the way that they function is the state aquatic nuisance species coordinator 


attends these panels, brings issues from the state forward or seeks actions that are shared across 


state plans where the panel itself can implement an action that would benefit more than one state.  


I wanted to talk a little bit about funding some of the projects that we fund, and one of them that 


the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service funds are the state ANS plans. 
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In this graphic, it’s dated January 2010, several states have now changed their status.  On the 


graphic, green are states that have approved plans.  Blue are states that have plans that are 


drafted, which means that they drafted a plan, they have submitted it to a task force for review.  


In white states there is no action been done for a plan. 


 


In this graphic Texas and Arizona just in November have approved plans, so those changed to 


green.  In the state of Florida they have a combination plan of both aquatics and terrestrial.  


Because it has both types, the Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force cannot provide approval for 


that plan, so Florida does not receive any funding for its plan. 


 


I’m going to talk a little bit about lionfish and marine fishes and projections that I’m funding in 


2011.  Some of the projects will be ongoing.  As you saw in James Morris’ presentation, there 


was a guidebook for non-native marine fishes.  That is a project that is funded by the U.S. Fish 


and Wildlife Service.  We’re continuing that funding. 


 


The next step in this project is to develop a rapid-response plan.  Currently the activities are 


when a marine non-native fish is reported, there are several people who respond to that report 


and try to capture that fish.  An example is the panther grouper.  They respond on site.  They 


work through the state and other partners to develop how they’re going to respond to this, what 


they’re going to do when they actually capture the species and then where that species would be 


acquisitioned.   


 


Another project I’m funding is with NOAA and the U.S. Virgin Islands, and this is to look at 


ciguatera in lionfish.  This is a project that NOAA and U.S. Virgin Islands thought was a high 


priority; and since we are moving forward with a lionfish national management plan, we share 


their concern for this issue and we decided to fund it. 


 


We have another project that we’re funding through REEF with Dr. Lad Atkins, and in this 


project he is looking at lionfish impacts to the commercial lobster fishery as well as the lionfish 


derbies that many of you may have heard of where they actually hold a derby where people 


collect lionfish and then they actually show people how to treat the flesh and then actually how 


to cook and serve lionfish. 


 


Part of the outcome for this project is to see are we getting information out there about the 


impacts of lionfish as well as this control effort of actually removing lionfish from reef areas.  


We’re also involved with the Invasive Lionfish Ad Hoc Control Committee, and I want to spend 


just a little bit of time to show you the process that we went through to take a very local issue 


shared by maybe a couple of states and how we went through the process to get a national 


management plan started. 


 


Basically what happened were several of the partners came to me and said that we have an issue 


with lionfish, it’s impacting some of our commercial fisheries, we think it’s going to impact the 


ecology in certain areas, what is the process we need to raise this issue?  One of the things we 


did is we put together the subject matter experts for a panel.  We presented to the regional panel, 


which was the Gulf and South Atlantic Regional Panel of the task force. 
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They made a recommendation that we wanted the panel to take this issue up to the task force and 


recommend an ad hoc committee be developed to scope the issue completely.  We did do that.  


The task force agreed with that; they created an ad hoc committee.  The ad hoc committee 


scoped out the issue over four months, which resulted in basically a recommendation from the ad 


hoc committee saying that this is truly a national issue; coordination needs to be implemented at 


a wide scale; and the geographic scale we think would be from the Gulf of Mexico all the way up 


the Atlantic Coast, and that this was the role for the task force. 


 


The task force agreed with this in the November meeting and we are charged with expanding our 


membership and we will begin working on a national management plan in January.  We hope to 


have that done in one year.  The process to get the issue from a local issue all the way up to 


getting a national management plan thus far has been a little bit over a year. 


 


Moving away from a species-specific, I want to talk just briefly about HACCP.  HACCP is 


Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point Planning.  It’s a planning tool that we use to reduce 


the risk of moving invasive species unintentionally.  We provide this training free of charge.  We 


have a website that you can go to get the material.   


 


I also travel to agencies’ offices to actually provide the training.  Basically it’s a five-step 


process.  It allows you to look at an activity, where the risks are in that activity for moving what 


we call an non-target, something that’s not essential to that process, how you control and monitor 


to make sure that non-target does not move with your activity.  It’s a pretty simple process. 


 


Most of the training is two days.  At the end of that, it results in a draft plan.  Most plans are 


finalized within about three weeks of that.  So far we’ve provided training to the Park Service, 


other U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service offices, TVA, and currently I’m working with the 


Cooperative Invasive Species Management Areas in Florida implementing HACCP. 


 


Continuing with the theme of pathways and sort of in conclusion of this presentation, I wanted to 


put some ideas out there.  Some of the partners that I’m working with and some of the projects 


we’re looking at developing for fiscal year 2012 are looking at components of management and 


particularly fish-attracting devices and how those interact with aquatic invasive species; also 


looking at assets, oil platforms, vessels, bio-fouling where we see hull fouling or other 


movement of materials that’s not intended to move with those assets. 


 


The question has also been raised do we have a comprehensive understanding for surveys of 


aquatic invasive species, both the composition and the proportions of aquatic invasive species 


that occupy ports and harbors in the southeastern U.S., and there are always issues that are raised 


with aquaculture and some of the equipment used with aquaculture, and what risks are associated 


with aquaculture and how do we manage those risks.  With that, I hope you found that there was 


something useful in this presentation and that you consider me a resource.  I’ve put my 


information up there for you to contact me.  At this point I’ll take any questions. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Thanks, Jeff, for taking the time to come and give us the presentation.  A lot of 


folks sitting around the table here, at least most of the state folks and the federal folks are 
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involved in sampling programs of one sort or another, so what do we do if we find a critter in our 


sampling program that we don’t recognize; to whom do we report that? 


 


MR. HEROD:  That’s a very good question.  We have a network, a data base infrastructure set 


up within the southeastern U.S., and we’ve actually shared it nationally.  With USGS there is the 


non-indigenous aquatic species data base, which is housed in Gainesville, Florida.  I provide 


funding to that data base.   


 


What I ask folks to do is to report those particular species that they have at the end of their field 


season to USGS, and it goes into a national data base.  It’s free of charge to use.  You can 


actually go in and check sites where you’re going to be sampling to see what invasive species is 


already there. 


 


In addition we have a hotline, which is 877-STOP-ANS.  That hotline is a 24/7 person-manned 


operator system where it actually directs a call to my by blackberry and two other blackberries in 


the U.S.  We then work through our network of state coordinators and people on the regional 


panels, and we can actually get people deployed to respond to and onsite usually within about 24 


to 48 hours. 


 


We have used this hotline to respond to spiny tail iguana reports.  We get vague reports of some 


kind of grass on my boat trailer.  We actually provide a response.  We meet with the people who 


are reporting.  These are typically just everyday recreational boaters or anglers who, you know, 


they’ve seen a caiman or this or that, and we respond to all terrestrial and aquatic.   


 


It also gives us that chance on the follow-through of giving them some information, letting them 


know that when they reported that issue that somebody did respond, that we do have response to 


it, and that their efforts were worth something to them.  That hotline, all that information also 


feeds into this national data base. 


 


We have that data base and I would recommend that people take look at it.  The new interface 


that was put on it last year through our grant uses Google map, so it’s a pretty straightforward 


kind of setup, and you can go down to I think it’s eight-digit HUC and you can actually see 


multiple species or you can target a particular species if there is an interest. 


 


MR. JOLLEY:  I can’t help myself; is Florida the worse state in the nation in invasive species? 


 


MR. HEROD:  It has a substantial issue with invasive species, yes.  There are several hotspots in 


the U.S., and it happens to be one of them due to climate.  It has a lot of material, a lot of species 


that come in and out of it as well, and so it’s just going to be prone to have more species in it.  


It’s a substantial undertaking for the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission to 


address particularly the aquatic issues, which are a little more difficult when you get into anglers 


who would like to use a certain resource but also maintaining that in certain areas where you still 


protect your natural areas. 


 


MS. McCAWLEY:  I would request a copy of the presentation, if we could get a copy of that? 
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MR. HEROD:  Yes. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Jeff, before you send the presentation, if you could include another slide that 


shows the contact information and the hotline number that you gave us for the USGS Gainesville 


Lab there for reporting.  But, relative to John’s comment, it’s not just Florida, John.  It is a lot of 


port cities especially and in particular Chesapeake Bay has a lot of species I think that could 


potentially move south. 


 


My question for Jeff is do you know if there is a list somewhere or maybe that USGS report that 


you referred to – and maybe that will be updated, but what this council I think would be most 


interested in is what is already out there and what is the potential for it moving into our area from 


either the Caribbean to the South Atlantic or from the Chesapeake Bay and the Mid-Atlantic to 


the south, because I know the Chesapeake Bay has got the, what, green crabs and mitten crabs 


and rapa whelks and a whole bunch of other stuff like that. 


 


MR. HEROD:  Yes, the report that will be completed next year will give us sort of the broad 


overview of what the trend is.  We expect that we’re probably going to be somewhere between a 


3 to 5 increase in the number of introductions.  Not all introductions result in establishment and 


spread.   


 


It’s really hard when we start to try to project a large scale where or what the next invader is 


going to be.  A lot of resources are going in the direction of prevention.  I like to deal with the 


pathways when I talk about whole filing acqaculture, live bait.  A lot of these issues are the 


places where we need to understand what risk is involved and then how do we manage that risk.   


 


It’s not to bar any one activity but it’s how do we manage that and provide the best cost benefits 


or at least the best decision support to folks who have to make those management decisions of if 


we’re going to be involved in this particular activity, what is the risk involved with that.  There 


are some activities moving forward looking at risk assessments and sort of using climate match 


as one way to go through a suite of species that are in the trade right now and looking at potential 


overlap within the U.S.  We have about 1,200 of those species done, but they’re ready for release 


yet.  They’re still preliminary or draft.  That effort is actually going to be feeding into our 


injurious wildlife listing activities. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Do you all deal with the marine algae? 


 


MR. HEROD:  I have in the past, caulerpa? 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Yes, caulerpa in particular. 


 


MR. HEROD:  Yes, when I was in California we worked on caulerpa.  There is a national 


management plan for caulerpa.  It has a whole suite of activities and the partners who are 


working on those activities.  There is still a working group.  The same thing with Chinese mitten 


crab, those are the primarily two.  The European green crab, there is a national management plan 


for that, but I’m not sure how active it is.  But as far as national management plans that have a 


species focus, those are the only three that I would consider coastal or marine.  A lot of activity 
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recently has been done for brown tree snake, Asian carp, New Zealand mud snail and now we’re 


working on lionfish. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Last question, Jeff, and again thanks for being here and sharing this information 


with us, but I just wondered if you got a call about the black mamba that bit the prospective 


buyer in St. Mary’s, Georgia, last week. 


 


MR. HEROD:  No, I did not. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  That could be another invasive species that has escaped into our world.  I’m sure 


it won’t stay in Georgia to Florida, obviously, Jessica, but in any event.  The item on the 


ecosystem agenda is status of catches versus quota for octocorals.   


 


MR. STEELE:  I’ll do that, Mr. Chairman.  In 2010 we got about 12.4 percent of 50,000 


colonies.  For 2011 the e-mail we got in just recently indicates that about 7 percent of the 50,000 


colonies have been harvested. 


 


MR. HARRIS:   Questions for Phil?  All right, moving along the next item is the status of the 


Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 2. 


 


MR. STEELE:  CE-BA 2; the notice of availability of the amendment was published back on 


September 26
th
 with the comment period ending November 25


th
.  The proposed rule published on 


the 9
th


 of November with the comment period also ending on November 25
th


.  The final rule 


package I have been informed this morning is going to the front office sometime today or 


tomorrow and will be winging its way to headquarters forthwith. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Questions for Phil about CE-BA 2?  The next item is the report from the Coral 


AP meeting, Anna. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I reviewed a little bit of what the Coral Advisory Panel Meeting had to say 


yesterday regarding the Spiny Lobster Amendment, but I wanted to go over the remainder of 


their recommendations to the Ecosystem Committee and the council.  Again, these are 


recommendations from the meeting that was held October 25
th
 and 26


th
 in North Charleston. 


 


The advisory panel did make some recommendations to modify a few of the coral habitat areas 


of particular concern.  Again, this was based on research that NOAA has conducted for the past 


three years, focusing their efforts on the South Atlantic Region specifically.  These are revision 


recommendations based on that work. 


 


The first recommendation is to extend the Oculina HAPC boundary to include new mounds that 


were discovered during a research cruise this summer.  There were two areas of high relief 


Oculina Coral Mounds and bottom habitat discovered outside of the HAPC boundary.  These 


were suspected from regional bathymetric charts and were later verified this summer with multi-


beam mapping and groundtruth with ROV data. 
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One proposed area from the advisory panel would be an addition to the HAPC that would extend 


from the northern boundary of the HAPC up to the St. Augustine area.  This would add close to 


400 square miles incorporating habitat in areas off of Daytona and Titusville.  The second region 


is to the west.   


 


It’s not depicted in this map, but it is another recommendation to extend the area to the west of 


the current boundary, primarily between the two satellite areas of the original HAPC boundary.  


This recommendation from the AP would add approximately 75 square miles of habitat.  The 


second boundary revision recommendation from the AP does include new lophelia areas that 


were discovered off of the coast of Jacksonville and west of the existing Stetson-Miami Terrace 


HAPC, bounded approximately by the 200 meter depth contour in these following areas. 


 


This recommendation from the advisory panel proposes a 639 square mile addition to the HAPC, 


which is originally just under 23,000 square miles.  Some of the scientists on the panel do 


believe this to be a site of permanent upwelling with temperatures here much colder in the 


shallower areas than they originally suspected to be at these depths. 


 


What they found here wasn’t just a sprig or two of lophelia but it was a well-established 


ecosystem of lophelia coral community.  There is a section of the proposed expansion that falls 


within the North Florida Marine Protected Area, and also the proposed expansion does impact 


Shrimp Fishery Access Area 1, which is the thin pink sliver there on the existing boundary. 


 


The third HAPC revision recommendation from the advisory panel includes an extension of the 


Cape Lookout HAPC area off of North Carolina, so this recommendation proposes an eight 


square mile extension of the HAPC, which is originally around 122 square miles.  Again, this is a 


recommendation that stems from a multi-beam bathymetry mapping trip and discovery of 


lophelia mounds in areas north of the current boundary. 


 


The AP also recommended possibly other areas where surveys have indicated the presence of 


deepwater coral resources, so these are areas that would be proposed in the future at a later date, 


but they would be based on NOAA’s Deep Sea Coral Working Group Team whose final report 


on the research they’ve been conducting in the South Atlantic will be finalized during the 


summer of 2012 and subsequently submitted to the council later next year, so this is just a 


recommendation about there could be possibly other recommendations from the panel coming as 


a result of the report. 


 


The next recommendation from the AP is in regards to an update to the Oculina Experimental 


Closed Area Evaluation Plan.  This is a report that is due to be delivered to the council in March 


of 2014, so this recommendation from the panel is in reference to initiating an update to the 


research section of the plan. 


 


The third AP recommendation is about coral researchers discussing an increasing number of 


blackbelly rosefish observations that are made in deep coral habitat and particularly in the newly 


discovered lophelia areas off of Jacksonville.  This is not a commercial fishery in the South 


Atlantic but it is in other regions, and the AP feels that there could potentially be a commercial 
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fishery in the South Atlantic.  This is a recommendation to work with the Snapper Grouper 


Advisory Panel on this issue to provide them with information and discuss the concern. 


 


The AP also has a recommendation for council support to identify future funding sources for 


continued investigations at the Snowy Wreck Marine Protected Area.  The actual wreck within 


the MPA is the area in question here, so this is an area that lies on the outer quadrant of the MPA 


in waters much deeper than around 800 feet. 


 


Recent assessments from Steve Ross with UNC-Wilmington do show that the wreck is closer to 


400 feet long.  Originally they suspected this wreck to have been much smaller in size.  They do 


feel it originated from the late 1800’s so the AP had some discussion of the fact that this could be 


of significance archeologically.  They did find lophelia presence at the wreck site; however, the 


lophelia there is unknown. 


 


If you’ll recall during the September council meeting this was an item for consideration in CE-


BA 3, but here we have just set a research priority; the intent being that some on the AP feel that 


this should be more of a research priority coming from the council rather than a specific measure 


at this time.   


 


The recommendation is a request for securing a three to four research cruise that would give 


scientists the data they feel is necessary that they don’t have now, and this would include a one-


year environmental monitoring study.  Again, basically there are a lot of questions about this 


area that they would like to be able to answer. 


 


The next recommendation is an output from that shallow water lophelia discovery off of 


Jacksonville.  Some of the AP scientists are interest in further examining the western boundary 


of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC because they do feel it’s a site of a permanent upwelling.  


Again, this is another recommendation for making this a research priority. 


 


The advisory panel recommends that the council coordinate with NOAA to ensure that 


information presented in a couple of the interactive deep sea coral data bases, which are the 


SEADESC format and also a data base maintained by the Deep Sea Coral Research and 


Technology Program, that information be provided to the council for inclusion in the IMS server 


that is posted off the council’s website. 


 


They also recommend continued coordination with NOAA vessels that have multi-beam 


capability to assist in mapping many of the unsurveyed sections of the HAPCs.  Next the AP 


discussed there are some hurdles with accessing information on coral protected areas on our 


current website, and Sandra Brooke touched on this a little bit yesterday during here SERMA 


presentation. 


 


This is a recommendation that refers to improvement with consolidating the information in a 


visible locale and to work with partners to streamline this information to ensure that the council 


is seen as the source for information on many of the protected areas.   
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The next item, the advisory panel recommends that the council coordinate with Bureau of Ocean 


and Energy Management, BOEM, to encourage that requests for usage or lease of any of the 


areas within the HAPCs have sufficient and appropriate mapping and resource characterization 


and other information that would help to ensure they can avoid the deepwater coral areas and 


habits within a potential lease site. 


 


The final recommendation from the advisory panel tags along with this previous 


recommendation as far as including a provision with the council’s energy policy statement that 


would help to ensure these agencies reviewing the requests for lease of areas have the 


appropriate mapping information of coral protected areas included within the energy policy 


statement.  That in a nutshell is output from the Coral Advisory Panel Meeting. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Anna.  Any questions?  Ben. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Duane, could or Anna enlighten me.  I can’t remember what the regulations are 


in the Oculina HAPCs now, if we extend those areas to the north, what regulations will change? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  I can’t enlighten you.  Anna, can you?  Kim is getting the brochure, okay.  While 


we’re waiting on that, Charlie, you go ahead with your question and then we’ll come back to 


that. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Anna, did the advisory panel – I’m thinking about the Royal Red Fishery and if 


you move it to the west; is that going to interact to cover the Royal Red Fishery?  I think you 


said there was a sliver of something in there, so tell me how that’s going to work. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, certainly, fishery activity would need to be analyzed before this is pursued 


much further.  That does impact the Fishery Access Area 1.  Let the me pull up the picture of the 


map again.  If you can see the dots there at the bottom near the access area, those or VMS tracks 


so you can see they are within the proposed area that the AP is suggesting here.  There is likely 


some trawling activity taking place in this area. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Is that Royal Reds or rock shrimp or which fisheries are these? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Both of them are considered deepwater shrimp fisheries, and both of them were 


involved in the original discussion of this HAPC area.  I’m not sure I was ever clear on who was 


doing what in the area.  I thought both were going on, obviously. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  It’s potentially both fisheries.  It could possibly be in waters too deep for the 


rock shrimp, but again this is VMS tracks, and that’s a fishery that does require VMS. 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I think it was Ben’s question about what was currently prohibited in 


the Oculina HAPC and then obviously what would extended north, if this is what you did, so in 


the Oculina Bank HAPC no person may; one, use a bottom longline, bottom trawl, dredge, pot or 


trap; two, if aboard a fishing vessel, anchor, use an anchor and chain or use a grapple and chain; 


three, fish for rock shrimp – so no person may fish for rock shrimp or possess rock shrimp in or 


from the area on board a fishing vessel. 
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DR. LANEY:  So if the council elected to pursue expanding these areas; is this something we 


would explore via CE-BA 3? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Yes, this is part of the CE-BA discussion that we’ll have next.  David. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  I was going to ask Anna if she could maybe expand a little bit on these action 


items that are part of that report. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  The advisory panel had some discussion about tubastrea, which is the invasive 


orange cup coral.  If you recall in CE-CA 2 there was some interest among the AP for excluding 


this species from the FMU in order to pursue some types of eradication.  When the council was 


deliberating about that, it was decided there really wasn’t a whole lot of information about this 


species, and so it was left as is and maintained within the management unit and also because law 


enforcement pointed out some identification issues with this type of coral versus a number of 


others primarily down in Florida. 


 


This is an action item that the AP is working on developing a subcommittee, if you will, to work 


on an issues paper about the orange cup coral to eventually present to the council in some form 


or fashion.  The next action item on the report is in regards to – I guess before my time working 


with the Ecosystem Committee and the Coral Advisory Panel, there were some questions about 


the final delineation of the boundaries in Comprehensive Ecosystem Amendment 1 with the 


HAPC designation. 


 


Some on the AP had some questions about how the final coordinates were eventually approved 


and implemented upon – there was I guess some areas in the northern Stetson-Miami Terrace 


HAPC that had some irregular boundaries, and Sandra pointed this out yesterday.  The AP just 


wanted a factual presentation about the end process of their designation. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  I guess an observation and then either a comment or perhaps a question.  The 


observation is it’s apparent to me that if there is significant shrimp trawling going on in these 


areas as indicated by the track, it is very unlikely that there is viable oculina or lophelia, for that 


matter, colonies.  They don’t mix very well and thus the regulations we put in place. 


 


I don’t how long, Anna, the tracks – over what period of time these tracks represent fishing 


activity.  I guess it may be more informative if we could put some dates on when the fisheries 


occurred on those tracks.  It may be that fishermen were just up there trying stuff or encountered 


coral and went, whoa, this is not good; and even though they show up as a VMS track, it may not 


be an area that the folks are fishing in on a regular basis.   


 


If we have that capability, maybe putting some dates on those tracks would be informative.  I 


guess you understand the concept; perhaps people have fished up there in the past but aren’t 


fishing regularly now and it may not be a huge concern even those tracks are present on the map. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Mac, that’s a good suggestion.  David. 
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MR. CUPKA:  I agree with Mac; and those of you who were around then will recall we spent a 


lot of time working with the industry on this, and at some point we need to get the Shrimp AP 


back involved in this if we’re going to consider taking some action because there was a lot of 


time and effort spent in trying to delineate these areas.  If we need to get a better picture on what 


is going on where and when, one way to do that would be to involve the Shrimp AP if we move 


ahead on some of these things. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  I agree.  Wilson. 


 


DR. LANEY:  I certainly agree with what David just said about getting the Shrimp AP involved 


in it.  You and I were at the meeting.  It’s my understanding that the recommendations for 


expansion were based on the more recent data that do show that there are viable lophelia colonies 


in those areas, Mac, despite the fact that there may have been trawling there.  I think they’re 


making the recommendations based on the existence of additional deepwater resources that merit 


protection in the AP’s view. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Yes, that is true, Wilson, but at the same time Mac is right.  We don’t know 


when those trawls or those attempts to trawl in areas were made, and it may not have even been 


trawl attempts.  They may have just been sounding the area and determining whether they 


thought they could trawl in the area.   


 


If we get the Shrimp AP involved and get more specific information on when those tracks were 


made in that area, I think that will inform us and inform our decision in the future.  I will say 


this; this Coral Advisory Panel is one of the best advisory panels I have ever worked with in my 


time on this council.  It’s really a great group of folks and really do a good job working with us.   


 


Any questions for Anna on the Coral AP Report?  Our next item on the agenda is a report from 


the Habitat AP.  Roger was going to be here.  Well, he was here yesterday when we were 


supposed to have done this, but he is not here this morning, so Gregg is going to come up and 


give us the report from the Habitat Advisory Panel and Eco-Regional Coordination Meeting. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Roger is attending a South Atlantic Conservation Cooperative Workshop that’s 


here in town where they’re developing a strategic plan.  He sits as a member on that group, so 


that’s why he is not here this morning.  I just wanted to touch on the major recommendation, and 


Duane and Wilson were there to see all the work that has gone into this.  Chris Elkins is here and 


he is on Habitat AP. 


 


We’re planning at one of the meetings next year to have a workshop where you all will be able to 


access this information through this newly developed dashboard, and it will give you a better 


idea of what resources are available.  I want to right now just touch on the major comments that 


would feed into the list of items for CE-BA 3, and these are the Habitat AP recommendations. 


 


You all were sent this presentation so I’m just going to touch on the recommendations and I’ll be 


glad to answer any questions if there are any.  You can look at the preliminary rationale, you 


have this information as well, for more detail.  They are recommending consider designating 
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EFH-HAPCs for speckled hind and Warsaw grouper, and there is information showing the 


distribution. 


 


On the issue of powerhead prohibition, they are recommending we consider a coast-wide 


prohibition in the South Atlantic Region; potential Coral HAPC modifications, consider 


expansion of Coral HAPCs if habitat is present in areas under consideration; also co-designate 


them as EFH-HAPCs if expansion is warranted.  There are a few figures showing some of that 


information. 


 


Then as far as research items, which gets into a little longer term, but some of these issues are 


identified in this list for CE-BA 3; to investigate other habitat closely associated with the existing 


Snowy Wreck MAP; sampling is ongoing inside and outside the MPA.  Request a research 


priority for the examination of habitat impacts in the wreckfish fishery and deep-dropping, and 


they pointed out these potential impacts may be point impacts. 


 


Recommendations on ecosystem linkages looking at forage fish; enhancing the description of the 


roles; consider development of a policy document to protect forage fish.  In terms of nearshore or 


hard bottom; enhance information on nearshore or hard bottom use by snapper grouper species; 


clarification of nearshore and relief associated with it. 


 


There are other recommendations supporting research and EFH designation of habitats; 


evaluating the issue of sand berm creation as habitat; and readdressing the existing EFH policy 


statement on beach dredge and fill activities and related large-scale coastal engineering projects.  


Some of this information has recommendations that will go into your consideration for CE-BA 3 


and others are what the Habitat AP will be working on next year; develop a framework for new 


South Atlantic Council policy statement for protection and restoration of habitat and ecosystem 


functions in the South Atlantic Region. 


 


Roger wanted me to mention also that there will be continued work refining that digital 


dashboard.  As I mentioned, Duane, Wilson and Chris were there and they can talk with you one 


on one about that a little more.  We had a little bit of a demo and continue working with the 


Florida folks to expand that and make it easier to access all the information through our website.  


That’s it, Mr. Chairman. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Gregg; and just to add to that, there is just some phenomenal work 


going on that.  You know, you sit here and you listen to Roger go through go through his five-


minute reports and you get barely a flavor of what is going on.  When you sit through an entire 


Habitat AP meeting and Coral AP meeting, you really do get a much better idea of the work 


that’s going on in this area.  It’s pretty amazing!  Questions for Gregg?  Seeing none, the next 


item on the agenda is a review of CE-BA 3 and measures for consideration.  Anna. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  This is Attachment 4 in the Ecosystem Briefing Book.  Some of this is 


information you’ve just heard from me, but I wanted to review with you the list we currently 


have on the docket for considering in the next ecosystem amendment.  We do have a general 


timing schedule set forth for the amendment. 
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We’re seeking council approval for public scoping during this meeting.  The scoping meetings 


will be held the last of January and beginning of February in 2012.  The IPT can begin to work 


on specific actions and alternatives after we seek the public’s input on these measures.  The 


committee will convene again in March to review the public scoping, the actions and alternatives 


that are developing and theoretically would review and approve the document for public hearing 


in June of next year. 


 


Public hearings would then be held later in the summer and eventually the document would be 


finally reviewed during September or December of next year.  Gregg kind of mentioned the ideal 


timeframe for these ecosystem amendments during the September meeting.  I wanted to give you 


a little bit of background on each of the items for consideration we have so far. 


 


The first measure would expand coral habitat areas of particular concern that were designated in 


CE-BA 1 and earlier.  The three coral HAPC expansion recommendations, as I just reviewed 


with you, are based on NOAA’s Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program’s work.  


They have focused their work in the South Atlantic for the past three years.  They’re shifting 


focus to the West Pacific Region, I believe, during the coming year. 


 


These are recommendations from the Coral Advisory Panel, and they are on our list for 


consideration in CE-BA 3.  As I mentioned, the advisory panel recommends an extension of the 


boundaries of the present Oculina HAPC.  The AP recommendation extends the northern 


boundary by approximately 393 square miles, up to off of St. Augustine, and extends the western 


boundary by approximate 75 square miles between the current HAPC satellite sites. 


 


The AP also recommends that the boundaries of the present Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC be 


expanded in areas off of Jacksonville to include the area west of the existing boundary that is 


bounded approximately by the 200 meter depth contour.  This is a recommendation from the AP 


that proposes a 629 square mile addition on to this HAPC. 


 


The next item is a recommendation from the Coral AP to extend the boundaries of the Cape 


Lookout HAPC, and that would be an extension of the northern boundary.  This recommendation 


proposes an 8 square mile extension of the original boundary that was originally 122 square 


miles.  Those are the HAPC recommendations on the docket for this amendment. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Anna, maybe you can answer this.  It’s pretty apparent when you look at that 


proposed extension or recommended extension for Cape Lookout that it’s only half roughly of 


the width of the already established HAPC.  Is that because no sampling was done in that deeper 


area?  I think we talked about this when we first started doing this, that there were obvious gaps 


in between some of these things and that if and when we get to the point we can actually survey 


all of this, we’re likely to find these corals in these gaps in between.   


 


Here is another example of once I think Ross can get the sub time to go out there and look at this 


area deeper than the green shaded area, odds are he is going to find the same thing he found just 


to the south of it in the blue area.  I don’t know, maybe it’s a matter of comfort level of the 


council and taking a leap of faith and going ahead and extending that as an entire area northward 
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off the existing HAPC and we eliminate some of these curves and bumps and small areas that are 


very difficult to enforce. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Mac.  Since this is going out for public scoping, it certainly would be 


easy for us to do that and get public comment while we’re out there.  If we don’t include that 


additional area for public scoping, then we obviously will not be able to do anything if we do 


move forward with it in the future.  It’s up to the committee as to whether you want to do that 


and, Mac, you can make a motion to extend that area to encompass the entire width of the 


existing HAPC.  If you would like to, I’ll entertain that. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Duane, at this point I’m a little uncomfortable doing it.  Maybe I need to talk to 


Steve Ross about it and if it provides me some more comfort, then maybe we can consider that in 


the future or maybe this is the best way, just send out stuff that we know where the corals exist 


and then just start adding them as we identify them.  There is a missing logic or something there 


in my mind, anyway, and it may just be my warped mind. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, Monica is going to correct what I just said. 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Why would you jump to that conclusion? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Because it has happened before. 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I wanted to add some additional information.  Just because if you 


leave that area as is and you don’t extend it as you were talking, Mac, it doesn’t preclude the 


council from even in this document going forward in the future with adding that area.  In other 


words, when you take some things out to scoping, that’s what you’re doing, you’re taking these 


items out and you can get additional information which may change or lead you to change your 


position or change the action, whatever.  So, just because you haven’t expanded the area, it 


doesn’t mean you can’t include it in this document, but you have to have good rationale for 


including it. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Yes, I agree, Mac, I think there is a good chance once we get out there that we 


are going to find some additional area, but I don’t feel real comfortable assuming that is going to 


happen.  I’d rather do it based on actual information that we have.  I agree with you, I think there 


is a good chance, if and when they get out there, they’re going to find it, but I wouldn’t feel good 


moving ahead just based on that assumption. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Mr. Chairman, just a question; as far as procedure do you need a motion for 


each one of these recommendations or how does that work? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  I think we need a motion if there is a recommendation to change any of those.  


Otherwise, I think we can take them as an all-encompassing recommendation to go to public 


scoping for CE-BA 3.   


 


MR. HAYMANS:  This may be the way the screen is, but that small additional block that is up 


there, is there a slight angle in that block compared to the existing? 
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MR. HARRIS:  It appears to me there is. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Well, the only reason I mention it, if it’s such a slight angle and the report we 


heard yesterday regarding enforcement of odd angles, that seems to be something you could 


straighten it just a little bit and make it a nice straight line, but it could be just the map. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Other comments or questions?  Okay, Anna, go ahead. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  The second measure on the list currently is a powerhead prohibition off of North 


Carolina.  Again, this is something that North Carolina has brought forward to the council in a 


letter dated March of 2011 to consider taking action to prohibit the use of powerheads in federal 


waters off of North Carolina. 


 


This is in response to concerns of localized depletion of larger snapper grouper species.  I believe 


also DMF developed an issues paper that was circulated to the council earlier this year as well 


about this issue.  The Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel met this fall and I know we will be 


receiving a full report later in the week from Bobby Cardin, but they did have some discussion 


about this measure. 


 


They did not make any specific recommendations, but I just wanted to point out they did have 


some lengthy discussion here.  Several of the advisory panel members stated that the use of 


powerhead is not highly regarded by the public.  They also discussed that the council consider 


this measure throughout the South Atlantic and not specific to federal waters off of North 


Carolina. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Anna, was it the Habitat AP suggested that powerheads should be prohibited in 


the entire area? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, Gregg pointed that out in Roger’s Habitat AP Report, so they did comment 


on this issue as well. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Well, based on that and the conversation that I had with Don DeMaria at 


length just before this meeting, I’m going to go ahead and move that we consider the 


powerhead prohibition throughout the region. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  There is a motion; second by Charlie.  Mac. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Ben, I’m fine with that but I don’t want us to lose the option to only prohibit 


them in North Carolina.  I’d like to see that as a separate action or alternative such that if the 


prohibition in the entire South Atlantic meets with great resistance, that North Carolina is 


prohibited from moving forward with the proposal that has already been made. 


 


DR. CRABTREE:  And I think that’s fine, Mac, but you’re going to have to explain why it’s 


different circumstances off of North Carolina if we decide not to ban it.  I looked through all this 


and I really don’t see anything about why is it we want to ban powerheads.  All I see there is it’s 
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not highly regarded by the public, but I don’t really see anything in here as to what the problem 


is banning powerheads would address.   


 


I think that needs to be laid out more clearly in the scoping document.  I’m curious what is the 


problem here?  I understand in North Carolina there are some guys coming up from other areas 


using powerheads and people don’t like it when other people come in with new gears, but what is 


the problem we’re trying to address? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, to that point, Mac and then Michelle. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Yes, Michelle probably has got a better answer than I do, but just from 


discussions at the AP meeting this fall, there were several folks that mentioned it’s both a plus 


and a minus, the selectivity of powerheads.  It allows the guys to pick out the individual fish they 


want.  They usually pick out the biggest fish.  They often fish spawning aggregations.  So there 


is a removal of these very valuable individuals to the fisheries that aren’t often encountered or as 


regularly encountered with hook-and-line gear.  That was just one of the points. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  To just add to what Mac said, also part of the reason that this came forward was 


that was the advice of legal counsel to our state’s Marine Fisheries Commission.  Previously 


South Carolina had enacted a prohibition in their state waters and asked the council to 


complement it. 


 


Based on the way our rules are written, in order for us to do this similar thing we would need to 


have the ability to complement federal rules in state waters.  That’s why North Carolina is 


specifically coming to the council asking for simply the prohibition off of North Carolina waters 


and not to the exclusion of other states that may still want to employ this gear. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Obviously, you can be selective with the powerheads, but I have also heard 


about some of the divers putting lights down at night and drawing the grouper to them, making 


them a very efficient fishery.  There are pluses and minuses, and we may want to consider doing 


species-specific, allowing amberjack possibly and not grouper or something.  I don’t know how 


to skin this cat. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, I was just going to point out I guess one of the things that 


surprised me a little bit during the discussions at that Snapper Grouper AP meeting is the fact 


that there is a separate market for fish harvested with powerheads because it’s supposedly a 


higher quality fish.  I wasn’t aware of that before and I thought that was kind of interesting and is 


probably maybe a plus for using those at least as far as the commercial industry is concerned. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Roy, I think the conversation I had with Don he thought probably this gear has 


run its course in its usefulness in the snapper grouper fishery.  We have rebuilding plans in place 


for most of the species, gag in particular.  We have some areas off of Florida that are closed in 


the deep water, and we have seen a number of large gags that have congregated in those areas. 


 


Unfortunately in the cold waters during the summertime those larger fish get pushed off those 


closed areas into the shallower waters.  In that colder water they’re not susceptible to the hook-
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and-line fishery as much.  We catch some but not near as many as the divers do, and those larger 


fish are selectively moved by that gear that are protected most of the year in closed areas. 


 


It has a disproportional impact on the larger fish.  The other thing is hook-and-line gear has a 


much less chance of catching the largest fish just because of the size of the fish that you’re 


actually trying to capture.  Most of the time those fish, when they’re hooked, get you off in the 


rocks and cut your line or twist wire off.   


 


That gear is much more susceptible to harvesting those larger fish than the other gear allowed in 


the snapper grouper fishery.  Those are two other extenuating circumstances.  Another 


circumstance that is arising now is that powerheads are being used to selectively remove Goliath 


groupers from certain spots where divers no longer want them to be. 


 


That gear is much easier to shoot a Goliath grouper and actually remove it from that area than 


you would trying to free shaft it because they’re much harder to shaft than they are powerhead.  


He also had a concern about some sand tiger sharks being removed from a specific wreck by a 


specific powerheader.  Those are some of the concerns that he had, so that’s some other 


important information. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Just to remind you where we are in the process, this is just to develop really a 


list of items to take out to scoping.  We’ve run into difficulty before when we take a public 


hearing document out to scoping the public feels like, well, you guys have already made up your 


mind.  This is really just to get an idea of here is what the council thinking needs to be addressed; 


what do you, the public, think other items are to be addressed?  Then when we come back at the 


March meeting we’ll winnow through that list and then talk about developing actions and 


alternatives that you want to address in CE-BA 3. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Gregg, for trying to get us back on track.  Jessica. 


 


MS. McCAWLEY:  I just had a question about this.  It just says powerhead prohibition.  I’m 


wondering if that’s a prohibition on harvest but people could still carry powerheads for personal 


protection.  That’s what is allowed in state waters in Florida, so I was just looking for some 


clarification here. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  I think that’s what was intended.  Michelle. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  That was certainly North Carolina’s intent.  We didn’t want to prohibit the use for 


safety.  Also to Charlie’s point about species-specific use of powerheads, that was something that 


was actually an issue paper that was given to the council earlier was North Carolina did not feel 


that powerhead harvest should be prohibited for amberjack as you’re suggesting.  Based on the 


life history characteristics of those species, we were seeing very large amounts of hog snappers 


being harvested with powerheads, so that is really just where this came from.  Thank you. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  There is a motion on the table.  I think the desire of the maker of the motion, and 


you can correct me if I’m mistaken, is to just have this as another item for consideration and not 
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remove North Carolina’s specific request for prohibition of powerheads for the snapper grouper 


fishery but add this as one other option to take out to scoping.  Is that correct?  John. 


 


MR. JOLLEY:  One last comment; I’d be a little concerned about the law enforcement aspect.  If 


we get to where we’re prohibiting powerheads and you’re allowed to carry one for protection, 


how do you enforce it because you can still kill these fish, and all you’ve got to do is get back in 


the boat and stick a spear in it.  A lot of times when you powerhead a fish, it doesn’t even break 


the skin. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Yes, I have lots of concerns about this but I’ll leave those for later.  There is a 


motion on the table.  Are you through with discussion; you ready to vote?  All in favor say aye; 


opposed same sign.  Okay, one in opposition, so we’ll take that out to public scoping as well.  
Okay, the next item, Anna.  Mac first. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  No, not necessarily and maybe I can save you some time.  I’d be willing to 


make a motion, Duane, that we also include the items regarding the expansion of the Coral 


HAPCs in CE-BA 3 and also consideration of development or expansion of HAPCs for 


speckled hind and Warsaw grouper in CE-BA 3; those three basic issues at this point at 


least go out for scoping for inclusion in CE-BA 3. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, there is a motion on the table to kind of move us forward to take those 


items out to public scoping.  Is there a second to the motion; second by Wilson.  Discussion on 


the motion.   


 


MR. WAUGH:  Which ones were we doing? 


 


MR. CURRIN:  The Coral HAPC expansions. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Yes, let’s go ahead and get it perfected. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  I don’t know what the numbers are but I’m going to try to keep it general and I 


want to include all of those that were recommended by the Coral and Habitat APs; all the 


expansions. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Including Oculina. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Yes. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Including the Snowy Wreck; including the Stetson-Miami Terrace expansion. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  All of those; and the other was a recommendation by one of those APs, and I 


think it was Habitat to consider development or establishment of HAPCs for speckled hind and 


Warsaw grouper to aid the council’s additional action hopefully in the near future to look at 


dealing with bycatch of those species, management measures for them. 
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MR. HARRIS:  Okay, we’ve split this into two motions and I don’t know if that was required but 


on the board it’s two motions, and I assume from Wilson that is okay with the seconder?  Okay, 


let’s take the first motion. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Let’s combine them into one motion just by removing that motion there.  My 


motion was to include them, the previous motion on powerheads. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, one motion.  Michelle. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  It is my understanding that the recommendation from the Coral AP with regard to 


the Snowy Wreck was to have this as a research item to gather additional information and not to 


propose additional expansion of the Snowy Wreck at this time.  Can Anna confirm that, please? 


 


MS. MARTIN: Michelle, that is correct, the Coral Advisory Panel would like to gather more 


information on the wreck within the MPA.  That’s their recommendation to make this a research 


priority.  I think what Gregg presented, the Habitat AP is recommending the Snowy Wreck be 


designated as – I’d have to defer to Roger but he isn’t here. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, I was just going to say if we’re considering actions that would 


were recommended by APs, that Measure 3 I think was also recommended, which is to look at 


fishery impacts on the wreckfish fishery and also deep-dropping.  I don’t know if Mac wanted to 


include that since he was talking about AP recommendations. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  I do not, David, to answer your question.  I just pulled up the Habitat AP’s 


recommendations and these were research items for Snowy Wreck MPA and the wreckfish 


fishery and deep-dropping; investigate other habitat closely associated with the existing Snowy 


Wreck MPA.  Sampling is going on outside.  I agree with Michelle, and I don’t think there is any 


indicated expansion at this point by either of these APs for the Snowy Wreck; so if that’s part of 


that, let’s take that out of the motion.  We do want the speckled hind and Warsaw in there, which 


is what you just took out. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Mr. Chairman, to make it absolutely clear, we’re referring to Measure 1 and 


Measure 4 in the list of draft measures for consideration; so it is Measure 1 – Mac, am I correct 


in this; that is the expansion of the Coral Habitat HAPCs – and Measure 4, which is the 


protections for mid-shelf fisheries species undergoing overfishing, speckled hind and Warsaw 


grouper. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  That is correct; is that correct, Anna? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, there is a motion and a second.  Otha. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  I don’t know if this is to this motion or could be handled elsewhere, but 


enforcement appreciates the straight lines, et cetera, on the APs, but along those same lines, both 


figuratively and literally, back when CE-BA 1was introduced enforcement had an issue with all 
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the different curves and a couple of hundred waypoints.  I’m wondering if this is a good time to 


put in the attempt to reduce those numbers. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Well, I think when the council actually takes this up to move it forward and to 


have a list of alternatives, we can do that.  I’m not so sure taking it out to public scoping is going 


to do us a lot of good.  We can simply tell the public that that is law enforcement’s desire to 


reduce the number of waypoints and make the lines as straight as possible.  Unless somebody 


feels differently, that’s what I would recommend. 


 


Okay, motion on the table.  The motion is to move to consider the Coral HAPC expansion 


recommendations by the Coral Advisory Panel and the Habitat Advisory Panel; and to 


consider the advisory panel recommendations for designating HAPC for speckled hind and 


Warsaw grouper for scoping; Measures 1 and 4.  Any objection to the motion?  Seeing 


none, that motion carries.   
 


MS. MARTIN:  We have a couple of other measures on the list for consideration for public 


scoping.  I will walk through those with you now and I guess ask whether the committee wants 


to include those on the docket for public scoping in addition to what Mac has already 


recommended. 


 


The third item is in regards to the commercial wreckfish fishery and potential impacts on bottom 


habitat.  As you recall this is an issue that surfaced in the first Comprehensive Ecosystem 


Amendment in regards to whether gear impacts from the commercial wreckfish fishery 


jeopardized the integrity of deepwater coral habitat. 


 


The council chose to address this in a future plan amendment, thus the inclusion on the list right 


now, because it was unknown at the time if harvest techniques did have impacts on bottom 


habitat.  That is where we currently are with this issue.  This, as you know, is a gear type that is 


allowed within the habitat areas of particular concern. 


 


The Coral AP had verified that there are dense aggregations of wreckfish on the Stetson-Miami 


Terrace HAPC, but they don’t have any documented spawning activity.  Again, we don’t know 


of any data to analyze on this measure that we didn’t have during the first ecosystem amendment 


when this was discussed and considered.  That is kind of where we stand, and it would be my 


request to ask the committee whether or not you want to include this on the list thus far and see 


what the public has to say about this measure. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Duane, my inclination is not to include it.  We don’t know anything about it.  


We’re unlikely to have research develop as a result of our intent to look at this to inform us.  I 


think it would put us in a very risky position of having to make a decision without any 


information.   


 


Rather than push for and try to seek resources to perform this sort of science, I would rather see 


us push for resources to generate more data on the fish stock itself to inform our assessments.  I 


think that would put us a whole lot further ahead than looking at potential impacts from gear use 
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in an area that’s so deep it would be terribly expensive to try to generate information.  I would 


suggest that we not include either of these in fact in CE-BA 3. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Well, said, Mac.  Wilson. 


 


DR. LANEY:  My sense from being at both of those AP meetings was that this one really should 


be more of a research recommendation to gather information about whether or not there is an 


issue there or not.  I guess I would concur with what Mac said. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Isn’t that already a research recommendation that is in either CE-BA 1 or 2?  


Don’t we have that as a research recommendation; does anybody remember?  We can find out. 


 


DR. LANEY:  It seems to me there was discussion of that and I thought it was included in one of 


those previous amendments. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  If it wasn’t, it was intended to.  But, no, I agree with you, Mac, we’re not going 


to have any additional information on which to inform our decision.  If we made a 


recommendation, I don’t see how NOAA Fisheries could approve it, anyway.  Is there any desire 


by anyone on the committee to include either of these two for public scoping for CE-BA 3?  


Seeing none, we will not do so.  Michelle. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  Mr. Chairman, as Wilson pointed out to me, we did vote to include for scoping a 


potential measure to prohibit all powerhead use in the South Atlantic Region, but we did not take 


a specific vote on a powerhead prohibition off North Carolina, which was the original measure I 


believe.  Is it clear enough from the record that it is our intent to include that in the scoping so we 


don’t need a separate motion?  I just want to make sure that’s clear. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  It’s clear to me; but if it would be clearer to the staff, we can have a motion.  


What would you prefer?  Do you want a motion or are you clear? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  At this point I think a motion would be preferable, if you don’t mind. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  Then I would move to include Measure 2 in the CE-BA 3 scoping document, 


the powerhead prohibition off of North Carolina. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Second by Mac Currin.  Discussion.  Any objection?  Seeing none, that 


motion is approved.  Anna, is there anything else? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, we have one more measure on the list, and this was brought forward to us 


from the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary.  Their advisory council met in August of this 


year and passed a resolution supporting designation of Snapper Ledge as a sanctuary 


preservation area, so this would be a no-take area within the National Marine Sanctuary. 


 


This is included in CE-BA 3 because of the council’s authority to manage under the National 


Marine Sanctuaries Act.  The area under consideration includes a unique highly concentrated fish 


ledge called Snapper Ledge and a gully area and also a hard bottom section currently being used 
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as a coral transplantation research and repopulation study site.  Here is a picture of the area in 


question.  It’s the little red dot down in the Sanctuary jurisdiction. 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, I’m just a little confused.  If you could go back to the motion, 


you’re asking that the council designate something as a sanctuary preservation area? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  That’s what it appears to me.  I don’t know if we have that authority or not.  I 


think this is consistent in that the Sanctuary comes to us with respect to management of species, 


but this seems to be a little different than what we’ve done in the past. 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes, and I wasn’t advising the council when the Florida Keys 


National Marine Sanctuary was first designated, I guess, or the two sanctuaries were melded into 


one.  I know there was a lot of involvement with this council in that whole process, but I don’t 


recall ever seeing that the council designated something as a sanctuary preservation area.  In fact, 


I don’t know that the council actually has that authority.   


 


I know that under the Sanctuary Act I believe, like you just said – and we’re more familiar with 


the Grays Reef I think because we have more interaction with them I guess as they’ve tried to 


amend their management plan and all that, so the sanctuary folks come forward to the council 


with fishing regulations in certain areas and then the council looks at those and blesses them or 


doesn’t bless them and then we work it out and I’m familiar with this. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Gregg can maybe correct me if I’m wrong on this, but I thought that under our 


agreement with them that we certainly have the authority to establish fishing regulations.  In fact, 


if they want to establish fishing regulations, I think they’re required to come to us first to see if 


we wish to do anything. 


 


I agree that this is a little different but I think they’re asking us to not allow fishing in a particular 


area.  I don’t know that we would actually designate it a sanctuary preservation area, but I think 


we could take action to prohibit fishing and that would have the same impact and maybe it would 


help them.   


 


Maybe they feel like we could get something in place quicker than they could through their 


process; I don’t know.  I think the end result is the same but I don’t think we would actually get 


to designate it a special preservation area, but we could preclude fishing in that area as I 


understand it. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Yes, Mr. Chairman, that is my understanding.  They want us to in essence make 


this an MPA where there is no fishing allowed.  Again, this is put on the list to get the public’s 


thoughts and then we’d figure out what specifically we want to do at our March meeting. 


 


DR. CRABTREE:  Do we have any kind of a request from the Sanctuary, Gregg, saying what it 


is they’re asking us to do? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  This surfaced at the – was it the Coral AP meeting or the Habitat AP meeting? 
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MS. MARTIN:  This was a conference call with Myra and Sean Morton. 


 


DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I would think if we’re going to move on this we would want the 


Sanctuary to send us a written request saying exactly what it is they’re asking us to do so there is 


no confusion about it. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Yes, and the way this surfaced was on a conference call with their staff.  This is 


something that just recently occurred; and when we explained to them we were going out to  


scoping and developing this amendment, they offered at that time – and we can certainly go back 


to them and get further clarification as to specifically what we’re doing.   


 


Again, they said, “Well, if you can this is something that we’re going to be working on; could 


you take it out and include it such that you could complement the regulations with a prohibition 


on fishing.”  Again, since it’s just going out to scoping we can follow up with them and get more 


specifics. 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Okay, that’s helpful information.  I think you would change the 


measure that goes out to the public, though, and you would want to call it a marine protected area 


instead of a sanctuary preservation area and that sort of thing.  You have authority for marine 


protected areas but not sanctuary preservation areas. 


 


MR. MAHOOD:  Sean Morton initiated all this on a conference call.  He is going to be at our 


March meeting and go over this.  It was part of a conference call.  As a matter of fact, Gregg and 


I were digging back through the archives trying to find our memorandum of understanding that 


we had with the sanctuary people that dated back to some of the early dealings we had relative to 


who had what authority to do what. 


 


They contacted us because of this memorandum of understanding, and we have first chance of 


setting any regulations on the fish that would pertain to the sanctuary area.  We’ve been kind of 


moving ahead on this.  They’re going to come in March and give a little bit more detail.  Also, 


when we were talking about this, we broached the possibility of this group we’re putting together 


between the Gulf Council and the South Atlantic Council and state of Florida to deal with some 


of the fish issues down there of including these folks also since they have a role in it.  This is 


kind of how this is moving ahead right now, relatively informal through one conference call to 


date. 


 


MR. JOLLEY:  Any spawning aggregation importance associated with this site? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Does anybody know?  Gregg doesn’t know. 


 


MR. MAHOOD:  We don’t know.  One of the reasons they approached us because what they’re 


doing, they’re redoing a number of things but it’s long term, and they’re more interested in 


having us involved in some of the immediate things they’d like to see done, and I think that’s 


why they approached us because we have that ability that they may not have. 
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MS. McCAWLEY:  Well, one of my questions was just answered.  My other question is what is 


the timeline for that South Florida Committee?  It sounds like the Sanctuary wants this in place 


before that committee would meet.  Do we know anything about the timeline on that? 


 


MR. MAHOOD:  Their timeline – and correct me if I’m wrong anybody that was on that 


conference call – they’re looking several years down the year themselves of their re-evaluation.  


Certainly, our group would be in place and talking and making plans before that. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  I’m trying to move us along; and Myra is shaking her head, yes, that’s the case.  


It is a long-term timeline.  Is there any desire to change sanctuary preservation area to MPA and 


include this for public scoping or do you want to just move on at this time and have this as an 


item for future consideration?  Roy. 


 


DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I think if we leave this in here we need to change sanctuary 


preservation area to MPA. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  That’s why I just asked; is there any desire to change that and leave it in or do 


you want to consider it at this time or not?  David. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  I’d make a motion that we change the wording to MPA and at least take it out to 


scoping and get some comment.  I’m assuming in March we’ll find out more about what the 


Sanctuary’s people are actually going to do.  I don’t see any problem in us at least including it in 


scoping to get some public input, but the wording does need to be changed. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Second by Ben Hartig. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Okay, there is a motion and second.  The motion is change the wording in 


Measure 5, “Snapper Ledge” to an MPA as opposed to a sanctuary preservation area and 


take out to scoping.  Discussion on the motion.  Jessica. 


 


MS. McCAWLEY:  Yes, just one more point.  I believe that the Florida Keys National Marine 


Sanctuary uses the words “sanctuary preservation area” as synonymous with MPA, so I think I 


would put both in there maybe so that the public knows what you’re talking about and so the 


public is aware of the Sanctuary calling it a SPA would also know that’s it an MPA zone.  I’m 


just suggesting adding both things so that the public is aware of those topics; if this is going to be 


a document that the public sees, to have both of those items listed on there. 


 


DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I think that’s something you can explain in the discussion or 


something, but I think the fact is we don’t have any authority to establish a sanctuary 


preservation area.  I’m not even sure what that entails as a preservation sanctuary area, but I 


think they regulate diving and all sorts of things that we don’t have authority over in it. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Further discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection to the motion?  


Seeing none, that motion carries.  Anna, is that it? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That’s it. 
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The Ecosystem-Based Management Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council convened in the Madison Ballroom of the Savannah Hilton DeSoto Hotel, Savannah, 


Georgia, March 6, 2012, and was called to order at 9:05 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Duane Harris. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, I’m calling to order the Ecosystem-Based Management Committee of the 


South Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  The first item on the agenda is approval of the 


agenda.  Are there any proposed changes to the agenda from what is published; any additions to 


the agenda?  Seeing, none is there any objection to approving the agenda?  Seeing none, the 


agenda is approved.   


 


Next is the approval of the December 5, 2011, minutes of the Ecosystem-Based Management 


Committee.  Are there any additions, deletions, changes to those minutes?  Seeing none, is there 


any objection to approving the minutes as published?  Seeing none, the minutes are approved.  


The next item on the agenda is the status of catches versus quota for octocorals.   


 


DR. McGOVERN:  Mr. Chairman, we get the octocoral landings twice a year from the state of 


Florida, and the final landings are reported in May of the following year.  The octocoral landings 


are in Tab 13, Attachment 1, and for the first part of 2011, 7 percent of the 50,000 colony quota 


was met.  Effective January 30, the ACL for octocorals is now zero, and this includes federal 


waters off of North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia.  The state of Florida now manages 


octocorals in state and federal waters. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Jack; questions for Jack?  The next item is Item 4, status of the 


Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 2, which is Attachment 2.  Are you going to do 


that, too?  Thank you, Jack, go ahead. 


 


DR. McGOVERN:  The final rule for CE-BA 2 published on December 30, and the regulations 


became effective on January 30 of this year. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Any questions for Jack on the approval of CE-BA 2?  Seeing none, we’ll move 


along.  The next item is the presentation by Sean Morton with Florida Keys National Marine 


Sanctuary, and, Sean, it is good to have you here.  As you know, we’ve been talking about  


issues related to the Sanctuary, so it is good to have you here, and proceed. 


 


MR. MORTON:  I really appreciate you having me.  I know you guys have a very busy 


schedule, so I appreciate the time on the agenda.  What I’m here to talk about is our Marine 


Zoning and Regulatory Review.  What this is, is sort of like our management plan update.  It’s 


something we haven’t really done since our designation in 1997. 


 


Just some background on the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary, we are 2,900 square 


nautical miles.  As folks know, we reach from basically Biscayne out to the Dry Tortugas.  We 


are managed as a co-trustee with the State of Florida; 1,600 islands and about 1,800 miles of 


shoreline. 


 


In this map you can kind of see that – I mean, it’s kind of fuzzy there, but all the little squares 


and things in the map are all of our different types of zones, and that’s really what we’re going to 
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be talking about and over the next couple of years, really a comprehensive review of everything 


in it.   


 


Just some background, some history and milestones; sanctuaries have been in the Keys since 


1975 when the Key Largo National Marine Sanctuary was designated and then the Looe Key 


National Marine Sanctuary in 1981.  In 1990 Congress passed the Florida Keys National Marine 


Sanctuary Protection Act.  This really put in place the framework for the entire Florida Keys 


National Marine Sanctuary. 


 


The purpose in that law was to protect the resources of the Florida Keys.  We also have a 


mandate for education, interpretation, and to manage the human uses.  Also in that act, in the law 


it mandated us to, like all sanctuaries, develop a management plan and form an advisory council.  


This is really important.  We were the first advisory council of all the National Marine 


Sanctuaries and now everyone has one. 


 


In the Sanctuaries Act, it also talked about how we would use temporal and geographic zoning as 


a management tool.  This is something we use today, but also something we will be looking at as 


part of this review, what kind of changes maybe we need to make; and I’ll get into that a little bit 


more.  While the act was passed in 1990, after a lot of work with the public and I know with this 


council and with the Gulf Council and the state of Florida, we implemented the management 


plan and the zoning scheme and the regulations in 1997. 


 


Really, the only change to our overall management plan has been the addition of the Tortugas 


Ecological Reserve in 2000.  It involved the slight expansion of the Sanctuary, but really since 


then we’ve had a couple minor changes in regulations, mostly related to water quality and some 


technical changes.  But this is our first look at really the entirety of the sanctuary in terms of 


zoning and our regulations. 


 


What are the types of things that we regulate day to day?  Most of them I think people are pretty 


familiar with.  We have fishing regulations, different zones for that; certain areas where 


spearfishing isn’t allowed, but we also have regulations for things like personal watercraft, 


particularly in the back country, places where we don’t allow vessels; maybe this is shallow 


areas or places that are important for bird nesting or crocodile nesting.   


 


We have a lot of work that we do on people that want to put things on the seafloor, a lot of 


construction activities.  We do get into permitting and regulations there, but we’ve also got 


different zones for areas where you can’t dive, for research areas, and then certain areas that are 


off limits for things like marine life or aquaria collection. 


 


Most of those regulations are all done through some type of zoning in the Florida Keys 


Sanctuary.  These are our main five types of zones; sanctuary preservation areas and ecological 


reserves, our no-take areas, there are 18 of the sanctuary preservation areas in two of the large 


ecological reserves.  Tortugas is probably the most well known, as well as Western Sambo off of 


Key West. 


 







  Ecosystem-Based Mngt Committee 


  Savannah, GA 
  March 6, 2012 


 


4 
 


Wildlife Management areas are more of our back-country zones, and this is where we limit 


access on things like jet skis and personal watercraft, as well as some boating particularly in the 


shallow seagrass areas.  We have these other zones known as existing management areas, and 


these were really previously designated areas like the old Looe Key in Key Largo, National 


Marine Sanctuary, and these have special restrictions on things like spearfishing and marine life 


collection. 


 


Then we’ve got a couple very small areas that are special-use areas, research only.  A good 


example is one in the graphic there is Conch Reef where the aquaria’s habitat is.  We’ve got 


some restrictions on who can enter there so that they don’t disturb ongoing scientific work.  This 


review – we’ll get to a timeline a little bit later, but it’s really being led by our advisory council. 


It’s a community-based advisory group representing all the different types of users in the 


sanctuary.  You can see the list of them up there. 


 


We’ve got several fishing representatives from the charter industry, different types of 


commercial activities from fishing scale to a marine life collection, as well as recreational fishing 


representatives, and then other representatives from the different industries: diving, tourism, 


research and education folks, and even submerged cultural resources protecting some of our 


maritime heritage work and shipwrecks.   


 


This council is really the one leading this right now, and they are going to be doing the heavy 


lifting over the next two years.  This review, in a way it started back in August when the 


advisory council kind of took a very large vote.  We had some staff work put together, and they 


made some kind of broader statements that were really trying to lead us towards our scoping 


efforts.   


 


In this case they really made some findings that some of the sizes of our no-take areas are 


insufficient and that new and larger no-take areas are warranted.  A lot of this came out of the 


science that was published recently in the fall in our condition report.  There is a lot of interest in 


new areas for restoration and recovery, particularly some of the advances we’ve been making 


with coral restoration. 


 


Temporal zoning, I mentioned that earlier; there has been a lot of success, particularly out at 


Riley’s Hump in the Tortugas protecting the spawning aggregations for black grouper and 


mutton snapper, and people have really seen the benefits of that.  Maybe that’s something we 


need to look at again in this review.   


 


Also, bleaching areas; coral bleaching is prevalent during the summer, and we’ve had in the past 


areas that we’ve put off limits to really reduce diver pressure on bleached areas to just really try 


and help that coral out when it’s stressed.  Another finding they made was there really isn’t 


enough connectivity between the Gulf side out to the reef track in some of the non-extractive 


zones.  That’s something to be looking at as well as connectivity along the whole reef track.  


These are some of the early things that they’ve talked to staff about.  As we get into our scoping, 


these are the things we’re going to be hoping to get public comment on.   


I’m here today to just really give you a heads up that this is happening.  I really wanted to get in 


front of the council and let folks know that, hey, we are starting public scoping meetings this 
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June, and encourage folks.  We are really trying to encourage folks to come out.  The Keys are 


kind of famous for rumors and things like that.   


 


We’ve got a long way to go, but this is just the start, and we’ll see stuff in the newspaper, but I 


wanted to give you all the heads up that we are starting scoping meetings in June.  We’re going 


to probably do a 60-day comment period.  The meetings are mainly down in the Keys and then 


Southeast and Southwest Florida.   


 


This is a review really focused on regulations and our zoning scheme.  The advisory council 


wants to take this comprehensive look at kind of rezoning, really relook at the blueprint for the 


Keys.  They are going to be out there asking folks what they want the marine environment to 


look like in 20 years; because as I said before, this is really the first time we’ve done this since 


our designation regulations went into place in 1997.   


 


We don’t do this often, and it is very important.  For the South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council, in terms of what the role is we really would love it if members would participate in the 


scoping process.  I’m not sure if they want to make a formal comment or something like that, but 


pay attention to when this is coming out; and as individuals or members or as working groups 


want to work on this, please participate early.   


 


After we get through scoping and kind of define what the process is with our advisory council, 


we’re likely going to be having several workshops and/or set working groups to deal with 


specific issues, be it coral protection or restoration or maybe we’re relooking at boating access in 


the back country, things like that.  Encourage folks to participate on this.   


 


In terms of regular updates, I’ll offer myself to come to any of the fishery management council 


meetings and provide updates along the way.  This is going to be a rather long process, but 


certainly I definitely want to keep you all informed and make sure that you know what’s going 


on and as I said before maybe what’s not going on; because sometimes like I said the rumors get 


out there. 


 


There is a formal role.  In a couple years after the recommendations are moving along, if there 


are any changes in our existing fishing regulations or there are new regulations that are fishing 


related, that is going to come before the fishery management council.  There is the formal 


process under the National Marine Sanctuaries Act for that coordination and review.   


 


There will be that formal process, but that would be several years from now, and I really 


encourage folks to make sure this coordination is happening a little earlier so it’s kind of no 


surprises.  Throughout the process I’ll be coordinating with staff here at the council as well as at 


Southeast Region.   


 


We’ve recently added southeast region staff onto our advisory council and are willing to make 


sure that happens throughout.  There, again, shouldn’t be any surprises as we move down this 


road.  The overall timeline, as I said the scoping is probably – we’re on schedule for doing that in 


May and June, with meetings kind of towards the end of June.  Then, the advisory council really 


goes to work between fall 2012, and fall of 2013; working groups or workshops, things like that.  
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Again, the issues that come out during scoping are really going to define what formal working 


groups or workshops we set up.  But that will probably take a year or so for that council to come 


up with some draft recommendations, maybe even longer.  It depends on how complex the issues 


are that they want to tackle.   


 


We really wouldn’t be looking at a draft environmental impact statement and it could be just an 


EA, but since we are looking at boundaries and things probably an EIS, until spring of 2014.  


Once we get that draft together, that’s when the formal process working with the fishery 


management council starts, but again really hope to make sure we’re coordinated throughout 


this.   


 


In terms of final regulations, this is really a best case scenario and I’m always wary of putting 


these kinds of dates out there, but there is no way we’re going to see any kind of final regulations 


until 2015 or so.  That is kind of our draft timeline right now.  That’s kind of it.  For more 


information, I really encourage folks to go to our website.  We’ll keep that updated.  There is a 


list serve sort of on there that you can enroll in, and we’ll have regular updates coming out as this 


process is moving along.   


 


We have fishing representatives on our advisory council.  These are the Flats Guy’s Charter, the 


Marine Life Collection folks, Bill Kelly – he is here in the room, is also a representative on the 


advisory council as well as the recreational fishing.  You can always feel free to contact me via 


e-mail, or like us on Facebook, and you’ll see updates there as well.  That’s all I have.  I’m more 


than happy to answer questions. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Sean.  I appreciate the update, and I’m glad to hear that you’re not 


really asking the council to do anything for a couple years.  We kind of are overwhelmed right 


now with other activities.  Are there questions for Sean at this time?  Wilson. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Sean, what is shell/scale? 


 


MR. MORTON:  That’s the finfish and as well as representing lobster traps and things like that.  


That is just how they got named back in 1990 when they set up the advisory council.  Again, Mr. 


Kelly is here. 


 


MS. McCAWLEY:  I had a question, and you might have said this and I missed it, so when the 


SAC makes recommendations, does the Sanctuary staff just completely accept what the SAC 


does?  What’s the process for how the Sanctuary staff looks at what comes from the SAC? 


 


MR. MORTON:  That’s a good question.  Generally, as we develop recommendations through 


the advisory council, by the time that’s processed generally that’s what we go forward with as 


the draft alternatives.  There is definitely internal NOAA decision-making that happens, but there 


is also decision-making at the state level, because we are co-trustees with the state of Florida. 


 


We have to coordinate both with FWC but also with the governor’s office and Department of 


Environmental Protection.  Tweaks may happen along that way, but that’s why we kind of start 


with that draft Environmental Impact Statement.  That will have a range of alternatives, and 
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somewhere in there you will have what is the advisory council recommended alternative.  But if 


that is allowed to be the preferred alternative, or however that’s decided that is kind of to be 


seen.  We don’t really know. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Thanks, Sean.  For the council’s planning, we had talked about the Snapper 


Ledge, considering that an MPA.  It looks like 2014 or 2015 even is when we would expect a 


formal recommendation coming to the council for them to act on it.  Does that sound about right? 


 


MR. MORTON:  That’s about right, 2014.  That’s pretty optimistic; working through our 


advisory council process to get an environmental impact statement; that was a very kind of 


framed out timeline, but as I said, for any kind of rollout of these kind of recommended 


alternatives, we have to coordinate also with the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council, 


Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission.   


 


This has to go through the governor’s office and the trustees there.  It is a very complex 


partnership, and all those folks need to be coordinated before we actually roll out with kind of 


that formal recommendation.  Again, I really want to emphasize that we hope to – there are no 


surprises and we’ve worked through any issues prior to that, but the answer is what’s the fastest 


we could get Snapper Ledge moving; 2014, 2015 would be very aggressive. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Other questions for Sean?  Seeing none, Sean, thanks again for being here.  You 


are invited back anytime, you don’t have to have a presentation, just come see us whenever we 


are wherever we are. 


 


MR. MORTON:  Be happy to, and, yes, ask me any time. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  The next item on the agenda is a discussion of Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based 


Amendment 3, and I think, Anne, are you going to go with the public comments first and then 


Gregg’s going to talk about some decisions?  Okay, Anne will go through the public comments 


that were received at scoping and other things.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  Just to remind everyone, the Decision Document for CE-BA 3 is Attachment 7 


in your Ecosystem Briefing Book.  We’ve also included the public scoping comments and a 


summary of those comments as Attachment 4 in your briefing materials.  What I’d like to do 


right now is just walk through the actions in the Decision document that were scoped and 


provide an overview of the scoping comments.   


 


In regards to the measure to expand the Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern that are 


recommendations from the Coral Advisory Panel; we received approximately 40 comments on 


general expansion of these areas.  Most of them were in regards to expansion of the Oculina 


Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern, HAPC.    


 


Several Shrimp Advisory Panel members were in attendance at a few of the scooping meetings 


and spoke of their disappointment to find out some of this information in a  scoping document 


without consultation with shrimp industry representatives before the material was presented.  


Many expressed concern about a potential socio-economic impact to shrimping industry that 
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would result from the possible expansion of these areas without consideration of significant 


modifications to the Coral Advisory Panel’s proposal.  Specifically in regards to expanding the 


Oculina Bank HAPC, we had about 29 commenters speaking on behalf of this issue. 


We received comments about this area being actively fished since the 1960’s for rock shrimp and 


reminders that shrimpers drag only on hard, mostly mud bottom and have no incentive to trawl 


their nets over the coral habitat areas.  Expansion of the areas recommended by the Coral AP is 


extreme and unnecessary.   


 


We also had comments that discussed if the purpose is to protect the coral then the council 


should consider limiting to protections to where the habitat exists.  We did have a few specific 


recommendations to the Coral Advisory Panel recommendation here for Oculina.  That is, one, 


to consider expanding the western boundary of the northern area the Coral AP is recommending, 


that lies east of the traditional rock shrimp fishing grounds. 


 


They discussed the western boundary should be around the 60 to 70 meter depth contour.  They 


also recommended that the council consider an expansion of the eastern boundary in this 


northern zone that the Coral AP is recommending, that lies west of traditional rock shrimp 


fishing grounds.  Some discussed a specific depth boundary at 100 meters for this area and some 


discussed 90 meters. 


 


They also stated that he council should consider modifying the eastern boundary of the original 


Oculina HAPC to exclude traditional rock shrimp ground, and that the council should consider 


modifying the transit provision to allow possession of rock shrimp on vessels going through the 


HAPC at speeds above trawlable speed.  Some mentioned speeds when they are trawling to be 


around two to three knots, somewhere in that range. 


 


Okay, moving on to expansion of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC; we had about 17 


comments on this particular measure.  Again, shrimp industry representatives spoke about the 


negative impacts that would be felt to the royal red shrimp fishery, and that the proposed 


expansion recommended by the Coral Advisory Panel covers the northern area where the royal 


red shrimp boats are currently operating. 


 


There were a few specific recommendations during the scoping meetings.  Shrimp industry 


representatives suggested that the council should consider the traditional areas of royal red 


shrimping and leave them out of the expansion of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC.  They also 


recommended that the council consider expanding Shrimp Fishery Access Area 1 to incorporate 


areas where the deepwater shrimp fishing is currently taking place.   


 


Okay, moving on to the third recommendation from the Coral Advisory Panel, and that’s to 


expand the Cape Lookout HAPC, there were few comments about this measure, only general 


comments expressing interest and not supporting an expansion of this area.  Moving on to 


prohibition of powerhead; most comments on this issue were received during the Key Largo and 


the Jacksonville public scoping meetings.   


 


We had around 33 comments received on this measure and were in regards to a prohibition 


throughout the South Atlantic.  Most of the comments were not in favor of the council moving 
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forward with prohibiting powerheads throughout the EEZ.  They stated that bycatch with 


powerheads is zero.  The use of powerheads as a gear type is highly efficient; it makes up a 


minimal fraction of the overall effort in harvesting.  They question the science to back up 


implementation of a prohibition here.  Some comments felt that the council is revisiting an issue 


that has already been really addressed, and that previous findings should be referenced if the 


council decides to move forward with this measure in CE-BA 3. 


 


We did have a few suggestions for council consideration if the council decides to move forward 


with this measure here, and that is to maximize a size limit for commercial and recreational 


harvest by use of powerheads.  The council should consider prohibition at a specific depth limit 


and establish an endorsement program for commercial use of powerheads. 


 


Also offered up was consideration of designating special management zones in Florida and 


prohibiting powerheads in SMZs there.  Okay, moving on to Measure 3 in the CE-BA 3 Decision 


Document, and that’s establishing MPAs across the Mid-Shelf Region, and designating HAPCs 


for speckled hind and Warsaw grouper. 


 


We had roughly 23 comments received on this measure during the public scoping process.  


Approximately 15 were not expressing support for the measure.  Many commenters opposed 


time and area closure regulations and feel that this measure may generate support if the areas 


weren’t closed indefinitely.   


 


Speckled hind and Warsaw grouper are found in some of the areas already closed to bottom 


fishing, and comments stated that identification of duplicative closures to protect coral and fish 


needs to be identified to the public if the council intends to pursue this measure.  Many spoke 


unfavorably of the value of marine protected areas. 


 


Some comments indicated that the public feels there is limited education and outreach on the 


existing MPAs, and they question whether the council is pursuing the appropriate management 


tool here.  Some comments expressed the information provided now on observations of speckled 


hind and Warsaw grouper is the same information that was available for the council during 


deliberation of the 240 foot closure implemented in Snapper Grouper Amendment 17B. 


 


Approximately 6 comments were received in support of the council working with stakeholders, 


fishermen and scientists to identify appropriate areas that protect spawning aggregations for 


speckled hind and Warsaw throughout their range and not just the Mid-Shelf area alone.  A 


couple of commenters cautioned the council including this measure in CE-BA 3 


 


One comment specifically offered recommendations they feel the council needs to consider here, 


and that is to include the full range of potential area protections ranging from fixed, large area 


closures to spawning and/or seasonal closures.  The council needs to evaluate time and area 


closures, a network of no-take MPAs and cap some on total mortality. 


 


They also suggested that the council should consider developing an EIS that identifies essential 


data collection elements and methods for this collection, and that the council should include a 


broad range of options for a total mortality management system.  They also recommended that 
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the council have the SSC to evaluate impacts of discards and categorize real allowable mortality 


of the new management measures. 


 


Okay, moving on to the next measure in the CE-BA 3 Decision Document, and that’s to 


designate Snapper Ledge within the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary as an MPA.  We 


had approximately 18 comments received on this measure; most of them during the Key Largo 


public scoping meeting.  Thirteen were opposed to the council moving forward with this 


designation at this time, and there is some real confusion of why the council would implement a 


regulation here on an area that lies within the sanctuary that already has a managing entity. 


 


Four comments were received in support of sanctuary preserve designation protections for 


Snapper Ledge, and they feel this is a designation that would protect spawning areas of coral and 


restore snapper grouper populations here.  Okay, we have covered the measure to develop a 


recreational tag program during the Data Collection Committee, so I’ll bypass that.   


 


The next is to increase the minimum size limit for hogfish, and I would just to summarize; 


second, to the measures to expand the Coral HAPCs, most of the comments during the scoping 


process were received on this action item here.  Most of them did come from the Florida Keys 


region and southern Florida, and those in attendance specifically at the Key Largo public scoping 


meeting. 


 


Approximately 21 comments are opposed to an increase in the minimum size.  They express that 


this illustrates a regional problem with fisheries management, and that it’s not an issue 


throughout the South Atlantic.  It’s another indication that regional management approaches are 


needed here.  Seven comments spoke favorably of this measure.   


 


A few were in support of increasing the minimum size for hogfish to 14 inches and felt that an 


increase to 18 inches as recommended by the Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel would eliminate 


almost all fishing for hogfish in Florida waters.  A few comments were in support of the council 


considering a gradual increase in the minimum size here. 


 


Okay, moving on to Action Item 7, and that is changing the bag and size limit for gray 


triggerfish.  We didn’t receive very many comments on this measure, roughly 10 comments.  


Four were opposed to the council considering any changes here; one general comment that this is 


an issue better addressed through a framework or plan amendment.   


 


Approximately five were in favor of this measure, and they kind of stated that limiting fishing 


opportunities has increased pressure for species here.  Modifying the bag and size limit for gray 


triggerfish will help to alleviate the pressure this species is experiencing.  Okay, moving on to 


Action Item 8, and that is to add African pompano to the appropriate fishery management unit.   


 


We only received approximately eight comments on this potential measure; one expressing that 


this is an issue better addressed through a framework or plan amendment and removed from CE-


BA 3.   
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Seven comments were in support of placing this species in the management unit.  The last item 


there, to modify permits and data reporting to insure that ACLs are not exceeded was also 


covered during the Data Collection Committee earlier this morning.  That wraps up kind of our 


summary of the public scoping comments for the list of items here for CE-BA 3. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Anna; are there questions for Anna?  I have one.  I’ve seen 


throughout the public comments that somebody is making a recommendation that we address 


these things through a framework or plan amendment.  Well, what is this?  Can you comment on 


why that comment was made? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think it was intended to state they felt some of these measures should be 


removed from CE-BA 3 and developed through their own or a different framework or plan 


amendment. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Duane, I think I can help you a little bit on that.  I think I remember one of the 


comments in particular was that the one other person in particular was making a statement that 


the Comprehensive Ecosystem Management Plan, they thought the comprehensive was – I don’t 


know, I can’t frame it out.  They thought that these elements were too simple to be involved in a 


comprehensive plan; that’s the crux of the comment. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, thanks, Ben, I appreciate any help you can give me on this.  David. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, looking at some of the general comments we got on CE-BA 3 that 


talks about general confusion on the part of the public about the scoping process and how that 


fits into the whole process of developing amendments, some people, I guess, felt that the council 


was a lot further along when they saw these things. 


 


I would point out that this process we’re going through on this really is no different from 


processes that we’ve used in the past, and we certainly intend to include the appropriate APs and 


get as much input as we can from them.  This really isn’t any different from what we’ve done in 


the past.   


 


Again, I want to reiterate that we certainly are not trying to bypass any public input or input from 


the APs.  We certainly will involve them just like we have in past amendments under not only 


ecosystem, but other types of amendments as well.  There was confusion on this I think and 


some people thought we were trying to bypass part of the process.  I can assure you that was not 


the intent, and it’s no different from what we’ve done in the past. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, David, I appreciate you making that comment.  I was going to make 


the same comment.  I was surprised at some of the comments that we received.  It seems like a 


lot of folks don’t understand what scoping is, and that’s the earliest part of the process and it’s to 


get the public to come in and give us information.   


 


It’s kind of hard for the public to figure out what to give us information on if we don’t put 


something in front of them, so we put something in front of them through whatever process we 


received that information, and then we bring the public in and then we get our advisory panels 
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together and we flesh all this stuff out as we go through this process.  I was just, quite frankly, 


surprised to see some of the comments.  Are there other questions for Anna with respect to 


public scoping?  Mac. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  I’m intrigued by the reaction in Florida to the consideration of increasing the 


hogfish size limit.  I’m sorry I wasn’t there to hear, and I’m wondering I guess whether there 


were any comments made or implications that hogfish just don’t grow very big in Florida or is it 


just purely that there are more numbers of those smaller fish and they enjoy harvesting as many 


as they can?  I don’t quite get it from my perspective if you want a 14- or 18-inch hogfish, 


you’ve got to let enough of the small ones live long enough to get that big.  I hope the 


implication wasn’t that they won’t grow that big in Florida, because I’m not buying that. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Mac, I have the same concerns.  Ben, did you have your hand up? 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Mac, basically my experience with hogfish in Florida is there is a considerable 


amount of pressure put on those fish and they don’t grow to the size they do in the Carolinas.  


They certainly could if you put an 18-inch size limit, but they seem to do quite well even at the 


smaller sizes.   


 


The population still seems to maintain itself with smaller males and smaller females in Florida.  I 


haven’t seen any marked changes over the years other than the size thing.  I dove for them for a 


number of years in the Bahamas, and, my gosh, it’s a marked difference between the Bahamas, 


which would be similar to your area where you see those very, very large hogfish. 


 


I’ve always been amazed; where do the hogfish come from in North Carolina?  It’s always 


amazed me.  Where does that brood stock come from?  Is it the Bahamas?  I can’t see hogfish 


moving up the entire coast all the way to the Carolinas.  I don’t really see that as a viable 


explanation for why you guys have fish that we don’t. 


 


You guys have got bigger hogfish; you’ve got yellowfin groupers that we don’t have.  You have 


got a number of species that seem to spin off from the Bahamas that we don’t have.  George is in 


the audience, maybe he’s got a way to address that, but it’s always been something to me.  The 


red grouper is another one.  We don’t have many red groupers where I am.   


 


It seems to me when the hurricanes blow them out of the west coast they come by us, we see 


them for three weeks and then they’re gone.  Are they making the move all the way up the coast 


to the Carolinas or not?  Those things have always – there has always been questions that I’ve 


had about how the Carolinas get these tropical fish that some of the areas of Florida especially 


don’t see.  It’s always been a question that I’ve had. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Somebody will have an answer for you sooner or later, I’m sure.  Are there any 


further questions for Anna on public scoping comments?  One more, Ben, okay. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  No, just on the recreational tag program.  What was the reason why we didn’t go 


through that, Anna? 
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MS. MARTIN:  We covered that this morning during the Data Collection Committee. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  We’re going to talk about it again in just a minute; are we ready to do that now, 


Gregg?  Are you going to go through the Decision Document, Anna or Gregg?   


 


MR. WAUGH:  I’ll give an overview.  What we did is our staff got together and looked at the 


items that we’ve got on the docket for this year, and this will be discussed during Executive 


Finance, but just to list them to give you a backdrop for some of our recommendations here.  


We’ve got Regulatory Amendment 12 dealing with tilefish.   


 


It was a new item that we’ve been working on this year.  That is expected to be finalized at this 


meeting; Amendment 18B dealing with golden tile, either this meeting or June; Golden Crab 


Amendment 6, hopefully finalizing it this meeting for submission to the secretary.  We’ve got 


three joint amendments with the Gulf Council; two on mackerel, one on the dealer permit; CE-


BA 3 and Shrimp Amendment 9. 


 


Looking at that workload and looking at the items that were scoped for CE-BA 3 and with the 


goal of completing CE-BA 3 in 2012, here is what our staff recommendations are.  First, the 


expanding Coral HAPCs, we recommend that be included in CE-BA 3 to be done in 2012. We 


don’t feel this is going to be overly complex or controversial.   


 


We’ve worked with the Shrimp AP; we’ve got meetings scheduled coming up in April.  Using 


the VMS data, we can refine those areas pretty well.  Item 2, prohibiting powerheads; the 


recommendation is to deal with that next year in CE-BA 4.  That is going to be controversial; 


we’ve been down that road two or three times before.  Doug. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  If we resisted the urge to expand the powerhead issue regionwide and kept it 


just to the North Carolina request, could it stay in CE-BA 3? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Our recommendation is just addressing it is going to tie up a lot of our time and 


your time, and we still recommend deferring it to next year.  Item 3 are MPAs and HAPCs for 


speckled hind and Warsaw.  We feel this is going to be the item that determines the timing for 


CE-BA 3.   


 


Item 4, the Snapper Ledge, as we talked about just a few minutes ago, we were recommending 


defer that to 2013 in CE-BA 4, but it looks like it’s even going to be farther out than that, 2014, 


2015; so that would be deferred into the future.  The recreational tag program, we are 


recommending that be addressed in CE-BA 3, again with the understanding that if any of this 


starts to slow down it just gets punted to CE-BA 4. 


 


Hogfish and gray triggerfish are scheduled for stock assessments in 2013, so we have a 


framework that can deal with those.  The recommendation is once the assessment is complete, 


that we use our framework procedure to address those.  Item 8, African pompano; we had 


requested Florida to manage that in the EEZ off Florida.  They’re doing that, so we’re 


recommending we drop that item.   
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Then Item 9, permits and reporting; we’re recommending that stay in CE-BA 3.  The way your 


staff is recommending that this work be distributed is that the Ecosystem Committee deal with 


expanding the Coral HAPCs; Snapper Grouper Committee deal with MPAs and HAPCs for 


speckled hind and Warsaw; and then the Data Collection Committee deals with the permits and 


data reporting and the recreational tag program. 


 


The rationale there is you’ve got state reps as Chair and Vice Chair, and the idea would be that 


perhaps we could have the states administer a tag program.  If you come back and see what’s in 


CE-BA 3, our recommendation would have place-based management would address the Coral 


HAPCs and speckled hind and Warsaw, and that’s an ecosystem type approach. 


 


The other two items deal with preventing exceeding ACLs and would require amending multiple 


plans to implement those commercial vessel, for-hire, and bycatch data reporting.  I know there 


is some interest in the public comment a lot on splitting out the MPAs for speckled hind and 


Warsaw.   


 


Our concern is the timeline for this is to approve these documents for public hearing in June, 


hold the hearings in August, and then finalize in September and December.  I know we’re going 


to talk about workshops for looking at speckled hind and Warsaw.  We’ve got a slate of AP 


meetings already scheduled for April and May. 


 


Our concern, if we split that out, it’s going to result in more work for the NMFS staff and your 


staff and just contribute to an increased workload on our part with no change in the timing.  


That’s why our recommendation is to keep those four items in CE-BA 3 and distribute the 


workload as we’ve outlined.  I’d be glad to answer any questions. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Questions for Gregg?  I know Phil had his hand up earlier. 


 


MR. STEELE:  Well, just to reemphasize, I think in addition to Gregg’s list here, he also 


mentioned that we might have a considerable workload updating our ACL amendments, 


incorporating the new MRIP numbers this year. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  I was afraid you were going to say that.  Gregg. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Yes, and we’ve got that listed on the items that will be discussed at the 


Executive Finance.  I didn’t mention it, but we’re assuming that Snapper Grouper Amendment 


20B that deals with modification of the wreckfish program, that be put off for a year.  We’re 


reducing the ACL from I think it was two million pounds down to 230 or 240,000 pounds.   


 


The idea is let the industry adjust to that, let’s see what happens, and then we pick that up next 


year.  But Phil is right, depending on the timing, we don’t know what the timing is going to be.  


There are workshops scheduled, the SSC has to address it, but the idea is that we can use our 


framework and do what is supposed to be a simple regulatory amendment with a categorical 


exclusion.   
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We have yet to ever do one of those, so we’ll see, and you’ll see from looking at Regulatory 


Amendment 12, it’s neither simple nor short.  It is in the new format, which makes it easier to 


read, but as far as staff workload it is still considerable.  We do have as an item to discuss at 


Executive Finance these other regulatory amendments, but the feeling is since we’ve laid out 


how we’re going to calculate our ACLs, that it would be a simple framework and could perhaps 


be done at one council meeting similar to what we’re doing with Regulatory Amendment 12 at 


this council meeting. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  Just a couple comments on parsing out these different things; I’m fine with not 


addressing the powerhead issue until next year.  I just want to be clear on the record that it was 


just a North Carolina request, and the request from our commission was not a total prohibition on 


the use of powerheads.   


 


In other words, for safety they would still continue to be allowed.  I just wanted to make that 


clear just based on some of the comments that were received during the scoping.  Then in my 


mind the MPAs and HAPCs for speckled hind and Warsaw, as well as the data reporting, those 


are the two, from my perspective, primary things of utmost importance to accomplish this year.  


Although I’m very supportive of the recreational tag program, I think I was the one that brought 


that up, and I know the council’s looked at this before.   


 


I think in order to ensure that we accomplish these other two things, particularly the speckled 


hind and Warsaw grouper work, I would be supportive of moving that to next year as well, 


particularly if the Snapper Ledge issue isn’t going to be ready for us to consider until at least 


2014.  I think that opens up a little bit more space next year.  It will probably give the states a 


little bit more time to go back and discuss amongst our staffs how we would administer a 


recreational tag program.   


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Thank you, Michelle, because I agree with your comments in terms of 


dealing with the recreational tag program.  I just foresee that since this is one of those things that 


could really slow the amendment down, and I foresee that – well, we’ve never implemented such 


a program, and I just think that it’s going to get bogged up a little bit, but as Gregg said, it could 


get booted to CE-BA 4.   


 


I do have a question with Action 9, which is permits and data reporting, and as I read the 


summary of what that is, some of those items it seems like are already covered under the generic 


dealer reporting amendment that we discussed yesterday with the Gulf Council.  I don’t know if 


you could whittle that down even further. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Yes, the dealer portion is being addressed in that joint amendment with the Gulf 


Council, but then we have to look at our commercial vessel and for-hire vessel reporting, looking 


at perhaps electronic logbooks in the for-hire sector and then bycatch reporting.  Those are the 


items that would be addressed in CE-BA 3; but the dealers, that portion for quota monitoring is 


being done in the joint dealer amendment. 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  That could also slow some things down, too.  I think it’s very 


important for all the reasons that you guys discussed yesterday and today, and I would urge that 
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we try to move ahead, particularly with Items 3, potential MPAs and potential HAPCs for 


speckled hind and Warsaw, as soon as possible. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  That seems to be the plan.  Charlie. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Gregg, I think we need to figure out where we want to go with the coral, no 


problem, but I think we’re going to run into a rat nest when we go into MPAs, and do we want 


them permanent or do we want them temporary until we can get an assessment and see what we 


really need.   


 


I mean these fish were listed as overfished, and I think John told me back in the early nineties.  


We really don’t know where they are or what they are.  We are not being arbitrary, we’re doing 


the best we can, but if we start setting out permanent closed areas, we may be doing something 


we need and we may not be.   


 


I think this is going to run – this is going to be real hard to do this year.  When we first did MPAs 


it took a long time and a lot of public comment, and we’ve already got public comment mostly 


saying not to do it.  If we try to do it very fast and get it done this year, I think it’s going to be a 


rat nest.   


 


I’ve got a sneaking suspicion we’re going to need a lot more interaction with the fishermen, the 


public, the scientists and be flexible with this thing until we can get an assessment and then know 


what we really need to know.  And when are we going to get an assessment, we don’t know.  


We’re going to have to set something up.  I just don’t see us getting this thing done this fast and 


it be right, where the public will be happy. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  I’m going to let Gregg address what is planned.  I think that might help allay 


some of your concerns, perhaps not all of them but some of your concerns. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Yes, Charlie, those of us that went through the first round remember the pre-first 


round as well.  We understand this is a lot, and that’s why we think this will drive the pace.  But 


there is a lot of concern that has been raised with your action in Regulatory Amendment 11 to do 


away with the 240 closure.  


 


That removes any additional protection we had for speckled hind and Warsaw.  If that goes, it 


puts more impetus on the council to take some action to protect those two species.  What we 


have planned is in April; we already have a Snapper Grouper AP meeting, we will be meeting 


with our Coral and Habitat Committee will meet via a webinar.  Later at this meeting the 


Snapper Grouper Committee will deal with a Decision Document we have for speckled hind and 


Warsaw.   


 


There is talk of convening five public meetings and also using our SSC and invited experts to 


come in and provide information.  But you’re absolutely right; it’s a lot to condense into a year, 


but depending on what happens with Regulatory Amendment 11, there will be increased impetus 


to move quickly.  We feel you can’t move any quicker than what we’ve outlined here, hopefully 
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finishing it up at September or December of this year.  But, yes, it is an optimistic timeline and 


it’s a lot to chew on. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  I agree that we definitely have to spend some time on this speckled hind and 


Warsaw issue.  To Monica’s point about data reporting, it may slow it down somewhat, but to 


my way of thinking this is a very important area.  It is one of the reasons why we created this Ad 


Hoc Data Collection Committee was to look at this.   


 


Now that we’ve got ACLs in place, we’ve got to get a better handle on this data and try and 


control these overruns that we’re having.  When we have those, it impacts everybody negatively, 


not just dealers, but the fishermen themselves.  It’s important I think that we spend time and try 


and improve our data collection process to try and avoid some of these situations we’ve had in 


the past on these overruns.  It may slow it down but it’s a very important at least in my way of 


thinking. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Other comments or questions for Gregg?  Ben. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Yes, I’ve got a couple, Gregg.  The first thing is how the SSC is going to weigh 


into this.  I mean we’ve got a couple of different ways – I don’t know generic ways to kind of 


look at this that they’ll take a shot at in the first meeting about closed areas, percent area closed, 


or whatever.   


 


Then after that we’ll have our workgroup meetings and then supposedly they will come up with 


additional areas that may – and NMFS has got their areas that the data already suggested.  Then 


we’ve got the workgroups to get together, and then the SSC will look at those areas again; is that 


how we are going to move forward? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Right now John is working with the SSC to give us guidance at their April 


meeting on the approach we’re taking and specifically some guidance on what percent of 


occurrence or what percent of habitat to protect to perhaps, as has been suggested in literature, 


equate to some percent SPR.  We would look to that guidance from their April meeting.   


 


Then as you indicated, we go through our workgroups; and if we meet this timeline, August we 


would be doing public hearings.  Their next physical meeting is October.  If we don’t finalize at 


September, then they will look at it again in October at a physical meeting.  If it looks like we’re 


going to complete it in September, we can have them meet via webinar and review the proposals; 


but at September you would be reviewing public hearing input and making your selections.   


 


Given how controversial this is, we would probably recommend that you look at the complete 


document in December rather than giving final approval without seeing the final document at the 


September meeting.  That would give us the opportunity to meet and have the SSC look at it 


again. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  All right, the other thing I had was when we develop the rationale for going 


ahead with this, we really need to get in and look at Marcel’s data from MARMAP; we need to 


look at that thesis that was done on speckled hind; we need to bring all the information that we 
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can possibly bring into this to show the public why we’re moving forward with this; because it’s 


pretty compelling for speckled hind.  I don’t know that we know as much about Warsaw, but for 


speckled hind it’s pretty compelling. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Duane, I couldn’t agree more with the statements and comments that Michelle 


made.  Clearly, from my perspective the top priority is the speckled hind and Warsaw issue.  I 


support the staff in deference to Roy’s concerns, and I’m fully aware of those that he would feel 


strongly that we should split this out and go it alone on that particular issue for fear that 


something else may bog it down. 


 


I trust the staff’s assessment of this that there is going to be efficiency to be gained, and I’m 


willing to support them and move down that path with the understanding that if anything even 


looks like, or smells like it’s going to bog down the movement of speckled hind and Warsaw, 


then we immediately dump it somewhere else. 


 


I agree with Michelle as well, I think as important as the permits and the tagging system is, I 


think that’s going to take a fair amount of time to develop where I think we’re going to get into 


some issues with states versus who is going to administer it.  I think that’s going to require some 


negotiations from NMFS and the states.  I feel strongly enough about that that I would move that 


we remove that issue from CE-BA 3 and push it down the road into 4. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Was that a motion, Mac?   


 


MR. CURRIN:  Yes, it was. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, there is a motion on the table; seconded by Michelle.  Would you restate 


the motion, Mac, for the record? 


 


MR. CURRIN:  The motion is to move the recreational tag program to CE-BA 4.  


 


MR. HARRIS:  The motion is seconded.  Discussion on the motion?  Doug. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Just a question on the motion; would it be better to make the motion to accept 


staff recommendations to move forward minus number five and accept the list as it is without 


five?  Do we need that motion? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  We’ve got a motion.  Let’s just deal with it and then we’ll deal with the other 


ones. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  That will be easier. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Certainly not speaking against doing this, because we had the same concern 


with raising it; the one potential concern that we have to address is how do we deal with these 


continued overages of our recreational ACLs?  I just want to make sure that while you are 


moving it to CE-BA 4, it doesn’t preclude the Data Collection Committee from beginning to 


work on it this year and prepare for that, because I think we’re going to need something like that 
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to defend ourselves from having to further regulate the recreational sector to ensure we’re not 


exceeding those recreational ACLs. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Yes, and it’s a good point, Gregg, and I think it’s a great way to proceed.  I don’t 


want to drop the issue; and if we can make headway within the data collection committee on this 


issue between now and next year, that would be great.  I just hate to see it thrown into the mix 


with everything else where it obligates us to work at some pace on that issue and therefore would 


detract from the available staff time to work on what I see is a more important issue. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, I’d ask Mac if he might be willing to accept a friendly 


amendment.  Since we’re moving 3 down the line, what about Item 4, the Snapper Ledge, it’s 


going to be a while, we’ve heard that.  Do we want to take that out of CE-BA 4?  I think we 


heard it was going to be probably 2014 or even later before we get a recommendation.  I didn’t 


know if you want to consider moving that while you’re moving Item 5, the recreational tag 


program or not. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  You make the friendly amendment and I would support it, David.  I felt like we 


had more time to deal with that.  Clearly, it’s not going to be into consideration this year, but if 


you want to do it right now, that’s fine, go ahead. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Yes, I would amend the motion to move Item 4 dealing with the Snapper Ledge 


out of CE-BA 4. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, there is a proposed motion to amend the main motion.  That is just a 


friendly amendment and accepted by the motion maker?  Okay, friendly amendment; okay with 


the seconder?  Okay, just add it to the existing motion.  The motion is to remove the recreational 


tag program to CE-BA 4 and move the designation of the Snapper Ledge from CE-BA 4 to a 


future amendment, perhaps, if requested.  Okay, is there further discussion on the motion?  


David.   


 


MR. CUPKA:  We wouldn’t be moving it to CE-BA 4; it’s already proposed to be in CE-BA 4. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Is that okay; move it to CE-BA 5?  Okay, further discussion on the motion?  Is 


there any objection to the motion?  The motion is to move the recreational tag program 


measure to CE-BA 4 and move designation of the Snapper Ledge as an MPA to CE-BA 5 


or a future amendment.  Is there objection to the motion?  Seeing none, that motion is 


approved. 


 


Now we’ve got to deal with the other recommendations from staff that is above that.  The Chair 


would entertain a motion to call on Jessica. 


 


MS. McCAWLEY:  I make a motion to drop African pompano from further consideration.   


 


MR. HARRIS:  Motion to drop African pompano from further consideration.  Is there a second;   


Charlie.  Is there discussion on that motion?  Mac. 
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MR. CURRIN:  I indicated during our Chairs’ Conference Call that I have requested that North 


Carolina also look at some conservative measures to address African pompano.  We do see them 


on some of the offshore wrecks in the southern part of our state in particular in fairly good 


numbers.  Since there are no protections currently in place, I’ve asked our Marine Fisheries 


Commission Chairman and Dr. Daniel to consider that as a measure for North Carolina, so we’ll 


see what happens. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Further discussion on that motion?  Is there objection to the motion?  Seeing 


none, that motion is approved.  Go back up to the recommendations for the alternatives.  


Jessica, thank you. 


 


MS. McCAWLEY: I’ll make another motion to wait to consider hogfish and gray 


triggerfish until after their assessments, which are scheduled for 2013. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Motion by Jessica; seconded by Charlie.  Discussion on that motion? Is there any 


objection to that motion?  Seeing none, that motion is approved.  We still have some other 


issues under the alternatives to deal with.  That Alternative 1 kind of gives direction to staff as to 


where we’re going to deal with these items.  Jessica. 


 


MS. McCAWLEY:  I wanted to have a little bit more discussion on the powerhead issue.  


Michelle talked about it a little bit as this was something that North Carolina brought up.  I didn’t 


know if she was indicating it would be okay to postpone or was she indicating that this was 


something that North Carolina is going to take up separately.  I’d just like to hear a little bit more 


on the powerhead topic. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  I was just indicating, Jessica, that I’m okay with postponing this issue.  I can take 


that information back to our commission and just explain to them the workload and other high 


priority items that we have going on.  Given some of the comments that have been received, I 


just wanted to make sure people around the table understood where the request to consider this 


issue had come from and that the intent was not a complete prohibition, that we understand that 


powerheads are necessary for diver safety and issues in that regard, and so I wouldn’t want to 


bog anything down by considering a region-wide prohibition when really it was a request for just 


off of North Carolina, but happy to leave that to CE-BA 4. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, I’d like to make a motion that we include Items 1, 3 and 9 in 


CE-BA 3 and distribute the workload as recommended by staff to the various committees. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  That’s the motion I was looking for, David, thank you very much.  Seconded by 


Wilson.  Discussion on that motion? Is there any objection to that motion?  Seeing none, that 


motion is approved.  Okay, do we need anything else? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  No, now you guys deal with Coral HAPCs. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  What that means is now the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Management 


Committee is going to deal with Coral HAPCs and we’re not going to deal with the other stuff.  


Does everybody understand that?   
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MS. MARTIN:  Duane, if you can give me a second here just to load some revised information 


Roger has to present here shortly. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Do we want to take a ten-minute break?  Yes, ten-minute break.   


 


(Whereupon, a recess was taken.) 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, let’s come back to the table and reconvene the committee.  Okay, Anna, 


are you going to take us through some proposed items, you and Roger? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, what remains in the Decision Document for CE-BA 3 are the measures 


recommended by the Coral Advisory Panel to expand a few of the Coral HAPCs.  Again, this is 


Attachment 7 in the Ecosystem Briefing Book, if you’re following along.  The intent here during 


the committee is to get some guidance for alternatives for council staff to take to the various AP 


meetings and SSC meeting as well as the IPT for further analysis as this amendment is 


developing here.  That is the intent right now.   


 


The first recommendation is Item A, expanding the Oculina Bank HAPC.  If we can just go to 


Figure 4, I believe this is PDF Page 6 if you’re following along in the attachment, this chart here 


depicts the Coral Advisory Panel’s recommendation for expanding the northern boundary of the 


existing Oculina HAPC. 


 


The original boundary here is the area in yellow with the green box at the bottom being the 


experimental closed area and the blue shaded box here being the Coral Advisory Panel’s 


recommendation for this northern extension.  The western and eastern boundaries in this northern 


area, as recommended by the Coral AP, would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth 


contours. 


 


This adds approximately 393 square nautical miles to the original boundary in this area and 


extends the boundary up to off of the St. Augustine area.  Again, this is all based on the research 


that was conducted in the South Atlantic by a number of the Coral Advisory Panel’s scientists for 


the past three years . 


 


Now we’re actually going to shift gears a little bit.  Roger is going to provide an overview of the 


habitat distribution in this northern area and talk a little bit about the fishery activity that is 


currently taking place in the blue box primarily, which is the AP’s recommendation for 


extending the northern boundary. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay, in order to facilitate the discussion of the HAPCs and detailed 


information, you had received two attachments, Attachment 8A and 8B, or 8 and 8A, which 


provided habitat information and the vessel monitoring information.  This time around we’ve 


been able to access detailed vessel monitoring information and provide more of a substantive 


analysis.   


 







  Ecosystem-Based Mngt Committee 


  Savannah, GA 
  March 6, 2012 


 


22 
 


What I’m going to do is focus just on kind of where we’re at in terms of 8A information that 


provides alternatives that were based on scoping input and some of those impacts relative to the 


analysis we’ve done.  What we looked at is in scoping there were recommendations on – the  


original HAPC recommendation from the Coral AP, as Anna indicated, was between a 60 and 


100 meter contour.   


 


What that was based on is, as you’ll see here, you have two major mapping efforts that have been 


identified within this region that have multiple pinnacle systems that have been captured; in 


addition the high resolution bathymetry.  In the attachments they were zoomed in a little bit 


further, but this at least gives you the base representation of that alternative.   


 


What I did from that point then was to look at the recommendations of alternatives on the 


inshore being between 60 and 70 meters and the offshore area boundary between 90 and 100 


meters and came up with these different alternatives that show between the 70/90 meter area, a 


70 to 100 meter, and a 60 to 90, in addition to the original proposal of the Coral AP. 


 


In addition to that, this area especially on the eastern side is fairly linear.  It was really conducive 


to trying to build something based on bathymetry and not necessarily having to strictly stay with 


the bathymetry and come up with one of the biggest enforcement issues that have been discussed 


before, trying to have a baseline point distribution. 


 


What this does is it takes one step to provide a simplified polygon of the representation of these 


four different areas.  Then what you end up with are essentially four different alternatives that 


these kind of show the nesting with the western boundaries between 60 and 70 and again the 


eastern between 100 and 90 meters. 


 


To get to the real detail of this – and this actually has updated – on the individual charts it did 


show the information relative to the VMS associated with fishing activity associated with each of 


the different depth contours.  Originally that was just looking at, say, the VMS points.  The data 


set used was the 2007 to 2011 vessel monitoring, which is over 300,000 points identified in this 


system. 


 


The original was just to look at what occurred within those different areas.  The initial one you 


looked at 60 to 100 meters; you had just over 2.2 percent of VMS occurring down to the 70 to 90 


meter area showing less than 1 percent, like 0.69 percent.  Well, looking at this one step further 


and having the detailed information, I was able to go in there and use a rounding of a 2 knot to 4 


knot vessel speed.   


 


What it did then is provided essentially what would be “fishing within this area”; and if you look 


at it, it drops the amount of points vessel monitoring activity from the highest being 0.8 with the 


60 to 100 meter down to in the 70 to 90 meter 0.15 percent of points that you would identify as 


actually fishing in the zone.  That’s the information on the northern zone and the alternatives 


based on discussion with industry and scoping, and truthfully it was very productive.  The 


discussions at scoping really led us to get some of these on the table and provide this type of 


detailed information so that they could react at the upcoming AP meetings and beyond.   
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MR. HARRIS:  Do you want to take these discussions one at a time? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, deal with the northern first. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  First of all, are there questions for Roger on the presentation he just made?  Mac. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Just confirmation, Roger; that was a great analysis and I think fine tuning it 


some by looking at the vessel speeds is even more enlightening.  The industry is perfectly 


comfortable with the analysis using the 2- to 4-knot vessel speed is indications of working in that 


area? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, I think that they were really pleased to have it even refined further down 


to that type of information.  I told them it was rounding, so it actually gave a little bit on both 


sides, so it is giving a very clear indication of what’s going on in that region. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Roger, I like the way you’ve done this; so just so I’m perfectly clear or as clear 


as I ever get, I think one of them was 15 percent, one 31 percent, so 15 percent of the time that 


particular zone, I guess 70 to 90, 15 percent of the dragging was in that zone? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  No, it’s 0.15 percent. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  0.15 percent, okay. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  It’s less than 1 percent on all – when you look at the actual fishing operations, 


it ends up being less than 1 percent for all four alternatives. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Further questions for Roger?  Anna, are you going to take us through the range 


of alternatives or where are we going with this now? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, a staff recommendation here would be for the committee to consider 


approving that range of alternatives presented by Roger, which includes the Coral Advisory 


Panel’s recommendation for this northern extension and also modifying the boundary, as Roger 


said, by the 70 and 90 meter depth contour.  That would be Alternative 2.  The 70 and 100 meter 


depth contour in this northern region, that would be a third alternative, and a fourth by the 60 and 


90 meter depth contour.  That kind of encompasses the suite that Roger just presented to you all.  


 


MR. HARRIS:  Is that an acceptable range of alternatives for the committee?  Then the Chair 


would entertain a motion to include those as a range of alternatives for the expansion of the 


Oculina.  Charlie, motion; second by Wilson.  Discussion on the motion?  Jessica. 


 


MS. McCAWLEY:  The only thing I was going to say was are we going to have some sort of – 


are we going to talk about transit provisions separately?  Okay, thanks. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Further discussion on the motion?  The motion is to include the range of 


alternatives presented for the northern extension of the Oculina HAPC, including the 
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Coral AP’s recommendation.  Any further discussion? Any objection to the motion?  Seeing 


none, that motion is approved.  Next. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay next we will focus on the Coral Advisory Panel’s recommendation for 


expanding the western boundary of the existing Oculina Bank HAPC.  If we can shift to Figure 2 


in the Decision document, which is PDF Page 7, this depicts the Coral Advisory Panel’s 


recommendation for refining this boundary here.  It does lie primarily between the two existing 


satellite sites and bounded by the 60 meter depth contour.  Once again, Roger is going to review 


with you the distribution of habitat in this area and any potential VMS activity that we have. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay, if you look at what’s being presented here, what it shows is the real 


high bathymetry that occurs between the satellite HAPCs and south of the southern satellite 


HAPC.  To a great degree the AP was relying on this.  Now this has been something that has 


been fairly effective in the deepwater HAPCs and more recently in some of the mapping that has 


been occurring in the northern proposal, that virtually almost 100 percent of the time when you 


have this kind of high relief bathymetry, invariably you have pinnacles, coral systems, et cetera.   


 


That is the baseline for it.  What you do have now is taking a look at this and then putting this in 


relationship to the fishing activity.  I was just going back to the actual chart that showed the 


vessel operations.  Now when you look at this area and you again look at the VMS  points within 


the area, originally I had put like 211 points out of the 313,000 points even occurred within both 


between the satellite areas and south.   


 


After again looking at the fishing type of characterization, using the 2- to 4-knot characterization, 


it ended up dropping down to 125.  In reality you have 0.04 percent, basically very much less 


than 1 percent occurring within that area.  That really gets confirmed by the fishermen at scoping 


and beyond.  Some of those areas are just so – the high relief areas; I mean they are just going to 


lose gear in those places.  That gives you the scope of both the habitat distribution and what we 


know of with regard to vessels operations relative to those proposals. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Questions for Roger?  Is this the only alternative that we have for the proposed 


western boundary expansion?   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The only other one is no action, as we always have. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Is there a motion to adopt the proposed western boundary and the no action 


alternatives as the two alternatives that we go with?  Mac. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  So moved. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Moved by Mac, seconded by Wilson, to adopt the Coral APs 


recommendation for extending the Oculina western boundary as an alternative.  Charlie? 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Roger, you did say that the Shrimp AP looked at this and they were okay with 


this? 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, the members that made comments at scoping and beyond at this meeting 


talk about how they really cannot fish in those areas.  Now, the AP hasn’t met as a group yet, but 


the members have specifically said they’re not fishing and they basically validated that they 


really can’t get into that area with gear unless they want to lose thousands of dollars worth of 


gear. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  But we’ll get further information once the Shrimp AP meets and looks in more 


depth at this area. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Mr. Chairman, one quick point of clarification just as these are going forward.  


That compilation of the simplified polygons is what we’ll use as the proposals, the point 


distributions on this, so it gives that foundation. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Further discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection to the motion?  Seeing 


none, that motion is approved.  Next. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I was going to just bring up the issue of the transit provision as was discussed 


yesterday during the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel meeting.  This was something we did 


hear a lot about during the scoping meetings, an interest in the council considering that as an 


alternative.   


 


The Law Enforcement Advisory Panel did provide recommendations there in lieu of corridors 


for potential transit area within the HAPC, to have gear appropriate stowed.  I think this is 


already defined n the CFRs.  Also, they’d had some discussion about maintaining no lower than 


a minimum speed of 5 knots.  I guess that would be another staff recommendation to include that 


as an alternative to take out to the AP meetings and for IPT analysis after this point. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  The Chair would entertain a motion to include a transit provision.   


 


DR. DUVAL:  So move. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Moved by Michelle; seconded by Charlie, and that transit provision will be 


fleshed out later or are you going to go ahead and go with the 5-knot speed? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  You have the specific recommendation from the Law Enforcement AP that 


captures those three things, the stowage, the knot speed; actually four things, also the potential 


for increased ping rate, but there was a request to try to do that once they got in there.  That is 


something that we’ll have to get some information on.   


 


But the fourth one is a provision that if there was a vessel having problems, that they would have 


a specific contact point that they would do, so there were four components.  But there is that 


specific written recommendation from the AP. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, so, Michelle, is that okay with you to include the recommendations from 


the Law Enforcement AP as part of this transit provision motion? 
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DR. DUVAL:  Yes, Mr. Chairman, it is. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Charlie, is it okay with you? 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Yes, I just would like to know that, say, the pinging, for instance, if we decide 


we don’t need it, can we leave it in or out as we see fit later? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Yes.  Okay, the motion is to include a transit provision as an alternative as 


defined by the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel.  Is there further discussion on the motion?  


Is there any objection to the motion?  Seeing none, this motion is approved.  Next. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, moving on to the second recommendation from the Coral AP, and that is 


for the council to consider -- David, did you have a question? 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Well, I guess we’re moving from the Oculina down to the Stetson thing.  What 


about the recommendation from the industry to review the eastern boundary of the original 


HAPC; is that something that will be included or looked at? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, I think the intent is that the AP and from discussions with industry, the 


recommendation was they discuss it and provide those recommendations as part of the AP 


meeting that’s coming up to the council. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Okay, that’s fine; I just didn’t want it to fall between the cracks.  I’m sure they 


won’t let it, but I didn’t know if you wanted to put something in here on that or wait until you 


hear from them.  That’s fine either way. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  To what David just brought up, a number of tile fishermen and people that used 


to catch yellowedge groupers in that particular area have voiced concern about opening rock 


shrimping up in that area because it is a known yellowedge grouper habitat that has been off 


limits to fishing for a number of years.  One of the reasons why the fishermen believe we are 


seeing such good tilefishing in that area is that area has been closed to any kind of fishing.  There 


are concerns outside the shrimping industry about opening up that area to trawling again. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  To that, that is something that in discussions with industry I made it very clear 


that those types of considerations, it’s not just the potential impact on the shrimp industry.  It is 


other gears that would potentially be there.  They know that there are those other considerations.  


That’s why I think in that AP context some of those can be on the table so they can clearly 


understand what the implications would be. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, we’re moving on to the Stetson-Miami Terrace area. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, this is Item B under that first action, and again the Coral Advisory Panel 


recommendation for the council to consider expanding the original boundaries of the Stetson-


Miami Terrace Coral HAPC.  I just will scroll here to the visual representation; this is Figure 4, 


PDF Page 10, if you’re following along.   
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This depicts the Coral Advisory Panel’s recommendation for expanding the western boundary 


area here.  It would be along the 200 meter depth contour.  Again, this is based on the research 


many of the Coral Advisory Panel scientists have conducted for the past three years, and it is 


specifically based on their discovery of a shallow water lophelia ecosystem occurring off of the 


coast of Jacksonville, in this area. 


 


As with before, staff has developed some modifications to what the Coral Advisory Panel has 


recommended, and Roger is going to walk through a couple of renditions to this proposal here.  


But if you can’t see that clearly, the Coral AP recommendation is in this purple zone here, this 


pink is Shrimp Fishery Access Area 1, and you can see it doesn’t impact or overlap with the 


North Florida Marine Protected Area, which is already in place. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay, what you had looked at before was the original proposal from the AP 


captured to 200 meters and then to the western edge of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC.  Now 


the AP did not actually – the Coral AP didn’t have information on the VMS.  We worked this up 


after the proposal was provided.   


 


We were able to then look at – there was direct interaction with the shrimp fishery and to the 


degree that it actually was beginning to encroach on areas that we had worked with industry to 


develop that Shrimp Fishery Access Area, knowing that the fishery was occurring to the west of 


that bound.  What we did is look directly at this information.   


 


The recommendations were to try to see if you could accomplish both, protection of the habitat 


and elimination of the area that they had been traditionally fishing and most likely impacted 


anything that would occur within this area.  What we’ve come up with at least as an initial 


proposal was to capture this area right here as the mapped habitat, both inside this and more 


recently some of the areas in the MPA. 


 


But the one that is driven that she had identified – Anna had identified as some of the new 


pinnacles are contained in this system here, so trying to capture this area as well as leave out the 


existing VMS and fishery operations that occur within this.  In the Attachment A package, there 


was one additional alternative just to try to look at a range which literally cut this area off here. 


 


Now, that was put in as an option in the package, but what it would do is essentially eliminate 


the only mapped area within the system, so from a staff standpoint that probably would not 


necessarily be a reasonable alternative to put on the table because it eliminates kind of the 


driving force for this HAPC.  This is at least trying to address retaining the habitat and retaining 


the fishery operations as they exist to get response from industry on if there needs to be any 


alteration and from the Coral AP and Habitat APs. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  The proposed range of alternatives would be the recommendation of the Coral 


AP, this area that the staff has worked up, and the no action alternatives.  Is that the three 


alternatives?  Charlie.   
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MR. PHILLIPS:  Have you talked to the royal red guys to ask them why they don’t drag north of 


where they’re working?  You’ve got two little small spots that I guess you’ve checked visually.  


I’m a little concerned with this one. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  But the industry has – I mean, the traditional fishery extends – this is its 


absolute northern range.  They do not fish on this part at least, along the HAPC, have not really 


fished there.  At least that is what we got from scoping.  Their concern was that area that it 


literally was on top of and not nearly as much about beyond that area.  This was very specifically 


a recommendation, well, can you protect that habitat and protect the fishery that exists in that 


area right there? 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  To that point, yes, I understand you want to protect where you’ve been fishing, 


but I’m also – you hadn’t been on the bottom north of there; and if I was to bet money, I’d say 


you could take a royal red boat and drag, but Richard Reed is over there shaking his head, no, 


and he’s been out there, so we’ll leave this as a range. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  The Chair would entertain a motion to include these three ranges.  David. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  I had a quick question for Roger.  The last graph or map that you had up there; is 


the southern boundary the same as at the same location the southern boundary is in the Coral AP 


suggestion? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, it is, and actually I had put together that composite of the first northern 


area in response to our discussion about looking at them in combination, and I had one created 


but I just didn’t include it.  This is the southern boundary of the AP’s proposal right there.  It 


ends at that.  It would basically go due east, and that whole area would represent the AP’s 


recommendation. 


 


MR. LANEY:  I’m prepared to make a motion, Mr. Chairman.  I would move that for the 


Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC Extension Scoping Alternative we include three 


alternatives; specifically the Coral AP Alternative, the Staff Alternative, and a No Action 


Alternative. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, motion on the table, is there a second to the motion?  Second by 


Michelle.  Discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection to the motion?  Seeing none, that 


motion is approved.  The next item is Cape Lookout Coral HAPC. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, this is the last measure as recommended by the Coral Advisory Panel, and 


that is for the council to consider expanding the boundaries of the existing Cape Lookout Coral 


HAPC, and this is in federal waters off of North Carolina.  This figure here, which is Figure 6, 


PDF Page 13, if you’re following along; this depicts the AP’s recommendation for incorporating 


this area here shaded in the light green to include an area of recently mapped habitat into the 


original boundary. 


 


This adds approximately 8 nautical square miles to the original HAPC in this area.  It does lie 


around the 500 to 600 meter depth contour.  This HAPC is in waters deeper than the other 
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existing HAPCs.  No VMS fishery activity in this area.  Our staff recommendation would be to 


move forward with the Coral Advisory Panel’s recommendation as an alternative to present to 


the AP’s this spring and also the SSC and for IPT analysis. 


 


MR. HARRIS: There would only be two alternatives, the no action and the Coral AP’s 


recommendation.  Is there a motion to do that?  Michelle. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  Mr. Chairman, I would move that we accept the staff recommendation as 


well as the no action alternative as alternatives to move forward for further SSC and AP 


analysis and input.   
 


MR. HARRIS:  It works for me.  Is there a second to the motion?  Seconded by Jessica.  


Discussion of the motion?  Mac. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Yes, Roger and Anna, did the Coral AP discuss or are they planning to discuss 


consideration of that area to the southeast of that small block that they’ve defined on the upper 


end of the existing HAPC?  Law Enforcement has made a number of points and suggestions in 


that these little protrusions and little arms here and there hanging out are much more difficult for 


them to deal with.   


 


I’m just wondering why that whole block didn’t just shift to the right and become contiguous 


with the southeast boundary of that larger block.  Is it strictly because they only looked at that 


little area; Ross had sub time there and they found some coral.  Did they discuss utility and 


perhaps grabbing that bigger area to the southeast of the small block? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Mac, it wasn’t discussed in that level of detail.  They last met in October and 


this was kind of initially presented to everyone on the AP, and they decided to move forward 


with a recommendation for that specific area of mapped habitat.  That could be something to 


further hash out with them.  They are meeting in May and so we can have that discussion at that 


time. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Yes, to that point, if you look at what we just did with respect to Oculina, we 


had two little areas there, but they’re in similar bottom type, and all of us at least so far seem 


fairly comfortable with trying to provide some measure of protection to similar habitats that are 


adjacent to that.  Personally I would feel as comfortable trying to perhaps extend this area and 


make it a little more uniform in shape as well.  I would ask that they consider it and discuss it at 


their next meeting. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Would you like to add that as another alternative? 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Not really, Duane; I’d like for it to come from them.  I don’t want to second 


guess them.  I’d just like for them to consider it; and if they are uncomfortable doing that, then 


I’m fine with it, but just make sure they understand that it is more acceptable to law enforcement 


if the blocks are bigger and have straight lines and all of that. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Just a quick point; I think some of that other justification of expansion has a 


lot to do with where at least you have some feeling that there is high resolution bathymetry that 


gives you that sense that those are going to be very significant areas.  I think to the east of that 


you may be getting into some more of the mud bottoms and different portions of that.  But the 


focus is on what they had mapped, and that’s all they did. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Further discussion on the motion?  Is there objection to the motion?  Seeing 


none, that motion is approved.  That was the last item action, Anna, Roger?  Okay, the next 


item on the agenda is an update on ecosystem activities I believe, isn’t it, Roger?   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I’ll be quick, yes.  A lot of activity, but I did provide two documents in the 


briefing material.  One is just a snapshot of the South Atlantic Landscape Conservation 


Cooperative.  That group has actually developed and approved a strategic plan that is moving 


forward.   


 


There is going to be some efforts to build Atlases for the entire region and expand.  There are 


decisions also made on a national level that these conservation cooperatives would as a footprint 


include the marine environment out to the EEZ, so that there would be uniform connection, 


building that opportunity to look at, say, their links to the Department of the Interior Climate 


Science Centers, and modeling that begins to understand the connection of land and sea-based 


information. 


 


That is a pretty significant move forward in the effort nationally and at that one component of 


South Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative.  In addition, I included the implementation 


plan that is out in the streets right now, the Draft Implementation Plan for the Ocean Policy.  


That is the transition from those comment and overall areas that were provided for comment 


earlier this year, and the culmination of that effort with the intent to keep this whole process 


moving forward. 


 


I think as a number of you have seen in the presidential budget, it actually did identify continued 


support of the policy potentially for 2013.  This is to at least keep us in the queue on monitoring 


and connecting to that.  It does have implications with regard to what will potentially be these 


regional planning bodies.  


 


There was a decision made that councils would be formally represented on the regional planning 


bodies.  However, there are actions that are happening under – the other connected activity is our 


partnership and working with the South Atlantic Governors Alliance.  The group is moving 


forward with projects that have been identified. 


 


One that has a direct connection with us is the Healthy Ecosystem Group, and actually Michelle 


Duval actually serves as the mentor on that and is collaborating on some of the efforts that we’re 


trying work uniform together.  In addition, bigger connections of systems that could provide 


information on the broader scope for coastal and ocean planning activities, so we’re directly 


involved in that.   
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One of the more recent activities that has happened, the state of Georgia is also moving forward 


with an ocean mapping project, a collaboration between DNR and Georgia Tech.  I attended a 


kickoff meeting trying to get some input and insight on how to move forward with that, how to 


collaborate, how to connect with existing systems, and laid on the table a lot of the partnerships 


we have with FWRI and how we’ve been building systems, and kind of gave that as 


opportunities for future collaboration and cooperation.  That’s an effort that’s underway and 


moving forward fairly quickly. 


 


I think those were some of the main areas I wanted to at least touch on and our collaboration and 


cooperation for the bigger ecosystem activities.  The one thing in June, we are going to be having 


a workshop on the first day of the June council meeting to look at some of these functional tools 


that the council has been collaborating with FWRI and partners in what is looked at as a digital 


dashboard for our region, so that’s something coming. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Roger.  Are there questions for Roger?  This is the first time I’d 


heard that there had been a formal decision to include the councils on the regional planning 


bodies. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I haven’t seen it on paper. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  You just think that it has happening? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  No, no, it’s not think; this is coming through the chain from there so I’m not 


sure if Mr. Chairman may have more insight into it. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Yes, this came up at our CCC meeting recently and we got a presentation.  That 


was the word we got at the CCC meeting, which was good news.  The news we got that 


concerned us, though, was the fact that they were also talking about using our SSC as their 


technical bodies, so a strange, strange thing.  We’ll see what happens, but apparently we will be 


included in the Regional Planning Body. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, David.  Other questions for Roger or Anna or David?  Is there other 


business to come before this committee?  Anna. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Duane, I just need to clarify we may have additional alternatives that are 


developed during – we’re having a joint Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel Meeting 


in April, a Coral Advisory Panel meeting in May.  In addition to the range that the committee has 


just approved, we may have others to add to the list that we’ll incorporate the analysis that will 


be presented during the next council meeting in June.  In order to stay with the timeline for CE-


BA 3 development, the council would then need to select preferred alternatives in June.  I just 


wanted to clarify there, there could be additional alternative that you will see during the next 


committee meeting. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  And you will flag those for us as additional alternatives so we know what we’re 


looking at.  Timing and Task Motion; is there anything we need to do there?  Okay, no other 


business to come before this committee, we stand adjourned, Mr. Chairman. 
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The Ecosystem-Based Management Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council convened in the Frederica Room of the Sea Palms Resort and Conference Center, St. 


Simons Island, Georgia, March 5, 2013, and was called to order at 8:00 o’clock a.m. by 


Chairman Doug Haymans.   


 


MR. HAYMANS:  I will call the March 2013 Ecosystem-Based Management Committee to 


order.  You have in front of you an agenda that needs a correction right off the bat.  The master 


agenda says 8:00 o’clock, which is where we are, but it says 8:30 so ignore the 8:30.  Are there 


any additions to the agenda?  Seeing none; the agenda is approved. 


 


You have received copies of the December 2012 minutes.  Hopefully, you have had a chance to 


review those.  Are there any additions or corrections to the minutes?  Seeing none; those minutes 


were approved.  I think this is going to be a fairly quick meeting this morning and give Tom 


plenty of time on dolphin and wahoo.  We will turn over Coral Amendment 8 to Anna. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  The amendment is Attachment 1 in your briefing book materials, but you will 


notice that we do not have a decision document for this committee.  We aren’t looking for 


guidance on Coral Amendment 8 at this time.  We have cleaned up the document based on the 


committee decisions during the December meeting. 


 


As you recall, this was not approved for public hearings at the December meeting, but you did 


provide guidance for scheduling a number of advisory panel meetings for additional input before 


the committee considers approval for public hearing at your next meeting, so that will come in 


June.  We are awaiting updated VMS information representative of the earlier years of activity 


for the rock shrimp fleet.  That is 2003 to 2006.  I have asked Roger to provide you with an 


update on the timing and where we stand in the process with the VMS data. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Things are looking good.  The system is being updated literally.  I think it will 


be finalized in the next week or so, so we will be able to get the queries that both capture the 


historic information and the updated VMS through a closer period of time and be able to add 


those into the information we have and update the analysis that was conducted in the drafts that 


were held before.   


 


We should be good for our advisory panel meetings to have that information clarified so the 


Habitat, Coral and Shrimp APs have the benefit of seeing what the updated information shows 


and the analysis.  We’re in good condition and I appreciate all the work from Carlos Romero 


who is actually working remotely.  He is over at the Beaufort Lab, North Carolina, but is still 


making sure that this system gets refined, updated and is operational and we get what we need to 


continue this process. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Is there anyone with questions about Coral Amendment 8 to Anna or Roger?  


Seeing none; then you also should have had a chance to look over the Draft Memorandum of 


Understanding with the other Atlantic councils, and we will let Roger talk about that.  That is 


Attachment 2. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay, you all received the draft.  This draft origin came – last year the Mid-


Atlantic and New England Councils had begun discussions of movement toward conservation in 


the broader deepwater ecosystems and looking at deepwater corals.  I provided a presentation 


back in April of last year in their Ecosystem Committee on the whole broad scope of our 


ecosystem activities, but then how we have moved forward in developing and highlighting our 


activities on deepwater coral management as it is connected to essential fish habitat and kind of 


the broader scope. 


 


The desire was to in a spirit of cooperation look at developing an MOU so that there could be 


some clear connections between the councils on the desire for conservation in these deepwater 


coral systems.  The one thing that incurred in the beginning of these discussions was concern 


maybe of interactions between fisheries that may cross the areas or habitats that may cross the 


areas. 


 


Truthfully, when you get into the issue, we really don’t have that many fisheries that would be 


necessarily jointly or potentially impacted from the activities or the habitats really start getting 


very different in terms of what their deepwater coral ecosystems are to the north more soft coral 


deep systems versus our hard coral lophelia, et cetera, areas. 


 


The bottom line is this was an attempt to provide the foundation for identifying how the councils 


– what their activities are relative to that management, how they are actually proceeding with 


that, and then how they will collaborate.  What we did is when we got the draft, we distributed it 


to our Habitat and Coral Advisory Panels, got some inputs, and what you have before you is a 


revision that tries to highlight some – and, really, the biggest thing here was to very clearly 


identify how the South Atlantic’s management activities are and make it clear what our 


authorities in management are under the area. 


 


We are addressing it and have addressed it very differently than the Mid-Atlantic and New 


England.  They’re using the discretionary provisions under Magnuson for the deepwater coral 


ecosystem.   We used it under our Coral FMP, which they really are not trying move down a 


species or a habitat-based FMP and use a different methodology. 


 


The terminologies and some of the edits that are in red that you see are really to make sure it is 


clear about how the South Atlantic manages, what we’re doing and then the spirit of cooperation 


and collaboration over time that we can provide input and activities and our continued work and 


then their continued work in the deep coral systems.  I will pass this over to Anna, because one 


thing we did do is we sent this over to Monica to make sure that we – 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I just thought it would be helpful to inform you of where the New England and 


the Mid-Atlantic Councils stand in their process.  The New England Council began developing 


an EFH Omnibus Amendment last year to address management measures for deepwater corals.  


That is still under development so they are initiating the process through that mechanism. 


 


The Mid-Atlantic Council has recently begun a scoping process through an amendment to their 


Squid, Atlantic Mackerel and Butterfish FMP, and so they again are in a similar development 
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stage, so kind of starting the process for determining what management measures to take in the 


realm of deepwater coral. 


 


If you have had an opportunity to review the MOU – this is Attachment 2 in the briefing book – 


you will find under Section E specifically the intentions for the role of the South Atlantic 


Council.  Our council, as you’re very familiar with, we’re a little further ahead in management 


measures for deepwater coral in our region, and so primarily the intent of the council’s 


involvement here would be one of an advisory type role, advising the New England and Mid-


Atlantic Councils on deepwater ecosystem issues and coral issues based on past experience as in 


lessons learned.  


 


That is kind of the crux of the MOU and what is being posed for the South Atlantic Council’s 


role here.  We are looking for committee guidance on the MOU in the form of approval, so this 


is something that would be submitted back to the other two councils for finalization.  I think 


Monica had a few questions about the attachment. 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes, really one question, and I had some minor edits.  I’m fine with 


this and I thought I would provide the edits to Anna and then you would see them by full council.  


There is a statement in here, and it is in red I think because probably Roger added it, and it is 


right before Section D, and it is under Section C, authority and strategies for deep sea coral 


protections; and the last bullet says, “Management as habitat pursuant to a federal fishery 


management plan.”  Would you explain a little bit what you mean?  Do you mean like, for 


example, Sargassum FMP or other things; what else do you mean? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think this section, what it did is it fell short of specifically identifying how 


the South Atlantic manages coral under a Coral Reef and Live Hard Bottom Fishery 


Management Plan.  None of those ones there – they may be pieces of it but that very specifically 


identifies that we have identified those as fish under Magnuson and manage those while they’re a 


species but they’re managed as a habitat complex in the region.   


 


That was kind of lacking in terms of the ways that different – especially when it said the different 


councils manage.  These areas above it pretty much are tied to – like the discretionary provision 


and some of those are tied to some of the considerations that the Mid-Atlantic and New England 


– this added really the South Atlantic process of how these resources are managed in our region. 


 


DR. LANEY:  I guess this is a question partially for Roger and partially for Monica, too.  I was 


wondering under Section C and then also possibly under E whether you thought that the 


authority that the council I think has maybe through NMFS under NEPA and also perhaps under 


the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act for commenting on potential threats to deep sea corals is 


something that should be just noted in the MOU. 


 


And then as far as the coordination part would come in, what I’m thinking here is if there was 


some – the primary one that comes to mind is oil and gas exploration activities offshore that 


could possibly affect deepwater corals, if the South Council, for example, was to comment on 


that particular threat, they might want to share their comments with the other two councils.  Is 
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that something that would be appropriate for inclusion in here or would it just unnecessarily 


clutter this up?   


 


I guess it partially depends on whether you consider the ability to review and comment on threats 


like that, which the council certainly has, especially through the NMFS Habitat Conservation 


Program, whether you consider that management or not.  I will defer to Roger and Monica on 


that point. 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Well, I guess you could add those things.  If you want them to be 


added, they would just explain what your current obligation and rights are.  They wouldn’t be 


adding anything to that.  I guess I would ask Roger this MOU is pretty brief.  It is just 2-1/2 


pages or 3 pages, and I’m not sure whether you think it is appropriate to add those particular sites 


or whether that would kind of change what the other councils want to do with this.  It’s certainly 


your right under the law to do those certain – you know, commenting and all that, just like 


Wilson laid out.  If you want to add it, that’s fine.  If you don’t, it doesn’t change anyone’s 


obligations. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and I think there may have been some of those kinds of comments from 


our advisory panels in terms of focusing.  I think one thing that at least you would hope is that 


what we don’t want to do is preclude or maybe put something on the general terms that may not 


be considered in all of the groups. 


 


The MOU, as you stated, is fairly straightforward and short and does get to the core management 


authorities.  I think the way we have dealt with it from the South Atlantic side made it very clear 


– again to make it clear about our actions is under Section C, where we highlight the South 


Atlantic’s – actually it is under Section D – highlight the South Atlantic’s regulatory actions 


where we have created the Coral Areas of Particular Concern, but then co-designated them as 


essential fish habit areas of particular concern under the recent comprehensive amendment. 


 


What that specifically – as the South Atlantic deals with essential habitat and especially areas of 


particular concern automatically puts it into trying to address the non-fishing impacts relative to 


– and that has tool has been what we have provided, which would oil and gas and really any of 


the other activities in the deep system, so that whole complex of habitats needs to be addressed, 


and I think that was actually at the request of our – in collaboration with our NMFS partners in 


trying to do  this.  We do it by highlighting that for our region.   


 


We can get more specific.  I just didn’t know if – I think the fact that they’re also using the 


discretionary provision and using EFH, it also automatically kind of kicks that into their region, 


and they’re going to be dealing with it in the Northeast Science Center and Northeast Region in 


their activities.  We deal with it with the Southeast Region and the Southeast Center on our 


activities.  That is up to the discretion of the council on how far you want to do it.  It is just that 


fine line about how much to include in the MOU. 


 


DR. LANEY:  I’m fine with not including it.  As Monica noted, it is something that the three 


councils do anyway, and we have got it on the record that they’re going to do it.  I presume that 


should some threat like that arise, you would be sharing whatever you do with the other two 
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councils, anyway, with their habitat folks, so that is fine.  Mr. Chairman, I’m prepared to make a 


motion that we move this on to full council.  I guess that would be the appropriate motion; that 


we endorse it and move it on to full council for action or for a vote. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Wilson, would that be contingent upon Monica’s minor edits? 


 


DR. LANEY:  Yes, it would be contingent upon counsel’s edits to the draft. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Seconded by Charlie.  Is there any additional discussion on the MOU?   


 


DR. LANEY:  Would you like me to read that, Mr. Chairman, once it is on the screen.  Okay, 


the motion is that the Ecosystem-Based Management Committee endorse the Coral MOU 


and recommend – I guess we need to say recommend to the council that they consider 


approval during the – consider approval during full council contingent upon legal counsel 


edits. 
 


MR. HAYMANS:  We have a motion by Wilson; a second by Charlie.  Is there any additional 


discussion?  Is there any opposition to this motion?  Seeing none; the motion carries.  Okay, 


that brings us down to ecosystem activities; Roger. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, I am going to be fairly brief.  I guess one of the things I wanted to 


highlight was a meeting we held yesterday and just where we are with some of our collaboration 


on development of capabilities for ecosystem tools and especially specifically with fishery-


independent survey information. 


 


We held a SEAMAP Bottom Mapping and Species Characterization and Assessment Workgroup 


-- the longest name for a group that you can have, but it has some very specific intentions.  What 


we were able to do was really try to refine and connect the activities of the fishery-independent 


surveys with the presentations of the information spatially that we have presented in our 


developing online Atlas and information that is going to be available to the council. 


 


We are very close with the SEAMAP Data System actually going fully operational in the South 


Atlantic Region, and that is being actually managed and maintained under the South Carolina 


Department of Natural Resources.  We have this collaboration between all the partners to focus 


and make sure that we get all these different capabilities together.   


 


It is going to include SEAMAP, MARMAP and SEFIS information and also some of the sub-


components that are available.  Under the SEAMAP umbrella even the Pamlico Sound Survey so 


we’re getting inshore survey, offshore activity and, as I mentioned in our discussion yesterday, 


was how to make the information on habitat and information on species be able to be integrated 


and available through this system, so we’re very close what I think is going to be very critically 


important and useful for council and the collaboration throughout our region on getting that in a 


very productive meeting. 


 


Beyond that, just quickly a couple of other points; I know that Georgia is still moving forward 


with development of spatial information systems for the state and how they collaborate with 
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offshore activities.  I wasn’t able to go to – they just had another workshop on users and 


participants on access, highlighting how far that it has gone and it is progressing further.  


 


We did have Clark Alexander at that meeting yesterday for SEAMAP and he was able to talk 


about some of the newest information that is going into that system but also things that we can 


integrate into ours, especially with geologic information.  We are again keeping very close with 


some of the other activities that we can collaborate on the spatial presentation and information 


systems that support the broader scope of habitat and ecosystem activities.   


 


One of the other activities going forward is our collaboration under the South Atlantic Resource 


Partnership, SARP, under the National Habitant Plan.  We had a Science Data Committee 


meeting earlier this year and really you’re setting the stage for things such as a coastal 


assessment of habitats.   


 


There is one being done in the Gulf of Mexico right now that is integrating all information from 


inshore and offshore components we are anticipating an effort to kick off in the southeast.  It 


dovetails very closely with our continued evolution of the next generation of the fishery 


ecosystem plan, updating of essential fish habitat; again an opportunity to get that type of effort 


to align or connect into better descriptions of habitats, identification of spatial footprints and the 


interaction and the connectivity of the systems in our region. 


 


That also connects into one of the other organizations that we are very closely tied to and 


actually sit on the committee, the South Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative.  They’re 


in the process of developing targeted indicators for habitats and species in the South Atlantic 


Region under the purview of the Landscape Conservation Cooperative. 


 


That organization and that group really have the broadest umbrella of view.  It really provides an 


opportunity to build some of the information capabilities that connect everything from the 


mountains to off the Continental Shelf and with some resources to do it.  There is some real 


opportunity to build from things such as SARP is involved in, what the council is involved in and 


then maybe actually tap directly into resources they have to do some modeling, to doing updating 


on habitat information; again supporting our refinement of essential habitat, next generation of 


the fishery ecosystem plan.  It is real good. 


 


One of the other sidelines to that – and I have highlighted this a number of times – is the fact that 


those groups, the Landscape Conversation Cooperatives, which are extended throughout the 


entire country, are joined at the hip with USGS’s science centers.  The climate science centers 


that are funded and moving forward are the primary collaborators with those regions; so what we 


will be able to do – at least the intent is to be able to go through the Landscape Conservation 


Cooperative and do things such as potentially provide some resources or capabilities to highlight 


“what if” scenarios in the future; if you’re having reductions in essential fish habitat for managed 


species, how that may impact the region based on climate change and maybe ultimately the 


capability to get to population level understanding of habitat changes and species.   


 


There is some real opportunities again to connect and build and support what the council is 


working on, species and habitat conservation.  The last two items I want to touch on is the 
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Southeast Coast and Ocean Observation Regional Association, SECOORA, is continue the 


development and evolution of the ocean observing capabilities. There are so many of the things 


that we have been talking about, the needs for refined information on our understanding of vessel 


operations, on species distribution.   


 


We have some opportunities to enhance and refine the observing capabilities we have in the 


region.  In the last ten-year build-out plan we talked about – and very specifically and 


strategically talked about the opportunities to figure out ways of aligning some of the assets for 


observing with marine protected areas, with deepwater coral ecosystems, with the regulatory 


actions and spatial actions the council has so we begin to connect and have the environmental 


information as it relates to the species; so bridging that gap between the biological activities we 


have and the oceanographic – which I think in our region we really have not gone down that road 


and we really have to and understand the implications of current changes, temperature changes, 


different things with annual and longer term with populations and with maybe even our 


observing capabilities or our fishery-independent surveys. 


 


So connected to that is there is a product that is kind of a teaser product to begin to understand 


that.  We have worked with Mitch Roffer and the MARMAP information with Marcel Reichert 


to come up with some analysis that begin to investigate the environmental information collected 


during the sample surveys with observed information to look at variability and begin to open that 


door and discussion about what some of the implications may be.   


 


We actually have taken a step further to use some of that information to potentially give you 


almost a habitat suitability predictive capability based on environmental information or 


concentrations of species that may occur relative to the environmental observed information.  I 


think we’re finally getting the oceanographers to talk to the assessment scientists and now we 


have to really I think force that a little further once we open that door and say what are the 


capabilities in the future to be able to do this further.   


 


The last one I wanted to touch on quickly was the Governor’s Alliance; one of the first ones I 


think to get hit by some of the implications of sequestration.  We were supposed to have an 


executive planning team meeting coming up to really kind of clarify a lot of the activities going 


on in the region and that got cancelled recently because essentially the entire federal contingent 


had no authorization to participate.   


 


So you would have a major portion of that discussion not able to be involved.  I am not sure 


where things are going to evolve in the future because of where we are with budgets; and how 


that longer-term commitment that may have been there, how much that be able to still be 


embraced and be able to provide into this newer process.   


 


We will see how that unfolds, but again trying to collaboratively work where some of the really 


good efforts such as some of the combining and adding of very detailed information by state, that 


the healthy ecosystem team is being involved in, how that can connect in or really elaborate and 


help the overall process for coastal and marine planning but also on council how that may 


connect in and we can actually integrate some of that very clearly into some our information 


systems.  That is a quick synopsis of a lot that is going on in our region and where we’re trying 
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to make sure that we are part of it or connected and we enhance the council’s capability and 


opportunity to highlight habitat and fishery operations and species information. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I just have one update for everyone, and that is a protected resources update 


related to coral.  On December 7
th


 the proposed rule published designating or elevating the 


Endangered Species Act listing for 66 coral species, and elkhorn and staghorn are two of those 


that were elevated to endangered. 


 


Those two have previously been listed in the South Atlantic as threatened coral species.  What 


happens next is the proposed rule comment period ends this Thursday and the final determination 


is expected on or before the end of November of this year.  If you look at Attachment 3 in the 


briefing book, that is the proposed rule.   


 


It is quite a lengthy one but it does point out that agency consultation requirements could change, 


recovery plans could be initiated, critical habitat designations may be required.  A prohibition on 


take could be implemented now for elkhorn and staghorn.  The prohibition on take has already 


been in place for these two species, so no immediate impact in that sense, but it is just something 


I wanted to bring to your attention.  As we learn more, I will continue to update you at the 


following committee sessions. 


 


MR. BELL:  Mr. Chairman, I’m not on your committee.   I just had a quick question for Roger, I 


guess.  Do you know what the total area is for deepwater corals that is currently under protection 


in our region, just miles, square miles, hectares, whatever, approximately? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, under the original Deepwater Coral HAPCs that were in place, it was 


23,000 square miles, and that didn’t include the Oculina, which is like the Shallow Water and 


Deep Water Corals.  Those are just the lophelia complex habitat areas, so my guess would be 


probably close to 25,000 square miles overall. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Roger, that was interesting putting together that MARMAP and Roffer data.  


What would be even more interesting if we had VMS information from the commercial fishery 


to pull all that together to see where these guys are fishing.  The way it is done now, in the 


logbooks you fill out one square of where you fished, so we have no information about – you 


might have had 20 different sets on that one trip and you fill out one particular area where the 


fish were caught.  We don’t have the information we need to make economic decisions about 


MPAs in particular as far as where that is.  That VMS stuff in the future would be critical to pull 


all this together. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Well, Roger’s comments about ocean observing prompts me to let the council 


know that this year during the Cooperative Winter Tagging Cruise, which took place in January, 


my co-PI on that project, Dr. Roger Rulifson at East Carolina, contacted Dr. Barbara Block, who 


has been doing all this work with bluefin tuna on the east coast, and Barbara shipped here wave 


glider, which is a robot kind of thing that navigate on its own offshore and can be equipped with 


all sorts of detection devices to listen for not only Barbara’s bluefin but also Atlantic sturgeon 


and spiny dogfish that we have implanted with tags on past cruises.  That was very successful.  
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I think it did detect not only several of her bluefin but also some other species that had been 


tagged – I think some Dwayne Fox’s sand tiger sharks out of Delaware Bay. The other thing I 


wanted to let everyone know – I think I copied Roger on this – is that Carter Watterson, who is 


now on our Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel for the council, is a civilian 


employee of the Navy, has provided us all the information on the Navy’s deployment of a new 


listening array which covers the whole mouth of Chesapeake Bay and goes well up inside the 


Bay, and that array is already picking up Atlantic sturgeon and striped bass that have been 


acoustically tagged in North Carolina. 


 


The whole point here is – and I know Dr. Sedberry is already employing acoustic tags and 


receivers at Grays Reef.  The point is that you can get just a tremendously greater amount of 


information by using these robotic wave gliders and these acoustic receivers than you can from 


conventional tag release programs using internal anchor tags. 


 


We do both with the striped bass; but to show you the contrast between what you get with one 


versus the other, during the whole 24-year time series for the cruise, we have tagged 252 Atlantic 


sturgeon and we have gotten ten returns back, so that is about 5 percent.  We have tagged 14 of 


those fish with acoustic tags and we have gotten detection information back on all 14 of those 


fish, so that is a hundred percent return on your investment.   


 


Even though those tags cost more, as long as all these researchers up and down the whole east 


coast have all these receiver arrays out there, anybody who is putting an acoustic tag out is 


hopefully going to get information about where that fish went and what habitats it is using.  So, 


we’re in truly a new world here as far as technology goes, and I’m really excited about how 


much that is going to enable us to learn about where fish species go and when they’re there and 


what habitats they use. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Wilson, I would echo that.  We participate along with Florida and just about 


everybody else in acoustic listening stations now.  The information we have learned about triple 


tail in the past 24 months has been absolutely astounding.  If we can just get some of our 


neighboring states to curtail some of those commercial activities on those species – Ben, you had 


something? 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Yes, just to give another option, we have got a lot of commercial gliders going 


out every day.  All those platforms, if you want to broaden that type of information, you can get 


some of the commercial entities to carry some of those receivers, and, my gosh, you could get a 


lot more information that would really help this program. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Thanks, Ben, and I forgot to mention the fact that these wave gliders not only are 


detecting fish but also there are receivers now that detect bats and they can listen for seabirds as 


well.  You can put all kinds of things on those and that is a great suggestion, Ben. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Wilson, Atlantic sturgeon, how did you get the tags back when there is no 


fishing for them?  Was it just bycatch? 
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DR. LANEY:  These that we tagged in the past, Charlie, were all tagged in 2009 and 2010.  With 


these acoustic tags, you don’t have to get the tag back.  It sends a signal out; so if the sturgeon 


swims within a certain distance of the receiver, it picks up that tag and it records that in a 


database, and then you go out and download the thing.   


 


There are some newer ones out there that actually have a satellite uplink to them, so they have a 


surface buoy and they transmit the data in near real time to a satellite somewhere and it comes to 


your laptop.  We don’t have to get them back.  Now, for some of the archival tags that Barbara 


was using, yes, you do have to get those back.   


 


Those are the ones that are far more sophisticated and give you latitude/longitude information 


and depth and all sorts of other things, but the ones we’re using just transmit a signal out there.  


We were not able to tag Atlantic sturgeon during this year’s cruise.  We were authorized to 


weight them, measure them, scan them for pit tags and release them.  We purposefully – because 


we didn’t have the authorization to tag them, we avoided areas of known Atlantic sturgeon 


concentrations this year.   


 


We did catch four incidentally in the course of trawling for striped bass, and so we measured 


those and released them.  None of those four had been previously captured as far as we could tell 


because none of them had any tags of any sort in them, so we lost the opportunity to generate 


four more data points there.  Hopefully, if we do a conventional trawling cruise next year, we 


will have cleared the necessary protected resources hurdles and have authorization to tag those 


fish next year. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Is there anyone else?  Is there any other business to be brought before this 


committee?  Seeing none; Mr. Chairman, that concludes the business of the Ecosystem-Based 


Management Committee. 


 


(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 8:35 o’clock a.m., March 5, 2013.) 
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The Ecosystem-Based Management Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council convened in the Vienna Ballroom of the Renaissance Orlando Airport Hotel, Orlando, 


Florida, June 11, 2012, and was called to order at 1:55 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Duane Harris. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, I’m going to call to order the Ecosystem-Based Management Committee.  


The first item on the agenda is approval of the agenda.  Are there any additions to the agenda?  


Seeing none, is there any objection to approving the agenda as published?  Seeing none, the 


agenda is approved. 


 


The next item is approval of the March 6, 2012, Committee Minutes.  Are there additions or 


corrections to those minutes?  Seeing none, is there any objection to approving the minutes as 


published?  Seeing none, those minutes are approved.  The next item we have is a report of the 


status of catches versus quota for octocorals.  Jack, are you going to do that to begin with, and 


then Jessica is going to follow up with respect to Florida.  Jack McGovern. 


 


DR. McGOVERN:  Historically the Southeast Regional Office has gotten octocoral landings 


from the state of Florida for monitoring purposes since harvest of octocorals has been prohibited 


from other states.  Effective January 30 of this year, CE-BA 2 changed the fishery management 


unit and octocorals from Florida are no longer considered to be in the fishery management unit 


and subject to federal management. 


 


The state of Florida is now responsible for managing octocorals off of Florida.  The allowable 


catch of octocorals off of North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia remains at zero.  We’ve 


contacted Dr. Gloekner at the Southeast Fisheries Science Center and he indicates there are no 


landings of octocoral from North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Jack.  Are there questions for Jack?  Jessica, you’re up. 


 


MS. McCAWLEY:  Okay, I’ve got the landings.  I believe that I sent them to staff if you could 


project them.  I also wanted to mention that our rule went into place October 31 of 2011 that 


extended our regulations into federal waters. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Just a reminder, we were scheduled for two hours.  We’re down to an hour and a 


half now.  I just wanted everybody to know that as the chairman said, we’re behind times, so 


indulge me and let’s try to move this committee meeting along to the extent that we can without 


messing anything up.  I’ll try to keep us from messing anything up, but it is not always possible. 


 


MS. McCAWLEY:  Okay, I sent these to Mike so he could send them around so you can see 


them on your own computer since they are quite tiny up there.  Basically we are not done with 


2012, but in 2011 the landings went up a slight bit as did the trips in federal waters on the 


Atlantic, but the units in state waters are actually down.  The landings are pretty variable.  They 


are kind of all over the place.  Overall in 2011 the units and the trips were up a little bit from 


2010, but they were down from what they were in 2009 and 2008 and 2007.  It is up to you what 


you want to make of that. 
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MR. HARRIS:  Other questions for Jessica?  Seeing none, we will move along.  Thank you, 


Jessica, I appreciate that information.  Next we’re going to hear from three of our advisory 


panels; the first will be the Shrimp Advisory Panel and Mike Merrifield is going to give us that 


report, and then Steve Blair will give us a report of the Coral Advisory Panel, and then Roger is 


going to give the Habitat AP report.   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Thank you, Council, for the opportunity.  Basically the way I organized 


this was I just kind of went down our meeting and the different motions that came up in our 


meeting and kind of explained how we got to those and what discussions took place.  The first 


one was Motion 3 that we were talking about the AP recommended involvement of the other APs 


prior to public scoping. 


 


Basically what happens – and there was considerable discussion about this in the AP.  What 


happened was the APs were informed that the council was moving to an annual cycle for 


completing these amendments and this just didn’t follow with what we were used to, I guess, in 


terms of the CE-BA 1.  This is basically about half the time. 


 


Also in CE-BA 1 it was more of a cooperative, collaborative environment where the Coral AP, 


the Shrimp APs and the Golden Crab AP got together and kind of hashed a lot of this stuff out.  


The Shrimp APs thought we were going to have the opportunity and thought it would be more 


productive to meet with the Coral AP and share data, give justifications for their positions and 


find common ground and then present differences to the council.   


 


Most of the major issues I think could be hashed out at that level.  Then it would just be some of 


the minor issues or issues where we couldn’t come to agreement on that we would bring into 


council.  Today we have a decision document that is prepared and I guess we are unclear as to 


whether there is an opportunity for compromise or discussion or dialogue.   


 


Unless somebody tapped into the Shrimp AP meeting, some of the data that you’ll see here you 


will see it for the first time.  Likewise, some of the information that the Coral AP came up with 


we would be seeing for the first time as well.  I think the webinar – by the way, this webinar 


process works very well.  I got to listen in to the Coral AP meeting.   


 


There were a lot of questions that came up, a lot of issues that had I been there I could have 


resolved those, and it would have been easier to get past those points.  Originally I was going to 


be there for that but I was unable to attend.  There seems to be a lot of misconceptions about the 


rock shrimp fishery that we probably could have resolved.   


 


I guess the question is, is public scoping meetings the best first step in developing an 


amendment?  Our thought was maybe it would be better to have a vetted amendment where the 


APs had a chance to look at it and put something combined together and then put that out for 


public comment to get more feedback from the public.  In that regard, in this section the Shrimp 


APs were basically recommending that we have a joint Coral and AP meeting to discuss our 


proposal which was the best case scenario for us and then the Coral proposal which was probably 


the best case scenario for them, and come to some agreement between the two areas. 
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I don’t know if we are beyond that point here or not, but we’ll just continue and I’ll present some 


of the stuff that we came up with.  I’m still learning the council process.  Leading this effort for 


the Shrimp AP has been a tremendous learning experience for me, and it has also given me some 


appreciation for how this process was designed and that stakeholders are all involved. 


 


To me the APs are critical.  I think the APs have the potential to make the job for the council 


members a lot easier.  If we are able to focus on the issues and come up with some 


determinations and then bring that to the council, it will make the process for the council a lot 


easier.  At this point I guess what I’ll do is I’ll go through the action.   


 


The first Motion 6 said no action.  We had a good deal of discussion about this.  We chose not to 


make it the preferred.  There are several reasons for that.  In general we would like to change the 


misconception or the misunderstanding about how shrimping takes place and that shrimping does 


not occur in coral areas.  Somehow we’ve got to get this across that this is not – I mean this 


misconception has to be changed. 


 


I cannot stress enough how important it is for the captains to know the bottom that they’re 


shrimping on.  Shrimpers are looking for the shrimp habitat with silt and muddy sand and sand 


bottoms.  Shrimpers are marking bottom when they’re not trawling to avoid coral and snags at all 


cost. As you’ll see, I’ll put the charts up that show the different marks that the captains put on 


their charts. 


 


These marks will indicate obstructions and bottom that will not support shrimp, which is areas 


that they want to avoid.  VMS and tracking data you will see matches very closely.  The highest 


concentrations indicate shrimp habitat.  There are fewer boats in the fishery now, less than 


probably half in the last ten years.  The same tracks are trawled year after year, sometimes even 


from one month to the next. 


 


The shrimp habitat recovers quickly.  The shrimp repopulate the same area and that is why they 


are able to come back month after month, year after year for over 90 years.  Safety and gear costs 


prohibit just aimless wandering out there and snagging into bottom that can potentially cause 


safety issues, gear cost, downtime.  The gear cost basically is about $15,000 per side, so there is 


about $30,000 worth of gear being pulled.   


 


It can make a break a captain or a vessel depending on how badly they damage their gear.  And 


the downtime, the lost downtime, the economics; they just can’t afford that.  There are basically 


three major determiners out there, nature, regulations and economics.  Obviously, if nature 


doesn’t cooperate, there is no catch out there.   


 


You can have zero regulations out there, you can have all the bottom in the world, but if the 


economics aren’t there they can’t afford to be out there.  The Shrimp APs support protection of 


the corals.  Some believe the coral habitat acts as a rock shrimp fishery – or nursery.  Others 


have other concepts about it; coral and hard bottom ledge are why the shrimp are out there in the 


first place.  The Gulf eddies create the natural silting and nutrient concentration that the shrimp 


love. 
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Another reason we decided not to go with the no action is because we thought in a cooperative 


effort we could come up with a win-win solution that could be achieved by both Coral and the 


Shrimp APs.  Coral can be protected and historical shrimp areas maintained.  Motion 7 – and  


this is where I probably need to go ahead and pull a chart up.  Can I get the chart up on the 


screen? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  The chart from the decision document? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  No, this would be the one that shows the tracks. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Switching over to your program; okay. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Basically what I am going to do here is show you what is being used out 


on the water, the tools that are being used out there.  I’ve got data from a few captains that 


basically shows – 


 


MS. MARTIN:  There is a delay with the transfer so it will just take a second. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, it basically shows where it is that they are shrimping.  Let me zoom 


in on this a little bit.  What I’m showing you here; at the bottom of the screen you’ll see here in 


just a second is the – I’ll use a pointer for the moment.  At the bottom of the screen you will see 


this is the top of the existing Oculina Closure.  This red line goes across right here.   


 


That is the Oculina Box.  This is the satellite; this is the northern satellite right here.  What we’re 


looking at here is going northward is the entire expansion or extension proposal.  The outside 


lines are blue, and those are the 60 to 100 Coral AP recommendation.  The red lines are the 70/ 


90 that Roger had put together.   


 


What the Coral AP did was they basically took Roger’s 70/90 and made a few modifications to 


include areas that have been fished.  What you will see here is the green lines are now actually 


trawl tracks from the shrimp fishery, from the rock shrimp fishery.  Those are the areas that have 


been fished. 


 


The red dots are areas that have been marked that say those are not rock shrimp; it is not an area 


where you are going to find rock shrimp.  Typically what they are doing is they are trawling 


north with the tide.  As they come back, they will clock area and mark as they’re going along, 


looking for areas that look like they could be rock shrimp areas. 


 


Anytime you see green tracks inside the blue lines, that is area that would be excluded by the 60/ 


100.  Likewise as we go north, you will see areas that are inside the red as well.  I’m go ing to go 


ahead and move north at a pretty quick pace here so you can kind of get an idea.  This is an area 


here that is between.  This was an adjustment that was made by the rock shrimp fishermen to 


include this trawling area there and this area here as well.  This is a long stretch here.  There is a 


long stretch right down the center here that was inside that would be closed given the 70/ 90 and 


that is why they chose to choose points that would allow them to fish these areas.  You can see 


the bathymetric data.  You can see where the pinnacles are. 







  Ecosystem-Based Management Committee 


  Orlando, Florida 
  June 11, 2012 


 


6 
 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Mike, how many trawls does that represent over what period of time? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  This is probably – it is hard to say, because what these guys will do a lot of 


times is rerun the same track so they don’t lay down another track, but this is probably data that 


has accumulated over quite a few years.  I don’t even know how long the software has been out, 


but this data has been accumulated over a number of years.  It is not necessarily – it is hard to say 


if that is how many tracks there actually are, because they will rerun a track. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  And the red doesn’t necessarily – it is not a symbol for coral.  That is a haul-


back and there is no rock shrimp there. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  It could be rocks, it could be coral, it could be hard bottom that would not 


support.  As they’re marking bottom, they can see the texture of the bottom.  Obviously, you 


guys are familiar with that.   


 


DR. CRABTREE:  Those green trawl paths; are they from you guys’ records; they are not from 


the VMS data.  That’s from your logs. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That’s correct; this is shrimper data; but if you look at the VMS, they are 


exactly the same.  You will see this center area in the VMS data as well.  Basically that is the 


reasoning behind the Shrimp AP recommendation was to try to include – it was a best case 


scenario for the shrimp fishery.  That is what they wanted to present. 


 


The 60/100 they felt was a lot of needless elimination of productive rock shrimp bottom.  70 


meter west boundary and 90 meter eastern boundary; Roger developed this option as least impact 


to the fishery based on VMS hits.  We had considerable discussion about VMS hits, and I know 


this was a big question in the Coral AP, and I’ve had questions about it since. 


 


Roger did a great job of taking those VMS points that were within the trolling speed and 


indicating which ones were within the zones and what percentage.  We felt like that was a good 


indicator of which area would be most impacted or least impacted, but it was not a good 


indicator of productivity or how productive a particular bottom was or how much it was trawled. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  This doesn’t necessarily tell us how productive it is.  It’s just that is your 


traditional trawl grounds. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Correct. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  I mean the ones that are toward the center may not be as productive as what 


is on the outside. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Right, and it is really hard to determine that because the data that is 


collected on catch history; when they come to the dock – just until the last year, when you put it 


into the trip ticket system you had the option to put one area that you fish.  If you were down in 


Key West doing pinks and came up and did some rock shrimp and then came into the dock, it is 
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the data – now in the last year they’ve changed that so you can have multiple locations at least in 


the state of Florida, so that is easier to tell what area which shrimp came from. 


 


But still offshore Cape Canaveral is a huge area to be able to determine how productive that 


center ground was or how productive this ledge was versus that area.  A couple of things about 


the VMS data is that Roger picked the last five years trawling speed.  The proposed closure hits 


in the different areas versus the total hits. 


 


By law, owning a rock shrimp permit requires VMS and it must always be on a pinging.  Law 


enforcement notifies vessel owners of all anomalies, either not pinging; or if it is pinging on I-95 


going north, which happened.  Somebody was taking their VMS to be repaired or from being 


repaired back to their boat and they got a call from law enforcement saying why is your VMS 


pinging on I-95? 


 


I’ve been called directly whenever my boat stops pinging and told that the boat has to come in 


immediately to make sure that it is repaired.  I think the VMS has been very good.  I think the 


data is very good coming out of the VMS.  Total hits include all trawling speed hits, so that 


means if they’re white shrimp fishing, red shrimp fishing, brown shrimp, which is not typically 


targeted, or rock shrimping, any of those are included in the total hits. 


 


That is why I’m saying it doesn’t necessarily tell you productivity, because total hits are not 


directed at that specific area.  It is anywhere in the South Atlantic; or whether they are anchoring, 


steaming, drifting, it is all hits.  It does do a good job of indicating which areas are more 


impacted than others. 


 


There are a lot of environmental conditions that change.  For instance, I can tell you that in the 


last five years there has been more productivity to the south of the Oculina Box than there has 


been to the east or west.  That changes.  Whatever environmental conditions there are, whether it 


is water temperature or whatever changes, it makes a difference in where those rock shrimp show 


up. 


 


There are environmental changes that will impact that; weather conditions, tide speeds, boat size.  


The smaller boats are the ones that are going to be working the western side of this area here.  


The larger boats can work to the southern.  The tides and the churn that is going on down there 


from the eddies coming off this hard bottom is too great for the medium and small-sized boats to 


work, so those boats don’t even attempt to go down there.  It just spins their gear and tangles up.   


 


That is all going to be your larger boats to the southern end, and I’ll show that to you here in a 


little bit.  Economic conditions also impact this.  The minute white shrimp show up there is 


nobody out here on the rock shrimp.  It is much more economical to be on the beach shrimping 


for white shrimp than it is to be out here on rock shrimp.  There might be a good season going; 


they will leave the rock shrimp and come in and do the white shrimp.  There are a lot of factors, 


so it is really hard to figure out what the productivity is.  Then the data reporting and I already 


talked about that.   
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DR. CRABTREE:  It is more profitable to fish white shrimp just because it is closer in and you 


don’t have to spend the same amount of fuel? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Correct. 


 


DR. CRABTREE:  What is the price per pound difference between rock shrimp and white 


shrimp? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  White shrimp is a higher price per pound.  In this time of year, which 


usually is an August timeframe, white shrimp prices are probably in the three to four dollar range 


for the larger white shrimp that come down this far.  The rock shrimp are typically a dollar to a 


dollar and a half; last year a dollar and a half to two dollars. 


 


DR. CRABTREE:  You’ve got to have high catches of rock shrimp to make any money? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Right.  What the shrimpers did was we used Roger’s model from the 70/ 


90.  He modified the points to include historical productive rock shrimp areas.  We attempted to 


keep the boundaries as straight as possible for law enforcement.  This I have a question about, 


because in my mind is this really necessary? 


 


In other words, can we not move a boundary and just jut it straight out, jut it out and go around a 


coral head or something that allows some area that has been – as you’ll see if I can find an 


example of it, there are areas where there might be a coral head.  Like, for instance, on our 


yellow line here, there might be a coral head like in this area right in here that could actually be 


moved out and still allow for – or actually this is a better example right up in here – but still 


allow for this bottom up here to be drug if you moved it out to go around this like this. 


 


The reason I bring this up is because really the law enforcement activity that we’ve had – and  


there have been a couple that I know of, and one is where a captain drifted anchor.  It is not that 


somebody has been out there monitoring this area.  It has all been done electronically, so the 


minute that their ping shows up inside of a closed area, a flag goes off.  Law enforcement is 


notified and law enforcement is on it. 


 


They are on it out to the captain at sea, told to come right back to the dock, when they get to the 


dock their hatches are sealed and so on and so forth what happens after that.  The point is though  


does shape really matter, because it is all done electronically, anyway?  The stakes basically are 


is that you are either not in or you’re in and hopefully if we get a transit option here, you are in at 


a transit speed or you’re in and you are below transit speed, at which case you are in violation. 


 


That is a question to I guess the law enforcement as to whether these have to be straight lines or 


do we have some flexibility in how we build these borders?  An additional point, as an example 


of something that is not straight lines is the Stetson-Miami Terrace, which is 219 points.  I 


couldn’t even put it into the software without – I have to talk to the designer, but it is 219 points 


to create that Coral HAPC.  There is some flexibility there in drawing those lines and I’d like to 


see if we can’t look at that down the road here.  Let me go on up to the top of this.  
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MR. HARRIS:  Mike, if you can just go as fast as you can, we’ve still got a lot of work to do.  


You’ll have a chance to come back up here and answer questions at the end of that, too. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay.  I went up to the very top.  Just above this is the top.  As you can see 


there is really very little trawling that goes on up here.  I cut this yellow box off.  It could go on 


up.  I don’t think anybody has any concerns about that.  This area is not particularly good for 


rock shrimping; there is no trawling that is occurring in this area. 


 


The next thing that we talked about then was the Western Extension, and let me get there.  For 


the most part connecting the two satellites, there is really one area that I’ve ever seen any trawl 


tracks in, and that is in this very corner right up in here.  That is where the original – right in the 


corner where that satellite is and where the original design of the Oculina Box left some of that 


offshore slope available. 


 


There was some trawling up in this very corner, right up in here.  Other than that, there is 


absolutely no – there is very little trawling in that northern part.  In the southern part it is a little 


bit different.  We have a little more activity in there, but for the most part I think that most of the 


rock shrimp fishermen were fine with this.  Then when they said they would like maybe the 


possibility of an access areas that was one of the – that would be in this area right here. 


 


The purpose of this extension is to correct how the Oculina was originally defined.  Basically the 


straight lines that were chosen for ease of enforcement for the original design of the Oculina 


HAPC were straight north and south, and obviously this ledge does not run straight north and 


south.  On the western edge we kind of missed, so that is why the adjustment is being made here. 


 


The northern section, as I said very little trawling; in the southern section there is a little bit.  


Given that information, if you look at the red box that defines the current Oculina Box, there is 


the extension, the top extension.  Here is the Oculina Box.  Then this bathymetric data shows you 


where the pinnacles are, where the coral is, where the structured bottom is. 


 


There is all this bottom out here that is slope that has been closed off when this original was 


made.  The Shrimp AP had put in a request to make some corrections because of the way that the 


Oculina Coral HAPC was originally defined.  The goal was to identify obvious slope bottom 


with no structures from the 90/100 meter on line, basically on the western side to the 140 meter 


depth on the eastern side, which at one time was prime rock shrimp bottom.   


 


As you can see in this area here that to the north of the box is where these trawl lines and track 


lines stop.  If I go down to the bottom, you can see this is where they pick up again right outside 


the box; basically the 90 to 100 meters and out to the 140, 130/140 in that range.   


 


We basically took this yellow line, and I think I sent coordinates to Roger to identify this and the 


request is to have a shrimp access area for that bottom.  This is mud bottom.  Like I said, at one 


point in time it was active rock shrimp trawl area.  Are there any questions about that?  Ben. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Yes, Mike, that area is bounded by 90 to 100 meters on the inside? 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  Yes. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  And then 140 meters on the eastern? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Yes. 


 


MR. JOLLEY:  I’d be interested in what other information is available on the bottom type in 


some of these areas that are being suggested; how much video is there or other evidence of the 


bottom type in that area. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  I think Steve might, when he does the Coral AP report, address some of that. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, continuing on; Motion 8 in the document; I think it basically states 


that the AP preferred a modification to Roger’s 70/90 extension and that is what we came up 


with.  The Motion 9 was that the APs recommended that I be here for this.  Then the Motion 10, 


this is a critical issue as well.  This is to transit provision. 


 


The proposed Oculina extensions create a closure from Fort Pierce to just south of St. Augustine 


for approximately 170 miles.  Somebody may have an actual figure for that, but I’m just 


estimating.  Currently if you have rock shrimp on board, you are not allowed to be for any reason 


inside of the Oculina Coral HAPC. 


 


From a vessel safety standpoint, we were looking to have some type of sensible transit provision 


here.  From a vessel’s fuel economy standpoint, it would make sense that it is harder to travel 


either direction to try to get around the end of this.  From an operational standpoint, because 


when these guys are working on the eastern side of this proposed closed area, what they will do 


is they’ll work it and when they are done for the day or the night they’ll go over into the 


shallower water to anchor. 


 


They are not anchoring on the deep side.  Operationally they need a place to go anchor, and it 


doesn’t make sense for them to have to go around the entire closure to anchor.  It’s also a safety 


issue not just from a personal standpoint, but it does create basically a rock shrimp blockade to 


Port Canaveral for anything that is caught on the eastern side of the closed area. 


 


With VMS capabilities we can determine speed, direction.  There are probably other parameters 


available as well that I’m not even aware of.  Currently the transits currently transmit once per 


hour.  That is what our current transmit rate is and it’s about six cents a ping for approximately 


about $40.00 a month in cost.   


 


The pings rate could be increased to some rate adequate to determine speed when transiting.  I 


don’t know what that would be.  If it is to double it or every 40 minutes, 45 minutes, I don’t 


know, but we could figure out what was a good ping rate in order to best determine speed and 


then require the boats to travel at that speed to indicate that they’re not trawling.  That would 


either be above 4 knots or above some level of speed that indicates they’re not trawling. 
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These guys, when they have gear in the water, are not going to be traveling more than two, 


maximum three – probably not even reaching three knots.  Then the other issue – and I can’t 


stress enough that these guys almost – they are not interested in dragging coral.  It’s not like 


they’re going to pull their nets up, drop their load and then put the nets back in the water and 


cruise straight across the Oculina Bank and mow down coral.  That’s just not what is happening.  


 


Gear stowed is an issue as well.  There was reference to a legal description on that and to what 


level they would have to have gear stowed to be considered legal.  Unshackling or boarding or 


stowing all equipment does not make sense.  It is a lot of work to bring that gear up on deck.  It 


is a lot of work to unshackle. 


 


In South Carolina apparently, and I guess Georgia as well, when the state waters are closed they 


have a requirement that gear must be out of the water.  Boards can be up on the outriggers out of 


the water.  Nets can be hung over the decks and not in the water, and that is adequate for gear 


stowed in those waters when the season is closed. 


 


That is what the captains would like to define as the gear out of water; doors at a minimum must 


be out of the water.  It’s a safety issue for storing doors.  Typically if they have pulled up their 


nets and dropped the bag, the nets are sitting over the boat.  If they’re going back for another 


trawl, they’ll go back overboard, but they’ll be in an area that is allowable for trawling. 


 


If they’re getting ready to go in and anchor, what they’ll typically do is get those nets up, get that 


catch on the deck, and then head straight in to shallow water for either anchoring or heading to 


the dock.  It’s a safety issue from the standpoint that those doors typically sitting out there are 


probably about 2,500 pounds; and if you’re trying to wrestle those doors in, put them in the racks 


and the seas are rough at 10 foot seas, it is an issue. 


 


A lot of these boats, probably about half these boats have to actually crawl out on their outriggers 


to tie and loop those doors in order to get them in.  That’s a problem.  Nets at a minimum tied up 


and out of the water.  Speed is the real determiner of whether the vessel is towing gear or not.  I 


think we can come up with the criteria to determine that speed as not being a trawlable speed. 


 


There also needs to be some type of a disabled vessel provision.  I think there is now.  There is a 


call-in contact that if you become disabled or the tide has got you and you’re going to drift into a 


closed area, there is a number you can call that warns them that this is going to occur and what 


the reasoning is behind what’s happening.  We need some type of disabled vessel provision.  


That is everything I have on the Oculina expansions, the north and the west, and a request for the 


shrimp access area and the transit provision.  Are there any questions on those issues? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Let’s move on and then we’ll bring Mike back up when Steve finishes his report. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I have one more area.  The other area is the Miami-Stetson.  I can bring 


that up; I need to do that.  Basically the original one that Roger – the original one that was 


presented by the Coral AP, Roger made some modifications based upon some input from 


scoping.  We were basically in agreement with that modification.  I think the Coral AP came up 


with another modification to their original. 
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I didn’t get that until late so I think I have as close as I could get to the borders for that particular 


HAPC extension.  The area farthest out there, as you can see, is the red shrimp bottom.  The dark 


finger coming down here, that is Roger’s modification that he made.  The current HAPC is along 


this red line here. 


 


This was based upon some coordinates that Roger sent me that basically raised this up here and 


then diagonally went across at this angle here.  This is the current red shrimp trawl tracks for this 


area.  This is a highly productive red shrimp ground.  I don’t know if it is because of some of the 


upwelling’s that are occurring there or what, but it is a very productive area. 


 


Most of the captains have not had an opportunity to look at this, this new line that was created.  


One of the concerns that they have here is the possibility that they have of drifting into any area 


here is pretty high.  There is about a five knot current here.  Anytime they are pulling up their 


rigs, they are drifting north at five knots.  That is a concern about putting a line without some 


type of a buffer zone. 


 


Basically what they’ve told me is that this area, there are no coral – there is no coral in this area.  


When they get to this spot here, that is when they get into the structure bottom.  They’ve told me 


that north of where they stop right here is absolutely not trawlable.  We haven’t really had a 


chance to look at this new line here as to would they be acceptable with that or not or if we 


would like a compromise that would at least bring it up a little bit further north.  I just haven’t 


had any input on that.  That’s all I have on the proposed extensions. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, that completes your report then, Mike? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Yes, the only other thing that came up was the red shrimp.  There was a 


question about VMS being on all the boats that are in the rock shrimp fishery.  We did determine 


that any boat that comes around from the Gulf to fish in the Atlantic typically comes around for 


rock shrimp.  That is their purpose.  There is only one captain I know of that came around and 


did rock shrimp and then did red shrimping.  Other than that, there is nobody that I know of or 


that I have ever heard of that comes around just to red shrimp that would not have a VMS; just to 


set that record straight.   


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Mike.  We will forego any further questions of Mike at this point 


and ask Steve Blair, the chairman of the Coral AP, to come up and give the report of the Coral 


AP, and then we’ll bring Mike back up and you can ask any questions you want within the time 


limits that I establish.  I’m just kidding; I’m not that mean.  Well, maybe I am. 


 


MR. BLAIR:   Good afternoon; my name is Steve Blair; I’m presently the Chair of the Coral 


Habitat AP.  I thank Chair Harris, the Committee Chair, and the Council Chair for allowing me 


to come and speak today.  I just wanted to try to go through and will try to go through quickly 


the summary of the approved recommendations and motions of our May meeting. 


 


It was held in Charleston on May 9 and 10.  We had a number of topics that we discussed, but 


specifically we received an update on the final version of the Spiny Lobster Amendment 11.  We 
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discussed protocols for assessment of procedures for usage of bottom-tending equipment and 


activities within coral habitat areas of particular concern.   


 


We discussed the inclusion or exclusion of exotic coral species within the fisheries management 


plan, as well as reviewed measures proposed for inclusion in CE-BA 3 pertaining to the 


expansion of the boundary and modifications of the CHAPCs.  Obviously, there were a number 


of other informational aspects of it.   


 


I would kind of like to reflect Mike’s comments about the perspectives of the AP as we go 


through it.  Just as the shrimpers were looking at their best options for them, the Coral Habitat 


AP was doing the same.  We were looking at things that were most protective of the areas that 


we know are very productive and fragile coral habitats throughout the area. 


 


As a result of the meetings we had five recommendations and four motions approved.  I’d like to 


go through those.  The Spiny Lobster Amendment; there were measures in Amendment 11 that 


were developed to protect the federally listed acropora species.  These were to establish areas of 


known significant acropora coral densities in the Southeast Florida EEZ that would be closed to 


lobster fishing with a decision of whether it was closed to all fishing or simply lobster trap 


fishing. 


 


The amendment proposed 60 closed areas within that region and closed to trap fishing, but still 


open to recreational lobster fishing.  It also considered requiring the marking of the lobster trap 


lines to provide identification of fishery-based equipment, of which no action was selected for 


that in that the Coral AP just wanted to reiterate its support for those measures as they were sent 


forward. 


 


We did, however, have two recommendations, one based on the knowledge of the time and 


spatial distribution of acropora, and that it can come and go to a certain degree as one of the most 


rapidly growing corals that exist.  The Coral AP recommended that the Spiny Lobster AP 


consider a periodic review and update of the closed areas to allow release of those areas that no 


longer support significant cover of acropora; as well as inclusion of any locations that have been 


identified since initiation of the amendment. 


 


Secondly, the Coral AP recommended to draft a letter for the council approval to send to the 


state of Florida requesting that they identify and evaluate conservation measures similar to those 


identified in Spiny Lobster Amendment 11 for implementation in the state waters.  The next 


topic that we discussed or reviewed was protocols for surveying methodology within coral 


habitat areas of particular concern.   


 


This was a Department of Energy Report that was specific to some proposed pilot projects for 


hydrokinetic energy projects in the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC and focused on three specific 


lease blocks of the BOEM lease blocks.  The purpose of the report was to try to detail specific 


methodologies that would be good for assessment of the habitats within the area and potential 


environmental impacts. 
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In general a two-tiered approach was done to these assessments in which geophysical surveys 


with subsequent post processing and data interpretation by geophysicists and marine biologists 


who were experienced and knowledgeable in deep sea coral ecosystem habitats were done.  


Additionally, video and photographic validation of benthic habitat types from the geophysical 


data was done. 


 


This was significant in that it attempted to tie more of a correlation of the ability to use the 


interpretation of the geophysical work and tie it into the actual verified habitats that were found.  


Two recommendations came from this discussion.  One was that the Coral AP draft a policy for 


council review and approval regarding appropriate assessment protocols to be used in CHAPCs. 


 


That policy would be based on the recommended protocols listed in the DOE February 2012 


report.  However, it should also include a tier approach which provides for increased 


informational needs associated with the increased magnitude and complexity of the activities and 


habitats found in the area.  This came about specifically because some of the activities were 


going to be requiring anchors; those anchors requiring specific sediment depths in order for them 


to function appropriately.  The Coral AP’s concern, as you might imagine, is with the relief areas 


and presence of hard bottom communities and coral communities; if there are survey methods 


such as overburden surveys that could show that there were significant sediment deposits there 


and no coral communities excessive or more intent multibeam mapping and other things would 


not necessarily be required. 


 


We wanted to make sure that capability and tiered aspect were in there.  Again, if it is found that 


there would be an increasing level of complexity and of information that would be required for 


that.  Our second recommendation was for the council to send a letter to BOEM relative to an 


EA that was presently available for the hydrokinetic energy projects in the Stetson-Miami 


Terrace HAPC that stated that for those areas that were identified for probable project activity, 


that those activities pose a significant risk to the deepwater coral and benthic habitat 


communities.   


 


We received another update of information relative to mapping efforts in deep sea coral 


ecosystem habitats.  This is in the area of the expansion region that is being proposed for the 


western expansion of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC.  This is just showing some of the 


sidescan sonar and multibeam mapping that has been conducted on that western edge that 


verified the existence of the habitats within those areas.   


 


We will see this again as this is one of the actions that we selected in Alternative 4 with one of 


our motions and that Mike had also just discussed in his last item.  The Coral AP, relative to this 


and the importance of the multibeam and sidescan information that has come out of recent 


cruises, recommended that the Coral AP draft a letter to NOAA for the council’s consideration 


that would support continued efforts to coordinate mapping activities and information exchange 


among the agencies.   


 


It is known that there are a number of NOAA ships that regularly transit this area that do have 


bottom profiling and sidescan mapping capabilities.  We are looking to coordinate with them to 


ensure that that mapping continues to be able to fill in the data gaps that we see here in order to 
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continue to refine our knowledge and understanding of the location of these habitats and avoid 


the types of conflicts that we are already seeing occur between some of the proposals that are to 


be brought forth.   


 


Another topic that we discussed was for inclusion of exotic invasive coral species – inclusion or 


exclusion from the fisheries management plan.  We discussed that presently there are minimally 


two species of exotic Scleratinian hard corals, tubastrea coccinea and tubastrea micranthus that 


have been identified within the South Atlantic and/or the Gulf Council regions.   


 


At least one of those, tubastrea coccinea has shown fast and extensive expansion of coral cover 


and regional distribution throughout the Caribbean and the Gulf and Southeast U.S.; specifically 


off Florida.  These species prey on substrates from native coral recruitment and decreases the 


diversity of the invaded areas as well as reduces habitat complexity.   


 


It has become very abundant on artificial substrates in the Southeast United States.  Again, it is 


specifically in Florida, and is presently considered by Sammarco to be the single most abundant 


hard coral on artificial substrata in the Gulf of Mexico.  It is a point to make that right now this 


species is only found on artificial substrates in the Southeast Florida.   


 


It’s on artificial reefs and so forth but is not found at this time to be extensively invading natural 


habitats.  Yes, this is the orange cup coral.  T micranthus presently shows a very limited 


distribution but due to its similar characteristics is expected to expand as did the orange cup 


coral. 


 


An exclusion from the FMP would be required if control or eradication measures are to be 


considered.  Relative to that, the council’s policy for protection of the South Atlantic Ecosystems 


from invading species identifies Tubastrea as a threat to the coral ecosystems in the South 


Atlantic Council and states in instances where the invasive species belongs to a group of 


organisms included in a fisheries management unit, i.e. the stony corals, the species would need 


to be excluded from the FMU via plan amendment or existing framework for it to have actions of 


control or eradication to move on.   


 


Based on the information and discussion, the AP approved a motion that the Coral AP deems the 


presence of Tubastrea in the South Atlantic region a threat to coral reef systems and recommends 


that the species of the genus Tubastrea be removed from the Coral FMP and that states within the 


council, specifically South Atlantic Region, modify existing rules as necessary to allow for the 


take of this genus in the waters of the state and EEZ.   


 


That take may be through a regulatory or non-regulatory process as deemed appropriate by the 


state.  This was passed by a 9 to 3 vote by the AP.  The other items that we reviewed relative to 


our meeting were associated with the CE-BA 3 Amendment and alternatives for there.  Three 


actions were listed for us to consider; the first action noting two subunits for it.   


 


The first action was expansion of Oculina Coral HAPC, and this was Action 1 and it had a 


northern expansion of Oculina as well as a western expansion of the existing HAPC in the  


Oculina HAPC; yes, the western extension of the Oculina HAPC.  Action 2 was the western 
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extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC off Jacksonville, and three is an expansion of the 


Cape Lookout HAPC off the Carolinas. 


 


In doing this we did try to include in consideration public scoping comments and alternatives 


provided by the Deepwater Shrimp AP where applicable.  The first is the northern extension of 


the Oculina – and I’m going to go through this relatively quickly.  Mike covered this quite a bit 


as far as some of the things. 


 


The presentation that you do see here, though, instead of the tracking we have the VMS points so 


that the small black dots are the VMS points and the densities there reflect the activities of the – 


and this is for the Deepwater Shrimp VMS through the period of time through 2007 to 2011.  


The green area there does show the proposed 60 to 100 meter extension of the north Oculina 


Bank. 


 


As mentioned by Mike, there were three other alternatives that were proposed that were drafted 


by council to modify those boundaries so that an alternative was developed to have it start on the 


west at the 70 meter contour and on the east at the 100; another at 60 meters to the west and 90 


meters to the east, and a third from 70 meters to the west and 90 meters to the east.   


 


MR. HARRIS:  I kind of got those backwards. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Did I?  I was thinking I was. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  You said it right. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, good.  We did take a look at these.  Obviously we are trying to be as 


considerate as we can for the other activities that are going on there, but again our perspective, I 


must say, is to protect the habitat and the deep sea coral ecosystem habitats that are found.  


Review of the bathymetry and multibeam sonar that we have available to us would indicate that 


those areas between 60 and 70, and 90 and 100 in general do include significant areas of coral 


reef habitat. 


 


Now that being said, there have also been some indications already on the western side of the 


northern portion of this region where there are impacts that have been seen to these coral 


communities that would be similar to those that would be seen by trawling activities.  Part of the 


consideration in doing these areas as well is understanding to make sure that we provide enough 


area to allow appropriate activities to occur without being so close that they can incidentally 


create impact and damage as well. 


 


The Coral AP reviewed the various alternatives and determined that the originally proposed 


eastern and western boundaries provided the most appropriate protection for the documented 


resources while minimizing impacts to the fisheries.  Any reduction in the east/west boundaries 


would place a significant amount of Oculina deep sea coral ecosystem habitats at risk. 


 


The recommendation was for Subalternative 2, which is in Figure 1 of your decision document, 


and the associated polygons and draft listed coordinates that are presented there as the preferred 
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alternative.  This was passed unanimously.  The next item that was reviewed was Alternative 3 in 


Action 1, which is the western boundary of the Oculina HAPC, which essentially extended the 


western boundary to be inclusive of the areas of Oculina outcroppings that exist in that area.   


 


The recommended alternative was to accept Alternative 3 as depicted in the figure, and again this 


is in Figure 5 of your decision document with a list of drafted coordinates as the preferred action 


for modification of the western boundary for the Oculina CHAPC.  Again, this was approved 


unanimously.   


 


Again the decisions for where these lines are are based on the interpretation of the bathymetry 


information that is now being backed up both here and other areas repeatedly through 


interpretation of these and the actual groundtruthing information that shows in areas where they 


have found relief and have verified the bottom, it has been live bottom and live coral reef 


bottom. 


 


The next action and concern, the western boundary of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC, as 


you see on the right the kind of intermediate blue area is labeled Coral AP proposed extension 


area is the original proposal.  That was based on information that was received to the abundance 


of coral habitat.  Some of the mapped areas are down here or some of the reasons that ended up 


promoting how far down it went. 


 


Also depicted in this area are the stippled areas that was information provided by the Deepwater 


Shrimp AP relative to their existing fishing areas.  The left panel shows the original proposed 


extension.  The middle panel shows the one that was proposed after the Shrimp AP meeting that 


would exclude the entire region of the existing deepwater shrimp areas. 


 


Based on the information from the deepwater shrimp areas and the recent mapping information 


that has come about for this region, the Coral AP proposed a modification that reduced the 


southern limit, removing this area here; reduce the northern limit as sidescan showed that habitat 


was not existent there. 


 


Although it did transverse this line from the base of the known existing reef areas to the base of 


the known existing reef areas to the east, that is what defines that southern line.  Then in this area 


is a protected area, as we know we have extensive habitat here that extends to some point into 


that northern area. 


 


We did modify those boundaries to try to exclude as much of the habitat or area that has been 


identified to not contain habitat while maintaining as much area as possible where habitat was 


going to be known to exist.  Finally, for the Cape Lookout HAPC, I think this is probably the 


figure in your decision document is probably a little bit easier to see than on here, maybe not. 


 


The proposal that we looked at is again additional multibeam mapping had identified numerous; 


and if we were to expand this up, you would see a fair amount of rigosity in this central region of 


that box that is surrounded by the yellow box at the north; additional deepwater coral habitat and 


lophelia areas, so that the proposal was made to extend the Cape Lookout HAPC in order to be 


able to incorporate those newly defined areas of deepwater coral.  The recommendation was to 
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accept that extension, which is Figure 10 in your decision document, as the preferred action.  We 


hopefully went through it pretty quick.  That was the actions that we did have.  I’d be happy to 


answer any questions. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Steve.  Are there a couple of questions for Steve before we get into  


the decision – well, we’ve got Roger’s report of the Habitat AP first.  David. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Mr. Chairman, not a question but I would like to call to the council’s attention a 


letter I received last week from Nick Wiley, who is the Executive Director of the Florida Fish 


and Wildlife Conservation Commission.  The commission staff along with staff in the Florida 


Keys National Marine Sanctuary are expressing concerns about allowing the harvest of orange 


cup coral. 


 


The commission has requested that the council continue to include this exotic species in the 


Coral FMP and continue to prohibit their harvest.  This action he said would also avoid 


inconsistencies with management of this species in Florida.  Now, this has come up before and 


earlier they expressed concerns about it. 


 


They are continuing to reiterate those concerns and also saying that the Key Sanctuary people 


have concerns about allowing it, too, and requesting that we not allow it, contrary to the 


recommendation from the Coral AP.  I just want everyone to be aware of that when we get 


around to discussing that particular issue.   


 


MR. CURRIN:  Duane, I don’t think I’m on your committee, but I have a question for Mike.  


 


MR. HARRIS:  Yes, you are, everybody is on the committee including Wilson. 


 


MR. CURRIN:  Okay, thank you, I am on your committee, I was just making sure you knew.  


Mike, on the west side of the Oculina HAPC, the suggested boundary that you guys came up 


with; everywhere I looked as you moved up, there weren’t any tracks in that as well.  It was 


inside the, I guess, 70 meter or maybe it was the 60, I forget. 


 


But you guys drew your suggested line, the yellow line – I presume that was the AP’s line – was 


to the east of the ones that were currently there.  Can you explain why?  But am I clear, there 


were no trawl tracks there at all, at least for as far as I could see along that boundary.  Can you 


explain why you chose to move that to the east some? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I had a captain that was calling me and basically saying – what you’ll see 


there is that the frequency of the structured bottom there is a lot further apart on the western side 


than it is on the eastern side.  What they’ll do – and I didn’t have this and I may have, I don’t 


know, 75, 80 percent, but there are captains out there with other data that I don’t have. 


 


When you see that there are distances between some of those pinnacles, what some of them will 


do is curve in or miss that, curve in, come back out, miss the next one and kind of curve in to 


catch some of that soft substrate bottom.  When I was drawing this up, I had lines out there right 
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with Roger’s but the ones that the captains had tracks inside there asked if it could be moved 


over a little bit to include those. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Other questions for Steve?  We’re going to get back to Mike once we get in the 


decision document.  Ben. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Yes, Steve, Mike made it pretty clear that he thought the Shrimp AP should 


meet with the Coral AP.  Do you see the same benefits, meeting jointly together and getting 


some of this hammered out early in the process instead of coming back and forth? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, I have no problem with that whatsoever. 


 


MR. LANEY:  Steve, we’ve had that discussion I think on the record several times about orange 


cup coral and the pros and cons of removal versus leaving it alone.  Would you share with us just 


a little bit of the AP’s thinking on that? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The management issues did come up.  It was not a unanimous decision which says 


that definitely there were other thoughts on the panel.  Management issues associated with it, 


enforcement issues and potential complications came up with consideration of it, but I think the 


overall opinion is that it simply did not make sense for the council to protect an invasive exotic 


species.  To that end, we thought it was appropriate to at least provide the input that we feel that 


needs to be acted on in some level of measure to have that ability to do so. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Steve.  Okay, if we can, I’m going to get into Roger’s report on the 


Habitat AP recommendations and then we’ll go into the decision document and that is where we 


can get into the heart, teeth, something of this.  Roger. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  On behalf of Pace Wilbur, who is our Chair of the Habitat Advisory Panel, I 


wanted to provide the information from the Habitat Advisory Panel Webinar that was held.  Pace 


wasn’t able to attend, but I’ve worked with him to get some of the specifics in terms of what 


happened.  Also, I was going to do at the end of this somewhat of a preliminary update on some 


of the VMS discussion. 


 


We had the first Habitat Advisory Panel Webinar to run over and review specifically the 


management actions being proposed for modifications of the CHAPCs.  In the review of the 


alternatives, the webinar happened after the Coral Advisory Panel so they had the ability to see 


what the recommendations were from the Coral Advisory Panel and also from the Shrimp 


Advisory Panel and provided the following recommendations. 


 


Under Action 1 they essentially adopted Subalternative 2A in concurrence with the Coral 


Advisory Panel recommendation on the 60 to 100 meter depth contour; to a great degree 


reinforcing some of the Coral Advisory Panel recommendations on ensuring that the broadest 


habitat context was protected in this activity. 


 


This is essentially the same action.  The decision document reflects both Coral and Habitat 


Advisory Panel’s recommendations.  With regard to the western extension, they also adopted 
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Alternative 3 which was really the only proposal that is on the table, the extension that covers the 


area between the two satellite HAPCs and the southern portion; covering that high bathymetric 


area that in the most recent mapping of the area it was acknowledge significant pinnacles; and 


from the obvious view of it, significant habitat and very limited access or activity relative to 


VMS.   


 


They adopted Alternative 3, which again concurred with the recommendation of the Coral AP on 


May 10.  The next area that they looked at was the consideration on the Stetson-Miami Terrace 


Coral HAPC.  They were able to look at the proposal that came out of the Coral Advisory Panel, 


which as Steve had indicated had truncated the northern to exclude the area that did not have 


habitat and then also moved the southern portion to the north that came closer to the existing 


mapped habitat, but acknowledged the occurrence of habitat in that southern portion and 


captured the habitat from the navy mapping efforts.   


 


Carter Watterson now is on our Habitat Advisory Panel as the Navy representative and provided 


the specific details of both the bathymetry and some of the characterization of these habitats that 


will be able to fold into the subsequent documents.  I’ll show that map later.  The other action of 


the Habitat Advisory Panel was looking at the Cape Lookout CHAPC, and they did look at the 


high resolution bathymetry, acknowledged the presence of those habitats and approved under 


Action 3, Alternative 2, which right now is the only alternative under consideration.   


 


It acknowledges the high amount of habitat, especially on the western portion of that extension.   


That was approved with no dissenting votes at the advisory panel.  Now this is getting to the area 


that I talked about.  Subsequent to the webinar, Carter provided the Navy bathymetry and the 


habitat characterization.   


 


They’ve done some of the most high-end work in this area, which covers both our North Florida 


MPA as well as a good portion of this proposal extension.  If you can see, the area does show the 


habitat distribution that the Coral Advisory Panel had been trying to capture in the southern 


portion of this recommendation and even gets into some of the more refined resolution of coral 


rubble versus rubble versus pavement; all the complex of habitats. 


 


This information was provided subsequent to our webinar, but had been acknowledged as the 


justifying movement of the Coral Advisory Panel and reaffirmed by the Habitat Advisory Panel.  


That is the report of the Habitat Advisory Panel on activities pertaining to CE-BA 3 and any of 


the management actions that had been proposed under CE-BA 3. 


 


What I did want to also do was provide – there has been a lot of discussion in a number of the 


different advisory panels about the VMS information.  What had been acknowledged was the 


consideration of fishing versus non-fishing, the pool of all VMS points versus the VMS points 


for deepwater shrimping. 


 


Preliminary what I did was go back in and look at the data set; look at areas, and basically used a 


depth contour; cut out what should be most of the penaeid shrimp fishing inshore and provided 


what we see here.  Now, the first pie chart shows you the Coral and Habitat recommendations.  


This is all VMS fishing points. 
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There had been two requests; one that we look at all the fishing points versus just the fishing 


points relative to the whole universe.  Well, this gets to that.  This gets to of the vessels involved 


in this fishery, how much of the fishing in this area constitutes all the fishing, but that combines 


all the different shrimp fishing activities involved, from penaeid to deepwater shrimp. 


 


So that was showing about 2.64 percent of the area occurred within the 60 to 100 meter proposal.  


Well, when you look at then excluding the penaeid efforts, like I said it’s a preliminary look at it, 


but what it did is it cut out pretty much all of the inshore areas that they would be trawling.  It 


does move it up.  This has been acknowledged in all the APs that we knew that there were 


probably some adjustments we need to look.   


 


But given the low numbers, it was probably going to be something that moved it up some but not 


– there have been some comments that it may be 50 percent of the fishing activities.  What this is 


showing is that it is about – under this at least, looking at of the offshore deepwater shrimp 


fishing, this constitutes about 6.6 percent of those points that occur within this 60 to 100. 


 


Now, what I did do is I took the opportunity to look at the Shrimp APs, and it does confirm 


pretty much exactly what Mike had said is it really did pin down that the proposal as laid out 


really reduced any of the historic trawl activity in the area, because it is 0.25 percent.  Then when 


you look at the fishing relative to offshore deepwater shrimp fishing, it is about 0.63 percent. 


 


This pretty much concurred both what the Shrimp APs had identified, but also what the Coral 


and Habitat APs have been discussing about occurrence.  Now, the next one coming up shows all 


of the different areas in context.  It’s showing that the Shrimp APs – you have the range from the 


Shrimp APs recommendations showing about 0.63 percent of the VMS points for fishing 


occurring within that bound to the original 70 to 90 meter, because the Shrimp AP area really did 


cut into some areas that are probably more like 75 and maybe 85. 


 


It kind of just looped around capturing the tracked areas.  It was about double, about 1.2 percent 


of the area.  The 70 to 100 meter was 2.5 percent of the VMS points, fishing points.  The 60 to 


90 was about 5.78.  And then when you get up to the Coral recommendations and Habitat AP 


recommendations, it moved it up to about 6.6 percent. 


 


I think what this really does show you is that the biggest impact on any of the shifts between 


those areas is on the inshore area between that 60 and 70 meter.  But it does bring it – even in 


looking to here, it brings it up to still about 6 percent, 6.6 percent of the VMS points.  That at 


least updated and this really was just looking at the whole universe, and that was between 0.2 


percent and again 2.6 percent of all the fishing points for a vessel involved in the fishery, but this 


includes both VMS.   


 


You’ve kind of got a range of the impact on the fishery in total from 2.6 percent of the VMS 


points to then the impact on the deepwater shrimp being up to 6 percent, 6-plus percent.  At least 


it updates a little bit more.  What I have done is I’m looking at getting the entire data set for the 


entire time series and we’ll again look at a similar type of a review of the information beyond 
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this.  That at least updates it some to at least begin to open the door to look at kind of the overall 


impact on the deepwater shrimp fishery.  That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you, Roger.  Questions for Roger?  Charlie.   


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Roger, these points; I’m guessing the VMS are doing points even when the 


boats are anchored.  I could possibly see somebody fishing in one place and then going and 


anchoring where they might be trawling.  I’m seeing a possible distortion of dragging area.  


There is no way of just getting the points at nighttime when they’re working and getting the 


percentage of points there. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  But when we’re looking at this, we’re looking at it wouldn’t include any of 


those anchored points, because we’re looking at where vessels were moving above two knots; so 


eliminate that plus steaming.  Above two knots, and then below five, four and a half moves it 


down so it is a fishing operation, so it excludes anchoring, it excludes steaming.   


 


It is at least the attempt to try to get in and zero in and not include those kinds of things.  Because 


it kind of looked at that; it kind of got masked a little bit when you looked at the whole universe.  


This is tracking very similar to what we did under CE-BA 1 when we looked at the overall 


fishing operations. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Just jumping to the Law Enforcement AP, which I know none of you guys 


are, but they continue to argue for straight line points or at least following the latitude/longitude 


as closely as possible.  For rock shrimp cases, they’re going to be made on VMS points.  I mean, 


it is not like we are going to go out and chase a white shrimp trawler and have to mark his 


location.  It is a VMS violation. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, I think one of the things that is really important here is that the regional 


office has acknowledged that there has been some shift in terms of having operations more in- 


house there.  They have the ability to track this.  That is one of the reasons that they said that 


they are now able to really use this to do the transit capability; to have something that flags it 


when it does go over things.  I think there has been a significant acknowledgement that they can 


use it beyond just a line and it can actually address some of these issues on transit.  There is more 


functional capability from the region to actually use VMS for what it is intended to do. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  My point there was that we could draw the lines more towards the Shrimp 


AP, if need be, in and out of the coral heads or whatnot; because if they are inside of whatever 


box we draw, no matter what the shape is, the case is going to be made based off the VMS 


location. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Apparently.  Mike, do you want to address that? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  No, that is the point I was trying to make earlier is that I don’t think the 


shape matters.  I think there was a presentation here last year from Alaska where they had these 


little dots all over the place and there was no problem.  I think VMS is a great solution for that.  I 


had a question for Roger.  Is this still the five-year data? 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, this is still the five-year data.  I’ve been looking at getting – as we 


proceed and develop a hearing document, looking at trying to look at the entire universe of the 


points and redo this type of a review of the overall.  Then we can compare it to the more recent 


fishing activities relative to historic and then get a bounds of what the implications may be. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, let’s take a ten- minute break and when we come back we’re going to get 


right into the CE-BA 3 Decision Document.   


 


(Whereupon, a recess was taken.) 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, if we’re all back to the table, before we get into the decision document 


there are a couple of issues that Anna asked to discuss first, so, Anna, it is in your lap. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  This kind of tags along to some of the recommendations that Steve was 


mentioning that came out of the Coral AP meeting.  A couple of attachments that are in your 


briefing book, you’ll see within Attachment 3 – that is the Coral AP report – there is a bundled 


attachment. 


 


This is in regards to their letter to submit a letter of recommendation to the state of Florida to 


recommend similar conservation measures to protect those two coral species, elkhorn and 


staghorn.  Essentially we’re talking about closed areas to lobster trapping similar to what was 


pursued in Spiny Lobster Amendment 11.  Again, this is a draft letter of recommendation.  The 


Coral Advisory Panel is recommending this would be a letter submitted on behalf of the council 


to FWC.   


 


MS. McCAWLEY:  I think this letter looks good.  I would support this letter; in fact, staff has 


already been working toward this end.  I just would make a suggestion that this letter probably 


needs to be addressed to the chairman, which at this time is Kathy Barco, because the list of 


commissioners at the top of this draft letter, they are not even the current commissioners. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Mr. Chairman, do you need a motion? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Yes, sir. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  I want to make a motion we draft a letter from the council to the FWC 


based on staff recommendations and the AP. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  There is a motion; is there a second?  Second by Mac.  Discussion on the 


motion?  Is there objection to the motion?  Seeing none, that motion carries.  Anna, you have 


another?   


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, and the other point I wanted to bring up before we get into the decision 


document is Attachment 7 in your briefing book.  This is the comment letter that was submitted 


on behalf of the council.  This is in regards to the hydrokinetic feasibility project that Florida 


Atlantic has proposed.  It was submitted on the 24
th
 of May in time for the BOEM comment 
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period before the expiration.  If you have time for review, that was submitted and essentially is 


an essential fish habitat comment on the proposed activities. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Do we need a motion on that?   


 


MS. MARTIN:  No. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, is that it, Anna?  Okay, thank you.  Let me see if I can frame this 


correctly.  The decision document for CE-BA 3 at this point in time has three actions and they all 


include expanding the Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern.  You heard from Mike and you 


heard from Steve that both the Shrimp AP and the Coral AP kind of took the maximum that 


would benefit each of those two groups.   


 


There was a recommendation from the Shrimp AP that they have a joint meeting with the Coral 


AP to see if they can work through some of these issues and perhaps come to some kind of 


compromise on these expansion areas.  It is up to the committee.  I’ve talked with the Chairman 


and I’ve talked with the Executive Director.   


 


There is money in the budget to have a joint AP meeting of perhaps just the Deepwater Shrimp 


AP, the Coral AP and perhaps the Chair and the Vice Chair of the Habitat AP in hopes that they 


can come back to this committee with a recommendation for modification of these proposed 


expansion areas.  I think it’s a good idea.   


 


I like to see agreement between APs in situations like this.  That would be what I would 


recommend, but it is up to the committee.  If that is something that we can find agreement about, 


then I would entertain a motion to do something like that.  Jessica. 


 


MS. McCAWLEY:  So moved, Mr. Chairman, and I have a question if I can get a second. 


 


DR. CRABTREE:  Second. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  It’s been moved and seconded by Roy.  Okay, Jessica, you’re up. 


 


MS. McCAWLEY:  Would that occur prior to the public hearings in August so that any kind of 


changes or proposed changes could be shown to the public at the public hearing? 


 


MR. CUPKA:  I don’t think we’d be able to do this before the next round of public hearings, but 


what we would do would be to break these actions out of this amendment and put it in another 


amendment and leave the data collection and the Warsaw and speckled hind in the current CE-


BA 3; just move these to CE-BA 4 and then we would hit that on the next go round of public 


hearings, which would be in the spring.  That would be the way I would see this proceeding. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Otha whispered in our ear so I’d like to make a friendly amendment that you 


add the chairman of the Law Enforcement AP. 


 


MS. McCAWLEY:  I accept the friendly amendment. 
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MR. HARRIS:  Is that accepted by the seconder of the motion as well?  Yes, good.  You’ve 


heard the motion and the friendly amendment.  Is there further discussion on the motion?    


Okay, the motion is to convene – I think I said the Deepwater Shrimp, because I don’t 


think this really involves the other Shrimp AP because all of the trawling for penaeid is 


inside of the 60 meter line – the Deepwater Shrimp and the Coral APs and representatives 


from the Habitat AP and the Law Enforcement AP to discuss the HAPC measures in CE-


BA 3.  Yes, Michelle. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  Just to clarify what Chairman Cupka said, these options would then be wrapped 


into the next round of public hearings that we have in the spring, so would these actions be 


included as part of CE-BA 4 then?   


 


MR. HARRIS:  Yes; CE-BA 3, then, if we go down this road, would include the data collection 


and MPA discussion based on the Snapper Grouper recommendations, committee 


recommendations.  Then the expansion of the Coral HAPCs would be a new CE-BA 4 


document.   


 


There is no time crunch on what would become CE-BA 4.  We’re not pushing ourselves into a 


corner by doing this.  Is there further discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection to the 


motion?  Seeing none, that motion is approved.  That concludes any discussion we will have 


about the CE-BA 3 Decision Document.  Yes, Doug. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Do you need to remove the HAPCs from CE-BA 3?  Do you need a motion 


to do that? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  I don’t think so, I think direction to staff.  Do we need a motion on that, David, 


to remove the HAPCs from CE-BA 3? 


 


MR. CUPKA:  I think direction of staff and we all understand what we’re doing and everything. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Okay, so the next item on the agenda would be Item 6, ecosystem activities and 


an update by Roger.  Before you do that, let me just thank Steve and Mike for your work and 


Pace and the Habitat AP for their work; both of your APs.  I think you did an excellent job of 


providing the council with some needed direction.  Thanks for being here. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I’m going to be fairly quick with it.  What I did provide you in Attachment 7A 


of your briefing material was a presentation that I coordinated with the Southeast Regional 


Office Habitat Conservation at a national workshop on sound and fish that BOEM was holding.  


There was a real desire to – traditionally in the context of any energy activities and other 


activities, there has been a focus on marine mammal interactions relative to sound. 


 


There was a real desire to fill in the gaps and understanding of what should be the considerations 


relative to fish and sound implications.  We provided our information on priority species and 


habitats in that presentation – I am not going to go through the presentation – gets to our 
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managed activities, managed species, some of the identifying species that were overfished, areas 


of particular concern, et cetera, to really kind of highlight what should be focused on. 


 


The meeting itself was – in addition to myself we had Tom Hauf  from the Mid-Atlantic Council 


and an Alaska representative, also.  It was very eye-opening to all involved, because some of the 


implications are a lot more significant I think than people had realized; damaged associated with 


sound, fishing impacts relative to sound in terms of some of the documented research on an area 


where they were doing all the sonic cannon testing for enhanced oil and gas aspiration off of 


regions. 


 


Some of the presentations made showed changes upwards of 50 to 70 percent reduction in 


fishing catch rates; some having to do with displacement, but also some having to do with 


probably damage and then just changes.  It was a very comprehensive program.  It even got into 


things such as understanding sound masking of species ability to settle on habitats; sound 


implications of things I hadn’t even heard of about the impact of sound as in translating through 


benthic – say they are doing pile driving. 


 


Some of the offshore wind systems have support systems that are upwards of 18 or 20 feet wide 


in the deep ocean areas.  The sounds associated with those actually would travel through the 


seabed.  The implications of seabed transfer were even on the table.  They did a fairly 


comprehensive effort to open the door of what really needs to be understood in terms of 


understanding the existing sound, the species that are sound producing, and the implications, and 


ten the whole suite of what species may be impacted, what prey may be impacted, feeding 


impacts, spawning impacts, et cetera.   


 


This was a real good opportunity to get in the door early and acknowledge what they should be 


focusing future research and characterization relative to energy activities and work that BOEM 


could provide in terms of long-term research efforts.  Some of the other things ongoing in terms 


of ocean energy; the states of South Carolina and North Carolina’s task forces with BOEM are 


still moving forward.   


 


There was a joint conference call webinar that was held acknowledging kind of the connections 


between the two; what the implications of the North Carolina activities may be for South 


Carolina.  North Carolina is further along in terms of identifying focus areas for wind production 


and the move towards wind energy. 


 


To date we’ve had input on providing information on essential fish habitat, et cetera, on those 


areas; but as we’re not formal members of the task force, we’re kind of doing peripherally 


through NOAA, but are still with some of the newer tools are trying to do it on a regional basis.   


Because I think there is so much focus on an individual state orientation, we want to be able to 


capture that. 


 


I think the systems that are being developed will be able to bring in information, put them in 


context relative to the overall species distribution as well as habitats, et cetera.  Those are 


ongoing collaborations and cooperation we are having with the individual states on energy. 
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The Joint Ecosystem-Based Management and Habitat and Environmental Protection Committees 


of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened in the Cape Fear Ballroom of the 


Hilton Wilmington Riverside Hotel, Wilmington, North Carolina, December 3, 2012, and was 


called to order at 1:30 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Doug Haymans. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  With no further ado, we will get started with the Joint Ecosystem-Based 


Management and Habitat and Environmental Protection Committees.  The first order of business 


is to approve the agenda; but before I do that, I will mention that because this is a joint meeting 


and if you will look at the membership roster of each of those committees, because everybody 


that is on Habitat is also within the Ecosystem Committee, we will only be calling for one single 


set of motions and votes on those motions as we move through this meeting.  There won’t be a 


need to do it between both committees. 


 


With that, I would like to have a motion for approval of the agenda; are there any changes to the 


agenda?  Are there any additions or changes to the agenda?  Hearing none, we will move forward 


then with the agenda as we have it.  Next is approval of past minutes.  You have received in your 


briefing book the minutes from the Ecosystem-Based Management Committee from September 


10, 2012.  Are there any changes to those minutes?  Are there any objections to those minutes?  


Seeing none; those minutes are approved.  Tom. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  The Habitat and Environmental Protection Committee met on September 16, 


2008, and the minutes from the meeting have been distributed.  Are there any corrections to the 


minutes?  Okay, those minutes are approved.   


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Next on the agenda is the status of the octocoral catches. 


 


MR. STEELE:  The information we received from the Southeast Fisheries Science Center 


indicates there were no octocoral landings from North Carolina, South Carolina or the great state 


of Georgia.  I will refer to Ms. Bademan for any activities in Florida.   


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Ms. Bademan, we’re wondering whether there are any landings from Florida 


that you would like to discuss on octocorals. 


 


MS. BADEMAN:  Yes, there are; they are posted up on the screen.  As you can see, we are 


within the quota.  I don’t know if now is the time to have this discussion but we’re kind of 


wondering if we need to keep coming back and updating you on these.  We have stayed within 


the quota.  It is under state management at this point.  What is your pleasure? 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  I guess I would ask is it onerous to provide this table on a meeting basis? 


 


MS. BADEMAN:  No, but we don’t do this for everything that the state manages and the council 


doesn’t.  It is just another state-managed species at this point. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Is there anybody with an opinion?  I know you have opinions but anybody 


have an opinion on this point?  Charlie. 
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MR. PHILLIPS:  Mr. Chairman, if there is a yearly start/finish, maybe we just want a report at 


the finish of the year for harvest. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  That sounds reasonable; anyone else?  Martha, could you simply provide us 


with an annual update rather than a quarterly? 


 


MS. BADEMAN:  I think we could do that. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Martha, are these landings on line.  By any chance, do you track on the website? 


 


MS. BADEMAN:  Yes, we do post all of our commercial landings on our website. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Okay, I don’t think that is something we need a motion on.  I think just as a 


request from Florida if you could provide that on an annual basis, that would be wonderful.  


Okay, if there is nothing else on the catch of octocorals, we will move along in the agenda.  Over 


the past couple of months we have had a couple of AP meetings, and we’re going to receive 


reports now from the Deepwater Shrimp and Coral Joint Meeting, followed by the Habitat 


Advisory Panel Meeting.  With that, I think we’ll turn it over first to Mike. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Basically as far as my report regarding our joint meeting with the Coral 


AP, I thought it was a very well orchestrated meeting and everything went really well.  It was the 


best exchange I think between two groups that have different concerns that I have seen since I 


have been coming to these meetings.   


 


There was a lot of understanding that went back and forth and I thought it was a very productive 


meeting.  We came up with up with a few different motions that came out of it that I thought 


were excellent.  Real quickly, I just wanted to give an idea of where I’m coming from.  I am not 


a shrimper.  I shrimped once when I was 19 years old, but since then I have just gotten involved 


in this industry in the last ten years. 


 


In the last two years I have kind of delved into trying to research what is going on out there as far 


as the shrimpers are concerned and their interactions with the coral reef.  There was talk about 


the expansion of the Oculina Reef so I wanted to know exactly what was going on.  I read as 


many documents as I could about oculina and I talked to as many captains as I could. 


 


I familiarized myself with the wind plot program, which is what they all use out there to collect 


data as far as where they are at and what they’re doing, where they’re trawling at.  That’s how I 


got to where I have started presenting this data to the council and to the APs.  What became 


apparent to me at that time is that the shrimpers have to be very knowledgeable about the bottom.  


They have to know where they’re trawling at all times.  


 


Their gear, their boat, their crew, their lives and their livelihoods all depend upon them knowing 


what the bottom is like.  They’re not aimlessly trawling bottom.  Their goal is to target shrimp 


habitat, which is soft substrate sand, silt and mud bottoms.  I’m not saying that there is zero 


interactions with coral or there have been in the past, but their goal is that is their target. 
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I have not found anybody that has not been in support of protecting the coral in the Coral AP or 


talking with any of the captains.  These guys are hard working and they’re extremely 


knowledgeable and they have generations of an understanding of the ocean bottom.  They’re 


very intimidated by this process, but they have got a lot of valuable information that I think is 


good for the council to have. 


 


My experience, I have a science background but I’ve got 30 years in IT and a lot in data 


management, so that is where I kind of get into – it is very interesting to me from a science 


perspective and it is also interesting to me from data accumulation and understanding and 


interpreting the data that is out there. 


 


My interest is in the last ten years I have been involved in the seafood industry and bringing 


shrimp across the dock and developing a small seafood industry business.  I am interested in 


providing a quality product to the public.  I think it is economically an important resource that 


we need to continue to harvest from the oceans.  That is kind of how I got myself involved in this 


and how I got in the position I am, so just to let you know my background. 


 


On the next slide is a brief history of the rock shrimp fishery.  That is actually a picture from 


1968 in Cape Canaveral, Port Canaveral, before it was developed as a port.  The key year here is 


probably the 2003 when the VMS requirement went into place, and that is when we started 


collecting a lot of the VMS data that the some of the analysis has been done on trying to figure 


out where to put these boundaries for these oculina expansions. 


 


Today there are 98 active permits.  Fifteen vessels landed rock shrimp last year.  This year it will 


probably be less because there is not as much rock shrimp being landed this year.  The average is 


about three to six million pounds per year.  Coming out of the joint meeting, there are really 


about five areas of concern or that we need to be talking about. 


 


One of them is the northern expansion of the Oculina Coral HAPC.  I think we’re actually very 


close to having a very agreeable solution to this.  I know Roger and John Reed put together some 


modifications to a western boundary that would take into account some of the coral outcroppings 


that exist inside of the 70 meter, so basically the motion – and I don’t have it sitting right in front 


of me, but the motion was to go from about the 70 to 100 meter and then making adjustments 


where there might be some outcroppings that we could protect. 


 


I think Roger and John went ahead and made some modifications to that on the western side.  


Then I think they were using one of the eastern boundaries from one of the different options that 


were there previously.  My only reply back to that has been is that if we could move that line, 


which up on the screen the red line indicates the eastern boundary in Alternative 2E as it exists 


now; if we could just move that closer into the 100 meter, down towards the southern end of that 


long eastern boundary, then I think that would be fine.  As you can see, the green lines that are 


between the blue and the red, the green lines are all trawl tracks, so that is an area that they have 


worked before; so if we could just move to the 100 meter, I think that probably be no issue at all 


with those boundaries for that northern expansion. 
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The next thing we talked about is the western expansion.  There is some trawl activity that is 


inside of what would be closed.  The blue line coming down and joining the northern and 


southern satellites and then angling back into the existing Oculina Coral HAPC would be the 


proposed expansion.   


 


There are lines inside there but most of those lines are inside the 70 meter and have not been 


worked in a number of years.  I don’t see where there is going to be much of an issue as far as 


this particular expansion is concerned, so I think we’re really close at coming to terms and 


finalizing this one as well. 


 


The next slide talks about the transit provision.  This is really essential to the industry in terms of 


now we’re going to expand this thing from Fort Pierce to basically St. Augustine, there has to be 


some type of transit provision for anybody that is working on the eastern side of the Coral 


HAPC.   


 


As it stands right now they’re not allowed to cross the HAPC with rock shrimp on board.  In fact, 


just this week we had NOAA Law Enforcement at our dock looking to see what one of the red 


shrimp boats landed because they did come across it.  They did not have any rock shrimp on 


board so they did cross the HAPC with red shrimp on board, and they came in and checked the 


landings to make sure they didn’t have rock shrimp on board. 


 


It is something that is watched; it is watched very tightly.  Anytime somebody goes into those 


areas, we have law enforcement at our docks.  From a safety standpoint it is very important the 


ability to return to the port directly, anchoring in shallow waters.  They do not anchor on the east 


side.  Do you have a question? 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes, I’m sorry to interrupt, but I do have a question about the 


transiting.  The restriction on their ability to transit has been in place for some time; so is this 


being brought up now because of the potential expansion of oculina or is there some other reason 


it is being brought up? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That is the impetus behind bringing it up now, yes.  It has been in place for 


the existing Oculina HAPC the whole time; but now to where it is basically doubling the size of 


it in terms of going north, it is creating a bigger issue in terms of safety, economy, those types of 


things.  So, yes, it is the result of that although it would have been nice to have it all along.   


 


But I think what has happened is we have learned some of the capabilities of VMS over time 


here and now see that there are some – you can make some provisions that would allow that.  


Monitoring speed, direction and those kinds of things are kind of the capabilities of VMS that 


would allow that to occur. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Just to that very quickly, in the original designation there is no shrimping that 


occurs on the eastern side of the existing Oculina HAPC.  In the northern extension that Mike 


was presenting, you have a fishery that occurs on eastern and western of that northern extension, 


so I am not sure if there were discussions. 
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I think there were some discussions about the need to have the transit for the whole area or focus 


on that northern, because that is the key up in there.  You would have to run all the way around 


to be able to get out, and the real issue was going to be having to deal with the ability to cross 


through that area if you have a fishery occurring on two sides of a closure area. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Right, and so what we’re looking for is really for the entire area, though.  


There are several reasons for that.  If that red shrimp boat had had rock shrimp on board that he 


had done previous in the first part of the trip, but then had gone out red shrimping he would not 


have been able to cross through just because of the fact that he had rock shrimp on board even if 


it was from earlier in the trip. 


 


So from a safety standpoint, like I said, they anchor on the western side of the oculina in 


shallower water.  It is too deep on the eastern side to anchor.  Fuel economy, obviously it can 


make or break a trip having to travel that far to get around the northern or the southern end and 


access to Port Canaveral in itself.  


 


If you had a blockade basically from Fort Pierce to St. Augustine, it makes Port Canaveral an 


extremely undesirable place to have to try to get to.  VMS technology can discriminate trawling 


versus transiting by speed.  Surveillance zones can be created that change the ping rates, and that 


is a technology that needs to be pursued and developed and implemented over time, but that is 


certainly not a key to being able to implement this type of provision – and then ability to have 


emergency call-in in the event of an emergency. 


 


Then probably the most controversial of the items that we have is the shrimp fishery access 


within the existing closed HAPC.  This is an area that is probably not going to be resolved 


anytime soon.  It is going to take a lot of discussions and a lot more time to take a look at this.  In 


the Coral and Shrimp Joint AP Meeting, there seemed to be some receptivity to possibly opening 


up some of that area to trawling outside of a certain depth, outside of 110 meters as the motion is 


there. 


 


In the Habitat AP Meeting that I attended, there seemed to be more desire to try to push that off 


until after – I believe there is a review in 2014 of the Coral HAPC at that time.  And then the last 


of the five points that I have is the expansion of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC.  It is 


kind of confusing but Roger’s picture on the left shows you VMS points that are within – but 


they have definitely moved the proposed border to the north to try to leave intact a lot of the 


trawl for red shrimp. 


 


But if you look at the one on the right, you will see that there is a fairly heavy amount of red 


shrimp in this area.  There are a lot of trawl tracks.  Basically the dark green light cuts the tops 


off; and I think from the response I’m getting back, there is not a whole lot of contention as far 


as that is concerned either, so I think we’re pretty close to having something resolved here as 


well. 


 


One of the issues with this is that at certain times of the year that Gulf Stream will be just roaring 


out there.  Earlier this year they were telling me that they had 5.8 knot currents out there.  This 


last week they had 0.8, so it varies dramatically out there as to what the Gulf Stream is doing, so 
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it makes a big difference in how much time they have to give themselves before they start 


drifting across that border to the north.  That is the biggest issue there, but so far I have just not 


heard that much contention as far as going along with this particular border is concerned.  I will 


leave it at that. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Thank you, Mike.  Are there any additional questions for Mike?  Seeing 


none; Steve. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Good afternoon.  My name is Steve Blair.  I am presently serving as chair of the 


Coral Advisory Panel.  I want to thank the council and the Ecosystem-Based Management 


Committee for the opportunity to come and speak to you today.  I also want to express a lot of 


appreciation to Mike.   


 


As he stated, I think both of us went into this with a fair amount of trepidation that we had a lot 


of sticky wickets that we had to work through.  We had clearly discussed and asked to pass out 


APs that it was going to be a very appropriate thing to agree to disagree on issues.  As we got 


into this and working together with it, we found that there were more things that we were able to 


agree with than had to use that phrase, and we were very pleased with that. 


 


I appreciate the willingness of everybody on both APs to work towards finding some level of 


common ground.  It wasn’t a love fest but by the same token it was a very positive meeting.  


What I would like to do is go through – there would be a fair amount of overlap.  I really kind of 


presenting the Coral AP motions that occurred during this. 


 


I think we will be able to roll through them pretty quickly and point out some of the thoughts and 


ideas that the Coral AP had in doing some of the modifications of these boundaries, both from 


our meeting as well as in the joint meeting as well.  This is just a real summary aspect of it.  The 


Coral AP had a meeting in May 2012 through which we had a series of motions regarding the 


expansion and boundary modifications for coral habitat areas of particular concern. 


 


Deepwater Shrimp had a meeting just prior to that in April in which they had some suggestions 


for us on how those coral habitat areas of particular concern should look.  Mike and I both 


presented our findings in the June council meeting in Orlando, and the council requested that the 


two of us meet to see if we could resolve differences in the proposals between the two groups. 


 


It wasn’t just us.  Very appropriately we had other representatives there, the Coral Advisory 


Panel. Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel, representatives of law enforcement and 


representatives from the Habitat Advisory Panel as well as obviously the council staff and 


council members. 


 


The five topics that we did touch on are very similar or the same things pretty much that Mike 


has talked about, and we will go through these quickly; northern extension of the Oculina HAPC 


and western extension of the Oculina HAPC, western extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace 


HAPC, the trawling access area and transit requirements. 
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Regarding the northern area, in the May meeting the Coral Advisory Panel selected an 


alternative for boundaries associated with the northern extension of the Oculina HAPC, and that 


is the figure in the far left, which was Alternative 2A.  At that time the Deepwater Shrimp AP 


also proposed an alternative alignment of that, which is the center panel.  Additionally, the 


council had drafted a few different proposed alternatives that varied the boundaries based on 


isopleths, using the 60 and 70 meter boundary to the west side and the 90 to a hundred meter to 


the eastern side. 


 


After reviewing and going through this, in discussions the Coral AP considered a modification to 


what was Council Alternative 2C, which used the 70 meter western and a hundred meter eastern 


boundaries.  However, those boundaries would be modified to encompass the areas of hard 


bottom, and the motion down below there just states that explicit aspect of it. 


 


Subsequently to that meeting, we did meet to discuss those areas and how the modifications 


would have to be made.  I think that there were a number of areas, but they were relatively minor 


in adjustments and they were based on the western side.  I’m not sure there were any eastern side 


adjustments to it.  It is using the 70 and hundred meter contour line.  That should hopefully take 


care of one of those points already.  This is presented in your Coral Options Paper as Alternative 


E and Figure 6 that you can look at. 


 


Regarding the western extension of the Oculina HAPC, you can see the two yellow rectangular 


areas that project to the east from the main portion of the Oculina HAPC.  These are the satellite 


areas that were previously designated based on mapping that showed the existence of oculina 


mounds.   


 


More recently verification of the relief areas that you can discern in between those two areas and 


to the south are actual oculina mounds and therefore have prompted the expansion to the west of 


the Oculina HAPC.  As Mike stated, there has been documentation of fishing within that region.  


Although at the time the Deepwater Shrimp did not have a specific proposal available to us, they 


did state and we’re definitely fine with working with them to try to refine this alternative as 


necessary to see if it can alleviate any of the potential conflicts. 


 


One of things that I think that was pretty good about the entire grouping and the meeting itself is 


we both kind of, I’d say, put ourselves on the line – both APs.  We each have different 


perspectives that we’re coming from and the Coral AP’s perspective was obviously the 


conservation and protection of the habitat areas in the region that serve to be able to address the 


fishery. 


 


At the same point we also realized and recognize that these are livelihoods of individuals and 


we’re not looking to attempt to impair or impinge on those in any manner other than what is 


necessary to protect that habitat.  I think that was an initial recognition that came about that I 


think helped both APs work well during the meeting and coming up with some of these aspects, 


whether it is things we have modified at that meeting or are stating that we are going to continue 


to work together or work with each other on trying to refine in the future. 
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Relative to the western extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC, on the far left was the 


original Coral AP’s proposed boundary modification.  This is associated with again further 


mapping and identification of habitat within those areas that were projected to the east to the 200 


meter isopleth. 


 


In the center it shows both the Deepwater Shrimp AP’s proposed modification of those 


boundaries, which is the orange polygon and then in the May meeting the Coral AP modified 


their proposed area based on mapping information to release as much area as that could be 


identified as areas that mapping did not show significant habitat areas.  The far right panel shows 


sonar and multibeam mapping of the region.   


 


The yellow polygon is essentially what you see as the red polygon in the middle one, and the 


blue polygons to the north and south are areas that were released from that as the mapping did 


not show significant areas of habitat in those regions.  The rugose or the roughened areas within 


that yellow polygon are indicative of various lophelia mounds and so forth in that area that 


habitat we’re trying to protect. 


 


This just shows another refinement.  In the June meeting the Deepwater Shrimp asked for further 


considerations, and we discussed at our October meeting ways that we could further exclude any 


regions of areas that did not have indications of habitat within them.  We did do some minor 


refinement.  The red dots in the panel to the right indicate the regions that were utilized for 


fishing, and to the extent possible we tried to exclude those areas. 


 


The mapping on the right unfortunately is not very visible in this.  I would be happy to show that 


to anybody who wishes, but there was an area that did have apparently little to no mounding 


habitat in the area that we tried to release to provide as much area as we could for that.  That 


alternative is Action 3, Alternative 4. 


 


One of the things we noted in this that we need to kind of look at potentially a little bit further is  


the western boundary that is not appropriately depicted.  We ended up using some general 


coordinate points and drawing two lines.  It is the AP’s intent that boundary should have 


maintained itself at the 200 meter line. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Just to that, what Steve is identifying is when Steve Ross did go back and 


provide points, the only thing he provided were – the main focus areas was the adjustment in the 


southern boundary.  That was the real corner point; but the western boundary, he just provided 


north and south points.    


 


Really what needs to be done is to follow that same contour that has been on the table from the 


beginning of this proposal, so that just follows that contour line, which all the APs that have 


deliberated really not have a problem with that western.  We just need to go back and then use 


the – they’re already there, the same points, but the key is to adjust to the agreed-upon 


deliberation of the southern where it interacts with the fishery. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Correct, and my point was just that you may see something that looks slightly 


different in the final, and it really is just a correction back to what has been the norm and agreed-
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upon western boundary.  As Roger said, it is that southwestern area that is the point that we have 


been working on trying to optimize. 


 


Relative to the trawling access areas with the Oculina HAPC, as Mike said, this definitely is 


probably the most difficult one to try to address.  The Coral AP stated it was not prepared to 


evaluate the proposal at this time, and that is because people just did not have the information in 


hand about some of the habitat areas that they had or extensiveness of it. 


 


It noted that both the Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern and the Oculina Experimental 


Closed Area had significant importance to multiple APs and would need to be reviewed by those 


multiple APs.  We requested our members to go back and gather as much information that they 


could to determine the feasibility to request – and we passed a motion saying that we would 


continue to work to evaluate the feasibility of that access area. 


 


One of the points that came out at the meeting was that we were looking at a region of 110 to 


140, because the mounding elements or the larger oculina mounds – you know, those of tens of 


meters in height – are pretty much restricted to depths at less than a hundred meters.  However, it 


is known that there is still other relief habitat in that area that does support oculina as well as 


other benthic organisms.   


 


I guess that is probably our point of where we’re looking to see if we can detail and document to 


the greatest extent possible to what extent those habitats occur.  Unfortunately, this ends up 


being a data gap.  This is where we have information needs for being able to better identify those 


low relief habitats.   


 


A lot of the work that has been done – first, there isn’t a lot of data explicitly in this depth range; 


and for those that do exist, resolution of the mapping technology at that point is not necessarily 


as fine as it needs to be to be able to gather some of these.  This is our homework is to go back 


and try to understand better what the habitats are or extent of them are there to better address the 


feasibility of this alternative. 


 


And then the trawling provisions, I’m just going to state that we had listened to the conversations 


with the Deepwater Shrimp AP and Law Enforcement AP as they worked and discussed and 


found a basis for the AP to pass a motion that would provide specific gear stowage, increased 


VMS ping rates and trawling criteria to allow transit through the HAPC.  Based on the 


conversations we heard at the time, the Coral AP simply passed a motion stating that there would 


be no objection to those transit-related provisions.  If there are any questions, I will be happy to 


address them. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  I will tell you what, for a four action amendment, I get more confused with 


this than I think any other at this point.  If there are no questions, we will go ahead and move into 


the Habitat AP Report, and then we will try to assimilate what all this means.  Roger, you’re 


going to give that one? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes.  The Habitat Advisory Panel met in Charleston November 14
th


 and 15
th


.  


I was a little bit under the weather, to say the least.  We did have good representation by the 
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council.  Doug, Tom and Charlie were able to attend.  This meeting had a focus on the Coral 


Amendment but far beyond there are a lot of other activities that the Habitat Advisory Panel has 


been working and continues to work on for the council. 


 


At this meeting there were five sessions that were held, essentially.  They were working on the 


specific provisions and habitat conservation with Coral Amendment 7; also other council 


management activities, essential fish habitat policy refinement and 2013 advisory panel activities 


that essentially could happen in addition to management input, as well as status on some of the 


ecosystem tools and regional coordination efforts that are going on in the region. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Roger, I failed to say something earlier and you said it just now and it 


reminded me.  This is Coral Amendment 8 and not 7.  In case you’re confused, there are several 


places it is printed 7 and we still read 7, but it is 8.  Six and seven were actually part of CE-BA 


amendments in the past although they weren’t named coral amendments, so we’re now on 8. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That’s right.  Jack actually brought this to our attention that the Comprehensive 


Ecosystem Amendment 2 was actually Coral Amendment 7, so we needed to make that 


administrative change.  That wasn’t brought to the table before these advisory panel meetings, 


and so there is still some reference to Coral Amendment 7.  What we’re working on developing 


now is Coral Amendment 8. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay, the first session that the advisory panel dealt with was Coral 


Amendment 8.  It is the coral actions for potential expansion of the Oculina Bank Habitat Area 


of Particular Concern as well as the C-HAPC.  They came in with the broadest sense.  Because 


this is the Habitat Advisory Panel, they do have the directives that they’re giving to the council 


on recommendations relative to the essential fish habitat for all managed species. 


 


The view was to look at the complex of this entire system.  To that, they had presentations from 


both John Reed with Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institute as well as Cynthia Cooksey talking 


about the other habitats, the complexity and the benthic complexity of those habitats.  I think it 


got to an issue that somewhat the Coral AP had kind of stepped back away from, looking at how 


complex these deep systems, the inner areas, the low relief hard bottom, and then really getting 


into even the soft mud and sand systems are when you get into the deep systems, some of the 


most complex systems and highly diverse systems that exist. 


 


From inshore to offshore, those are the most complex habitats.  In those deliberations and 


review, the advisory panel took under consideration the actions and the directions that came from 


the joint advisory panel of the Coral and Shrimp Advisory Panels.  Their first motion was to 


approve the proposed northern extension, acknowledging the fact that was done was an 


extension.   


 


Adjustments were really trying to get to some of the other habitats that were identified in the 


area.  I think the caveat is, though, the known bounds of the habitat are really from 60 to a 


hundred meters.  This was really trying to work that compromise to get some of those other 


habitats.   
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There are some other habitats that are outside that bound that are low relief habitats that would 


still be considered to a great degree somewhat essential fish habitat, but the advisory panel did 


approve that recommendation.  With regard to western extension, there was discussion about that 


and there was no change at this time on the western extension of the HAPC.   


 


There were considerations about some of the opportunities to look at adjustments and refinement 


of the fishing actions relative to that, but the advisory panel did not at that time move forward 


with any adjustment.  In addition to looking at the northern extension and the complex of 


habitats, they also took under consideration some of the discussions relative to the opportunity 


for opening up an area within the existing Coral HAPC, the Oculina Bank HAPC area. 


 


The motion that was brought forward by the group was not to create any fishing access area until 


after the reassessment of the essentially protected area, the Oculina Experimental Closed Area in 


2014.  There was a lot of consideration about trying to understand again how much of these other 


habitats occur within the low relief habitats, the hard bottom habitats, and some of them are 


essentially not even mapped in that area. 


 


John Reed did identify that there were some mapping areas that did provide some idea that there 


are some of these high relief and potentially some of the low relief habitats embedded in that, but 


that needs to be compiled and reviewed in the future.  The Habitat Advisory Panel essentially has 


deferred to the overall review of the experimental closed area as kind of a stepping-off point to 


look at any consideration; in that time building the information about what we know about that 


whole complex of habitats. 


 


That moves us to the extension of Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC and it was brought forward to 


the same recommendation area that Steve and Mike had identified.  The advisory panel did 


acknowledge the adjustments to the southern boundary to try to compensate some of those 


fishing areas but still focus on protection of especially the mapped area of habitat. 


 


As Steve had indicated, what we do need to do is we do need to look making sure we go back 


and adjust that western boundary to track the original approved boundary by all the APs that 


talked about that.  This was based on the points provided as I mentioned earlier by Steve Ross as 


the corners and really focusing on the southern – we’ve got those points; we just need to add that 


to that list between the northwest and northeast corner. 


 


That concluded the actions of the Habitat Advisory Panel on Coral Amendment 8, the 


appropriate coral amendment.  That moved us into other sessions and the first was getting the AP 


up to speed on some of the other council actions, conservation actions.  One of the things we 


really wanted to do was to get the most recent information that has been developed on the marine 


protected areas, to get that group kind of brought up to speed on mapping and species 


distribution. 


 


There was a presentation that John Reed provided with input directly from Andy David, who has 


been doing a lot of this, and especially the most recent work that was funded by the council to 


get some characterization both by John Reed and by Andy of these areas.  This provided kind of 


a foundation of where we are with our knowledge of these existing Deepwater MPAs, to set the 
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stage for the discussions the council is already in on speckled hind and Warsaw from a habitat 


perspective. 


 


The advisory panel essentially is at the stage where they will react to further deliberations by the 


council as they need on where this is going and when alternatives actually get laid on the table 


that we can really kind of dig further into and refine some of the understanding as well as 


recommendations relative to the marine protected areas. 


 


In addition to that, they shuffled around the agenda a little bit and one of the key things that was 


really a desire to do – and AP members have talked about this earlier – was to set the stage for 


kind of the coming year, and so where the advisory panel would be involved in some of the 


activities to benefit the council and to move things forward beyond just directly involved in the 


specific management actions like Coral Amendment 8. 


 


This panel operates a little differently than a lot of other panels.  They are in the field, on the 


ground, doing a lot of the work so they really have a resource for the council to refine the 


council’s input into a lot of deliberations on non-fishing activities and to some degree to really 


look at the scope of the entire region.   


 


The advisory panel really had some – it started earlier on in last year’s discussion was to move 


forward on where things stand with the state of the southeast system, where our EFH and where 


our fish are, and to come up with what was being discussed as a coastal report card or some type 


of a status report that we can look at habitat and species and really kind of begin to set the stage 


for understanding how those connect and how those relate and come up with something that 


would kind set a stage. 


 


There are a lot of activities with a lot of other partners in the region that really feed into this.  The 


timing I think is perfect.  It also goes very well into our long-term planning for the EFH 


refinement that has already been set in stage with the last review of essential fish habitat, so that 


would really provide the stepping-off point to attack a couple of key areas, getting better 


information on habitat by life stage for species, on the mapping information on species, and 


refine that in a better way for the council. 


 


That also feeds into the next recommendation was to continue refinement of those EFH so it gets 


right to that point, and this is all setting the stage for that update that really will occur in the 


future, but for our essential fish habitat ultimately down to a species and the life stage is what we 


would like to be able to have that information.   


 


That has been a push forward.  There is a lot of, again, work that has been done.  One of our 


partners with the Navy has done some very extensive, detailed work mapping the 


characterization that we really want to get in and maybe this is going to provide also some very 


specific species-based type of refinement of these designations, and that will translate into the 


day-to-day activities of NOAA Fisheries as they translate the council recommendations into the 


permitting and policy arena. 
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That moves us into the third session which was specifically that policy.  It takes it a step further.  


There was an open session – and we have done these before – round table and workgroup 


sessions.  They were led by a number of different members of the advisory panel, focusing on 


different policy statements with the intent that the council was going to look at those, look at if 


there are any areas missing, major elements that need to be addressed and look who might be 


involved directly in it. 


 


So what this has set the stage for is in 2013 going back and really kind of shoring up a lot of the 


council’s existing policies and there are a number of other policy statements such as I think it 


was a recommendation on an artificial reef policy, a number of ones that I think would benefit 


the council.   


 


This is going to identify individuals’ capabilities and move them forward into the future and, 


again, will feed into both our EFH designation into ultimately the refined and updated fishery 


ecosystem plan, the next generation of that, so that is in motion and we will have a lot of 


collaboration. 


 


Again, the good thing is these people are really – our members are very proactive, are stepping 


forward and really wanted to provide the council a lot of key things, such as the refinement of 


our energy policy.  We’re falling way short on the alternative energy, on a lot of things that are 


happening that are happening that we can help be involved and get that on the table and provide 


benefits for the whole region.  That is in motion and that will proceed into 2013. 


 


The last session was a variation of what the council received in June on the status of the 


ecosystem tools.  Tina Udouj provided the update of what now is the newest Ecosystem Atlas, 


which integrates all of those different components and map services from essential fish habitat; 


the fisheries, which is all the fishery-independent data; managed areas; habitat; multibeam; 


bathymetry, both estuarine and offshore; and then nautical charts that are everything useful from 


fishermen wanting to see old charts with lat/long to the most recent NOAA charts that have 


linkages directly to it. 


 


Also presented was new generation of the digital dashboard that is being revamped so this is 


going to really have focus areas and be able to be a lot more efficient and effective to be able to 


get the information out.  One thing that was alluded to was ESRI is really pushing to go to a next 


generation of cloud activity.  


 


What we may see is an opportunity to go to ESRI online for organizations and integrate this to an 


on-line system that is beyond what is going on at FWRI at this time and could really maybe 


provide some things that we haven’t been able to do.  We wanted to be able to get this 


information to a level where you could actually have permission to access for researchers into 


some areas, so you could, say, have fishery-independent data down to very detailed information, 


conduits go to that and then have the appropriate researcher to be able to access it. 


 


This may provide that next generation for it.  I think what we will ultimately need to do is to 


have a small group and have a workgroup to really refine who the users are, what these are going 
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to do and take it to the next generation because everything is moving very quickly, but a lot is 


there.   


 


There are again a lot of partners in our region such as the Ocean Observing Association and our 


Governors’ Alliance that are creating portals, creating systems that I think it is going to be really 


important that the council systems and the connections, especially with, say, fishery-independent 


data is appropriately represented in these other systems, so it doesn’t regenerate or misrepresent 


some of the information. 


 


The worse case scenario is to have a lot of it get dumped out and then to use that, say, point 


information and that is all we know about a species and we have siting scenarios and tools 


developed and things.  I think one of the things that was supposed to happen after our Habitat 


Advisory Panel was another subgroup that I work with, the SEAMAP Bottom Mapping and 


Species Characterization Workgroup, to look at exactly what the appropriate fishery-independent 


system presentations for SEFIS, MARMAP and SEAMAP would be. 


 


It couldn’t happen because I was ill and it will happen the first thing next thing so that we can 


really refine that because that is going to present a connection of all those systems, habitat as 


well as species information.  The last thing was the eco-species that is online.  I didn’t get a 


chance to present at this meeting, but it is online and developing.  That is the report from our 


habitat.  A lot of things are moving forward to get recommendations on both the coral 


amendment but also a lot of other activities that are going to benefit the council and the region. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Mr. Chairman, just to supplement Roger, Chairman Cupka and I also sat in on the 


Habitat AP meeting with Tom and Doug and Charlie.  As a result of my detail to the regional 


office now, I did sit in on the workgroup that was dealing with the energy and water flow 


policies and have been authorized by my new chain of command to spend a considerable amount 


of time on that issue during 2013.  I look forward to working with that workgroup to revise those 


policies. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Thank you, Wilson; with your involvement I am sure we will have a very 


detailed outcome.  Are there any other questions for Roger?  I have one.  I was pleased to see a 


lot of the policy statements of the AP, but I have never really read through them, meaning 


including in-stream flow and estuaries and things that, well, I thought were outside the council’s 


jurisdiction, but, hey, you’ve got a policy statement.  I had asked a particular AP member to put 


something forward and I didn’t hear it come through, but could you look at a policy statement for 


artificial reefs? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and actually that was one of the ones that was – I think he did mention it 


– it was mentioned about the opportunities to develop a new policy statement specific for 


artificial reefs.  We do have a lot of foundation with a very detailed discussion of artificial reefs 


in the fishery ecosystem plan.  But all the partners’ state activities, I think one of the things that 


is really lacking was the ability to pull together a lot of the more recent information on research 


and benefits and activities, so that I think was set in motion as one of the new to be considered. 
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MR. HAYMANS:  My apologies; I did not hear that it actually was going to be a new policy.  I 


think that is great.  Are there any other questions for Roger?  Wilson. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Well, just one other comment.  The workgroups did develop specific 


recommendations.  I know ours had about eight specific recommendations.  Those all went to 


Chairman Pace Wilbur, and I presume we will be working on those at some future date and come 


back with a more detailed report to the council on those. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, we’re going to be doing a workup after the meeting and just figure out 


the coordination to look at where each of those policies is going, the core groups, and set the 


stage for the timing and how to get to the next level, and definitely you will be engaged to get the 


refined information, especially on both the energy and flow. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Roger, I was really interested in Cynthia’s Cooksey’s presentation about the 


organic pesticides and insecticides that they were finding offshore.  Even though they were low 


levels, they were detectable.  It was disheartening for her to tell me that these things last a long 


time, so they’re going to continue to accumulating.  There is probably not much we can do, but 


we need to keep that in mind and consider it in the mix of what we do and don’t do. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and I appreciate it, Charlie, because I did want to get her into that 


because I had seen some of that presentation earlier on as well as some of the complexity 


presentation.  In that whole arena we really haven’t integrated into our policies or discussions.  I 


think they have done it on such a good scale and broad and so refined I think we really need to 


get further into it.  But it is disheartening on some of it, especially when you get into the deeper 


systems and it has got some implications about re-suspension and different things that I think 


that she was very clear about what some of the implications would be. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Okay, we have move through those.  We have gotten plenty of 


recommendations, and we’re going to turn this over to Anna now to walk through the options 


paper for Coral Amendment 8. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  This is Attachment 4 in your briefing book.  The amendment itself is 


Attachment 5.  We will be walking through the options paper.  The first thing I wanted to point 


out, for the most part these are actions and alternatives that were once included under 


Comprehensive Ecosystem Amendment 3. 


 


As you recall at the June meeting the committee deferred development of these measures in CE-


BA 3 until after this October Joint Advisory Panel Meeting.  For the most part you have seen 


these actions and alternatives before.  This amendment does deal strictly with modifications to 


the Coral HAPCs, and again we’re talking about Oculina Bank, transit through the Oculina 


Bank, Cape Lookout HAPC and Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC, so those three geographic areas 


in addition to the transit provision through Oculina Bank. 


 


I did want to discuss timing with the committee up front.  We do have a couple of matters related 


to timing.  We can come back to these decisions if the committee would like to; but before 
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getting into a review of the actions and alternatives, I thought it would be helpful to bring this to 


the table and have some discussion here. 


 


I don’t think Mike and Steve went into detail about it, but this was discussed at  the Joint 


Advisory Panel Meeting and also the Habitat Advisory Panel Meeting that the VMS data that is 


currently included in the amendment – in the analysis, it is incomplete in that it doesn’t provide 


the full suite of years since VMS has been required for the rock shrimp fishery; and that, as Mike 


pointed out, was 2003. 


 


What is currently in the analysis in this amendment is years representative of 2007 to 2011 and 


fishery impacts related to those years VMS data.  The APs have pointed out that there is a need 


for including comprehensively all of the years of VMS data.  One thing that is being worked on 


is processing of that data.   


 


That is set to begin, as Roger pointed out, towards the end of this year.  The processing the data 


for those earlier years of activity does take some time.  It requires parsing out points for HMS 


and other points not applicable to South Atlantic shrimp.  It also requires mining down the data 


by permit and speed.  That is kind of what we’re talking about when we refer to processing of the 


VMS for the earlier years. 


 


Also per the request of the Deepwater Shrimp and Shrimp Advisory Panels, council staff has 


submitted a request to Mike for obtaining the rock shrimp trawl track information to support 


analysis of fishery impacts associated with these Coral HAPC modifications prior to the VMS 


requirement.   


 


This data would be used in the analysis is coming from the standpoint of a historical perspective, 


what it looked like before the years when VMS was required.  That is something that staff will 


be working on with Mike as far as how best to attain that information.  That takes us to some 


options here for committee discussion.  As you are aware from the agenda, the committee is 


being asked to consider this amendment for approval for public hearings, for the January and 


February round of public hearings. 


 


An option with those considerations just mentioned would be delaying approval of this 


amendment at this particular meeting until after council staff has received the earlier years of 


VMS data and the processing of that data as well as the rock shrimp trawl track data.  The 


analysis would then be updated in the amendment.   


 


Under this particular scenario the council would review this revised VMS analysis and the 


fishery impacts associated with that VMS analysis during the March council meeting.  Council 


staff would subsequently be coordinating advisory panel meetings next spring with all of the 


involved APs to review this complete VMS data set and the revised modifications to the Coral 


HAPC areas that Mike and Steve have presented. 


 


It also provides an additional opportunity for the SSC to review this amendment for input to the 


council before the council would consider this for public hearings again at your June meeting 


next year.  Public hearings have tentatively been scheduled for all things that would need to be – 
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I guess public hearings after the January and February round for August of next year, so 


consideration of this at June would allow scheduling of this amendment for public hearings 


during the August kind of round of hearings 


 


This is Option 1 for consideration.  If this is an interest of the committee in deferring the timeline 


for this amendment, we would also be asking you for some guidance on how to structure the 


round of advisory panel meetings next spring.  As you are aware from the presentations just now 


from Mike and Steve, we had the Joint AP Meeting with the Coral and the Deepwater Shrimp 


AP. 


 


We need some guidance from the committee on how to structure those advisory panel meetings, 


whether they be a joint meeting of all involved APs, which would include the Snapper Grouper, 


the Coral, the Habitat, Law Enforcement, and Deepwater Shrimp APs; or, consider scheduling 


individual sessions of these APs and perhaps considering a joint meeting of the Coral and 


Habitat APs considering their directives are closely aligned. 


 


Then your second option for consideration here would be to proceed as the agenda in approving 


this or considering this amendment for public hearings during this meeting, at which point they 


would be taken out to the public during the January and February round of public hearings.  I 


guess at this point if you feel that would like to have some discussion about timing, we can come 


back to this, but we did want to present that to you up front as far as where we stand with the 


incomplete data set at this point in the amendment. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  I guess I would ask initially is there anyone who feels the need to go ahead 


and move this forward at this meeting?  Seeing none; then we’re going to stick to the Option 1 


and the timing there, looking towards March and June with public hearings in July and August.  


The next question then is how do we want to proceed with the APs.   


 


The AP meetings that we went through in October and November were Deepwater Shrimp, 


Coral and then the Habitat.  You want a motion so it is clear?  Do I have a motion for Timing 


Option 1?  Martha. 


 


MS. BADEMAN:  So moved. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Thank you and a second by my neighbor to the left here; Dr. Duval.  Is there 


any additional discussion?  Any objection to the motion?  The motion carries that we will look 


at Timing Option Number 1, which is to delay this until the March and June meetings with 


public hearings in July and August. 
 


Now, let’s look at the APs.  We had Deepwater Shrimp and Coral together and then we had a 


Habitat separate and now we have a recommendation from staff to look at having Coral and 


Habitat together with a separate from Shrimp.  I would say up front that at least some cross 


representation if nothing but the chairmen attending each of these meetings from each of those 


APs.  Are there any strong feelings on how you would like to proceed with APs?  Anna. 
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MS. MARTIN:  One thing I just wanted to point out regarding the Snapper Grouper Advisory 


Panel, as you recall one of the gear restrictions within the Coral HAPCs is anchoring, and so 


there is some concern obviously with such a northern extension of the Oculina Bank HAPC that 


anchoring prohibition would carry forward with any modification to that area.   


 


These are dynamic conditions here around the Oculina Bank.  With the proximity to the Gulf 


Stream and the Continental Shelf, there is a lot of anchoring in these northern areas outside of the 


existing HAPC; and so just to remind you where the Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel input 


would be coming from in this particular case as far as an AP meeting. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Is that saying that you want a Snapper Grouper AP meeting on this 


amendment as well, or when is the next Snapper Grouper scheduled meeting? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  They’re certainly one of the advisory panels that would need to weigh in and 


comment on this, so we’re were talking about a joint meeting of all of these involved APs or 


individual AP meetings, but the Snapper Grouper being one of them. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  And we have talked in the past about select membership of each of these APs 


meeting together, but I think we have decided that is not the way we want to go with it.  You 


don’t want to have the chairman and two or three members of each AP meet; is that correct? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The problem is that technically even though they’re chairs, they can’t 


represent especially new deliberations of the AP.  I think the deliberations need to be done by the 


AP. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Mr. Chairman, is there a financial issue with having four separate AP 


meetings over this amendment? 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Well, it would involve, yes, increased spending but we’re going to try and pull 


them all together, anyway, either at one time or separately, so I don’t know that it would be any 


more.  I was just sitting here thinking and I had a question for Anna, if I may.   


 


Now, law enforcement, I know they looked at the transit provisions, but was that transit 


provision further modified after their meeting with the APs?  I think it was, wasn’t it, so they 


probably need to take another look at that transit provision again, if I’m not mistaken. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, David, that is correct, so what I will show in a moment is we have a 


recommendation for a new alternative for that action.  It came from the Deepwater Shrimp AP 


and so we did have Law Enforcement AP representation at the Joint AP Meeting that weighed in 


on that new proposed alternative.  I do think that the Law Enforcement AP would need to weigh 


in on the amendment in its entirely as well. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Then perhaps a Joint Law Enforcement/Shrimp AP Meeting would be – 


bring at least those two together.  You said you are planning to bring these groups together, 


anyway?  I missed that. 
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MR. CUPKA:  I’m just saying that it would probably cost as much to bring them all together at 


one time as it would to bring them together separately.  They have all got to travel to a meeting 


and they’re all going to be there.  I think one consideration that raised this issue was not so much 


financial but the fact that these APs have different directives and whether or not they could work 


together to resolve some of these things – and we have seen good cooperation between the 


Deepwater Shrimp people and the Coral/Habitat people, but sometimes they have got 


diametrically opposed positions sometimes.  But I think they have shown they can work well 


together and maybe that is not as big a concern now; is that a fair statement, Anna? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I don’t know.  I guess I would hope for that outcome but I guess it is hard to 


anticipate how that type of mega-AP meeting might go and the logistics associated with it.  Do 


you have any thoughts? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I will weigh in a little bit.  Just historically, when we did deal with this, we 


have had close coordination with the Shrimp Advisory Panel and have had the input from those 


when we dealt with this before.  We kind of went back and forth, but then the Habitat and Coral 


Advisory Panels really then took the information and refined their recommendations to the 


council,   


 


I just think that is something – as you have indicated, there are directives; and then when you go 


to habitat, it is even broader directives for conservation that they have.  It just seems as if that 


may be a logical way to go and then possibly a Law Enforcement and Shrimp Advisory Panel. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  We need to move forward.   I guess I would entertain a motion for a Joint 


Habitat/Coral Meeting and a Joint Shrimp/Law Enforcement Meeting at some convenient time in 


the future.  I don’t know what the order of those meetings should be.  Ultimately it is this 


council’s decision as to what we do with this amendment and with these alternatives, but you 


would like to have as much advice as we can seeing as how I don’t think any of us are rock 


shrimpers on the committee.  David. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Yes, some way we’re going to have to include the Snapper Grouper AP in that as 


well. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Dr. Duval says that meeting is going to be in April, so we wouldn’t be able to 


get any – well, when we look at the other APs? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  We’re looking at the end of March. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  End of March, okay, so none of them would be able to get in by our March 


meeting, so let’s let the snapper grouper meet at their regular time, and I’m still waiting on a 


motion so that Gregg is sure of what we want here.  Is anyone interested in entertaining a 


motion? 


 


MS. BADEMAN:  So moved.  Okay, I would like to make a motion to proceed with 


planning a joint Law Enforcement and Deepwater Shrimp AP Meeting and also a joint 
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Coral and Habitat AP Meeting.  We can tackle a separate snapper grouper meeting at their 


regular time? 


 


MR. CUPKA:  And I would ask the maker of the motion if the intent there is also to have some 


cross representation at those meetings? 


 


MS. BADEMAN:  Yes. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  We found out that we already have a Law Enforcement and Education 


Meeting already scheduled for February; so if we schedule a separate one here, that is law 


enforcement coming back together twice between now and the end of April; so either Deepwater 


Shrimp would meet by themselves or tag Deepwater Shrimp into this meeting at the end of a half 


day or something of that nature.  Can staff give us some direction here on what would be better 


to do?  I asked Roger whether or not the VMS data would be ready by February? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I would hope so but I think we were trying to shoot for – it was going to 


guarantee it – if we had the other meetings in March, then it would guarantee to be there.  I don’t 


have an absolute on it.  If it is available by the end of this month, then I think we possibly can do 


it. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Okay, so I think we have all agreed that – well, we don’t have a second yet 


and we haven’t discussed the motion yet, so I guess maybe a second first.  Okay, I’ve got a 


second from Michelle.  Is there any additional discussion?  Ben. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  The intent of this is to bring in the chairs of the other APs to attend each of these 


other AP meetings? 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  That is the intent as I understand it, and I was the one that mentioned that.  I 


think here so long as we see this and we see the intent is to have all of these APs meet again; can 


we leave it to staff to coordinate the actual timing of these meetings and how they meet together?  


Okay, with that being said, is there any objection to these AP’s meeting?  Seeing none; that 


motion carries.  Now we can move into Coral Amendment 8, Action 1. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Actually before Action 1, the IPT has a recommendation for the purpose and 


need for this amendment.  What you see here is similar to what was identified for the purpose 


and need for Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 1, which established the Deepwater 


Coral HAPCs; the purpose being Coral Amendment 8 to increase protections for deepwater coral 


through expansion of the boundaries of the Coral HAPCs. 


 


The need for action in Coral Amendment 8 is to address recent discoveries of deepwater coral 


resources and protect deepwater coral ecosystems in the South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction 


from future activities that could compromise their condition.  We just need some guidance from 


the committee on accepting the IPT recommendation for purpose and need. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  Mr. Chairman, I would move that we accept the IPT recommendation for 


the purpose and need for Coral Amendment 8. 
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MR. HAYMANS:  Charlie seconds.  Any discussion?  Any objection?  The motion carries.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, Action 1; this is PDF Page 5 in the Options Paper if you’re following 


along.  Our intent here is to get some guidance from the committee, clean up the document a 


little bit and again provide guidance to the IPT on what needs to be analyzed as far as 


alternatives under these actions. 


 


Action 1 is pertaining to the Oculina Bank HAPC specifically.  Again, this is something that 


came forward from the Coral Advisory Panel and specifically ROV dives that were conducted 


off of Daytona and Titusville.  As Steve mentioned, the recommendations that surfaced in 


October of last year was the impetus behind this particular action before the council. 


 


Alternative 2 and the subalternatives that follow pertain a northern extension of the Oculina 


Bank.  Subalternative 2A is what was originally endorsed and recommended by the Coral and the 


Habitat APs.  As was presented earlier, an updated recommendation for this particular alternative 


did result from the Joint Deepwater Shrimp and Coral AP Meeting, and I will review that with 


you shortly as far as asking committee guidance on adding that into this list of alternatives. 


 


Subalternative 2A extends the northern boundary following the 60 and hundred meter depth 


contour lines and adds 430 square miles to the existing HAPC.  Subalternative 2B extends the 


northern boundary of the Oculina Bank and tracking the 70 and 90 meter depth contour lines, 


and this adds approximately 228 square miles to the existing HAPC. 


 


Subalternative 2C is what was used to develop a consensus between the Deepwater Shrimp and 


the Coral APs during the joint meeting for how they recommend to the council this northern 


boundary be extended.  Alternative 2C tracks the northern extension following the 70 and 100 


meter depth contour lines and adds 278 square miles to the existing HAPC. 


 


Alternative 2D extends the northern boundary tracking the 60 and 90 meter depth contour lines, 


adding 380 square miles.  Alternative 3 is dealing with an extension of the western boundary of 


the Oculina Bank HAPC.  This is an addition of 76 square miles and has been endorsed by the 


Coral and Habitat APs.   


 


As Mike pointed out, the Deepwater Shrimp has not come forward with a specific 


recommendation for this alternative.  I just wanted to once again walk through the spatial 


representations for these areas, and then we will get into the new proposed extension and 


understanding of how the VMS will be analyzed in the document. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  So on Action 1, Alternative 2, there are subalternatives which deal with just 


the northern boundary? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes. 
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MR. HAYMANS:  And there are at least two subalternatives that neither of the committees 


worked off of, so at this point I consider a motion to kick a couple of those, primarily I think 2B 


and 2D.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Well, I was going to ask Anna, because I was thinking about doing something 


like that, but it was in regard to 2C, which I’m assuming we will have a new alternative that 


would probably be 2E, and so we could probably move 2C as currently configured to the 


considered but rejected appendix, and I would so move, Mr. Chairman. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  So we’re looking at 2B, 2C and 2D moved to the considered but rejected 


category. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  Well, I will go ahead and modify mine.  It was originally for 2C, but I will 


include the other two, also. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Seconded by Charlie.  Any additional discussion?  With regard to Action 1, 


it is to move Subalternatives 2B, 2C and 2D to the considered but rejected appendix.  We 


have a motion and we have second.  Is there any additional discussion?  Any objection?  


Seeing none; that motion carries.  So now do we want to look at adding new 2E now?  Okay, 


go ahead, Anna. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Sure, and just to refresh your memory, although it was just presented – lots of 


repetition here this afternoon – this compromise that came out of the joint meeting in October 


uses the 70 to 100 meter depth contour lines with the caveat that adjustments be made to annex 


hard bottom features, and that is what Steve pointed out. 


 


A subgroup of the Coral Advisory Panel got together to do that, to redraw the boundary as far as 


interpreting how to annex those obvious hard bottom features in that particular area.  This is 


depicted in Figure 6.  This would be potentially alternative – we have 2E here but now that we 


have taken some out, we will figure out what that needs to be.   


 


The new subalternative that came out of the joint meeting that both Steve and Mike have 


presented would modify this northern boundary.  The west and east boundaries would follow 


close to the 70 and 100 meter depth contour lines, respectively, while annexing obvious hard 


bottom features represented in this simplified polygon in Figure 6, which is PDF Page 14.  We 


do need some guidance from the committee as far as adding this to the list of alternatives under 


Action 1 for further analysis. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Mr. Chairman, I so move.  Mr. Chairman, I move that we add 


Subalternative 2E to Action 1. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Seconded by Michelle.  Any additional discussion?  Michelle. 
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DR. DUVAL:  Just noting that staff will renumber these new subalternatives accordingly since 


we have messed up the numbering system. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Any additional discussion?  Any objection?  Seeing none; that motion 


carries.  Now we will move to Alternative 3 in Action 1 for any comments.  Any additional 


comment on three?  Okay, we can go to Action 2. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  We do need to bring up the recommendation for the fishery access area.  Here 


we do need some committee guidance on whether or not to include the Deepwater Shrimp AP 


recommendation for including evaluation of a fishery access area within the HAPC.  Once again 


as pointed out, during the joint AP meeting in October they did discuss a fishery access area. 


 


The Coral Advisory Panel did provide guidance for specific depths that configuration of such an 


access area consider in order to maintain integrity to deepwater coral habitat, particularly oculina 


resources, within the existing HAPC, and that is depths between 110 and 140 meters.  The AP 


did discuss that using the 110 meter depth contour would provide a buffer zone for easternmost 


high-relief oculina coral mounds. 


 


John Reed has pointed out as far as scientists know, at this time high-relief mounds do occur 


predominantly between 70 and a hundred meters.  However, solitary oculina colonies have 


known to occur in depths of up to 152 meters.  There is that probability of the solitary oculina 


resources in deeper waters than what has been identified by the Coral Advisory Panel for a 


fishery access area. 


 


Again, this came forward from the Deepwater Shrimp AP in an interest to connect productive 


rock shrimp bottom south of the existing HAPC to areas that exist north of the HAPC and an 


area they feel that oculina habitat does not occur.  Once again, Roger pointed out the Habitat AP 


recommendation is for the council to consider waiting to consider evaluating a fishery access 


area until after the re-evaluation of the experimental closed area is undertaken.  We need some 


committee discussion here on whether or not to include this as an alternative for further analysis 


under Action 1. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  So we have a highly complex area that has been closed since 1998 to 


trawling and we have a recommendation from two different APs saying two different things; one 


to wait until 2014 and the other one to explore the area.  Does anyone on the committee have a 


particular direction they would like to go in?  Charlie. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  I guess it is more of a question.  If they’re going to look at the area in 2014, 


what information are we going to have then that we don’t have now?  I guess that would kind of 


let me know which way I might be inclined to go.  Are we really going to have anymore 


information or is there just no money to do anymore research so we’re going to know the same 


thing now that we’re going to know in two years? 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  I will ask Steve to address that. 
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MR. BLAIR:  Really, I would like to make a little refinement on it.  The point of the Coral AP’s 


motion was simply we did not have information in hand.  We know information is limited, but 


there is some information and we did not have it in hand at that time to be able to work on that 


alternative.  The point in the procedure is that just in the same way we didn’t have anything to 


accept, we didn’t have anything to ultimately reject the option.  We definitely are gathering the 


information to see what the feasibility is.   


 


Regarding your question about how much additional data we are going to have, unfortunately 


there isn’t anything explicitly planned for that area at this time.  Funding is obviously limited, 


but by the same token I think that this is a point that we want to bring and make sure the council 


is aware of the significant data point that we want to focus on and being able to obtain as much 


data in a shorter period of time as possible. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I guess it is the Deepwater Shrimp AP’s desire I guess is just to have it out 


there on the table and just take a look at it and let’s evaluate it and see.  Maybe it is not the entire 


length.  Maybe it is not in the experimental area and maybe it is the northern half and maybe it is 


some variation thereof, but it was put out there to examine because of the way that the HAPC 


was originally defined; and rather than any realignments or anything like that, we were asking 


just to have a re-evaluation and see if that area that was traditionally a rock shrimp bottom area, 


some portion of it or something could be reopened. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  And you will get a re-evaluation in the area with the 2014 assessment, yes?  I 


mean, not so much so for trawling purposes but – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, 2014 assessment is really focused mainly on the marine protected area.  I 


think the key on this is that is was supposed to look the marine protected area and then how it 


relates to the overall Oculina Bank area and the habitat distribution and the species use 


information.   


 


I think the one thing you all have to remember is that from the Habitat Advisory Panel’s 


standpoint, these areas have essential fish habitat in them.  It goes beyond just the coral mounds, 


the coral habitat, hard bottom.  Even the soft bottom habitats are essential fish habitat for tilefish.  


There is a lot of considerations as you move into the area.   


 


Getting back to specifically Charlie, there is more – we could look further into some of the 


information in terms of directed research in some of the areas to further map it.  It is questionable 


whether we will get a lot of that very fine work done, but there are enough areas that you can 


understand how much some of these different species are using the different areas. 


 


I think the key was also this area has been closed in collaboration with the industry when we first 


put this in since 1998.  The core fishery was occurring west of that boundary line.  The only 


reason you had an eastern boundary was that there was the deepwater royal red shrimp fishery, 


that there was a desire to put some type of line that you would allow the royal red to fish in the 


eastern side of the boundary.  That is the consideration that they got. 
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MR. HARTIG:  And to follow up a little bit on what Roger said – and I have talked to Mike 


about this.  We talked after the Deepwater Shrimp Committee met.  What we do know about that 


area is we do know that there is juvenile tilefish habitat that has importance to rebuilding golden 


tilefish stock.  


 


We also know that there is an extensive area of yellowedge grouper habitat around 450 to 500 


feet that was extensively fished by the longline fishery, which it hasn’t been fished since it has 


been closed.  That is just what we do know.  Now, I talked to Mike and they’re kind of talking 


about inshore of that habitat that may be important for those two species, but the thing that Roger 


brought out about other complexities of the habitat is important.   


 


What I suggested is that industry pool their resources and do an ROV survey outside the area or 


the area where they have been trawling and then do an ROV survey in the area where they want 


to trawl and then we will see the results of that survey and then we can make a reasoned 


judgment about what kind of resources will be impacted by the depths that they want to trawl in.   


 


I think that is a fair way to go about that in this scenario.  They could start that ROV survey 


before the re-evaluation and possibly even done to have in concert with that.  That was just my 


idea.  I am not going to be comfortable approving reopening this area to rock shrimping unless I 


know what is there from an ROV survey. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  So I guess my question would be I am not sure what we would approve in terms 


of adding an alternative at this point.  It doesn’t sound like there would be enough information 


together to actually evaluate the boundaries of an area in the spring during the time when we are 


getting the APs together.  It sounds like this might need to be a future action to consider.  I guess 


I’m looking towards Mike maybe. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  And to those points, when the Coral and Habitat committees get together, 


maybe they can put together a list of what they know, what they suspect, what they don’t know 


and really would like to know, so we can kind of understand where we are instead of – it is very 


vague right now and just firm it up so we can make decisions on this, this or this, and that would 


be helpful to me. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  And I guess that was my question, too, is how does something become an 


action or how does it become an alternative?  I mean, how do you get it to that point and that is 


what we’re basically trying to do is get it to a point where is an action that can be evaluated.  


Otherwise, it just sits in the back of the room. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  Well, I guess just thinking about other requests that have been made by other 


advisory panels, those come forward to us in an advisory panel report and we I think have tried 


our best to address those.  I guess it is not that I’m unwilling to address it; but to Ben’s point, I’m 


not sure it is ripe yet because there is no information for us available to see like what exactly is 


the area you guys would want.   


 


Would it be that entire stretch or would it be confined to something else?  It is just having 


enough information at this point upon which to make that decision.  It could just be that once you 
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guys have had a chance to pool your resources, look at the available information and say, well, 


here is exactly what we would want.  Then it could come back and be ready for an action in if 


not this amendment a future one. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  So we’re proceeding along the right path and we have got input from the 


council that maybe they’re not so ready but they would like to see additional data.  We have got 


one suggestion on how to get that additional data.  We have got an assessment coming up of the 


area I guess shortly.  I do believe this conversation will carry over probably into that assessment 


and will be part of that document as well.  Wilson. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Well, having heard that discussion, Mr. Chairman, I guess would move that we 


move the recommendation to the considered but rejected appendix with the stipulation that 


should industry choose to do the ROV survey they can bring that information back to us.  


Otherwise, I guess we wait until we got the 2014 evaluation and then at that point in time it could 


be considered for re-evaluation. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Is there a second to that motion?  Roy. 


 


DR. CRABTREE:  Because you have never added the alternative to the document, I don’t – 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  His motion is to consider the recommendation.  It wasn’t an alternative or a 


motion.  He is basically saying let’s move on. 


 


DR. CRABTREE:  But I don’t you think would put it in the considered but rejected appendix 


because you never considered it.  I mean the way you consider it is put it in as an alternative and 


have your staff analyze it and then make a decision at that time you reject it.  But you’re saying 


offhand that you don’t even want to look at it. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  That is what it sounds like the opinion of the committee is at the moment.   


 


DR. LANEY:  Well, Roy, to that point, so then should the motion just say consider it no further 


at this point in time until we have additional information that warrants reconsideration or 


something along those lines since it isn’t a formal alternative that we can move to the considered 


but rejected appendix? 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Sure, I think that sounds fine. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Is there a second on the motion and then I will read it; Ben.  Okay, so the 


motion is do not consider the fishery access area recommendation at this time until further 


information warrants council discussion.  Any additional discussion?  Seeing none; any 


objection to the motion?  Seeing none; the motion carries.  Now we are on to Action Number 


2.  Charlie. 


 


DR. PHILLIPS:  Before we heave this, I am not sure that we want to just tell industry to go do a 


survey.  They’re going to need to work with somebody.  We have the assessment in 2014.  I 


would like to think somebody is going to be, as they’re assessing it, would want to get input and 
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some directives on should they decide to do this, they would tell them maybe check it this way or 


that way or look for certain things.  I would like to know how they would go about doing that, if 


they’re going to bring something back to us. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  I’ve talked to Mike.  We had said a survey developed with talking to the science 


center to make sure that it was a survey that we could use in our management.  You would have 


to set it up in some kind of protocol to be done in a way that we could use the information.  You 


would have to have the track set up in a way to cover the best bang for your buck in the different 


depths to find out what lived in each depth.  Those things can be done and that was the intent 


when I brought it up.  It wasn’t just to tell the shrimp industry to go out and do an ROV survey 


on your own. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I was just going to say let’s be honest here.  What is the priority here, 


where is the money and who is directing this survey?  Do you want us just to go out there and 


drag some stuff around and then take pictures?  I am just saying that realistically it is not going 


to happen unless there is some kind of – industry is not going to motivate this to happen.  It is 


going to have to come from some science standpoint, I would think.  I’m new to this process 


somewhat so you guys are going to direct me and tell me what I need to do to make this happen. 


 


DR. PONWITH:  The science center is always happy to collaborate with industry in some 


cooperative effort to do a quantitative analysis or a quantitative survey.  To the extent that the 


industry is interested in looking at this, the science center can work with you to come up with 


protocols that would be quantitative and attack the research question that is being asked of those 


data.   


 


Short of that, the science center would have difficulty looking at just sort of random video and 


being able to draw any conclusions on it.  I think having a team of people hold some discussion 


and determine sort of what meets the research question you’re asking and the methodology you 


would have to follow to answer those questions quantitatively would be very important. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Could that become a topic at the Shrimp AP meeting? 


 


DR. PONWITH:  It certainly could be a topic at the Shrimp AP meeting.  However, typically 


science center people don’t attend the AP meetings.  The AP meetings are used to gather advice 


for the council process, so the science center people are typically not there.  That said, it would 


be a perfect venue for the industry to discuss how they would go about engaging in the 


collaboration, doing sort of the advanced thinking on how they would want to participate and 


then bring in the science center expertise to develop a protocol after that. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Okay, if we can start to wrap up, Mike and Ben. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Just to finish it up, I have been approached by several people after the joint 


Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP meeting about doing some collaborative research, and I think 


that is a great idea.  I wish that would happen, but I think really that is going to have to come 


from the science community to approach us and say we would like to be a part of this and do 


some cooperative research here.  I think that would be a great thing; there is a lot that could come 
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out of that, but I think that is going to have to come from the science community and not from 


the industry. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  To that point, the way cooperative research – well, it works in a number of 


different ways.  You could answer specific assessment questions or you can answer a 


management question we have such as this.  What you would do, Mike, is you would partner 


with someone in the science field to do this and you form a partnership and then you do exactly  


that Bonnie said.   


 


I’m not to go through that again, but that is how that works, and then you would be funded to do 


that.  The other way I see a funding is you guys do it yourself, come to the science center with a 


protocol.  We would probably have to have an observer on; but if the economics of it you think is 


enough for your industry to pool their resources to do the research to find out if you could fish in 


that area again, then I think you could do it.   


 


The one thing we have to think about in research going forward with the monies we’re going to 


have is we’re going to have to be doing this cooperatively; and when you guys participate in the 


research, you have much more confidence in what came out of it.  That is the other key that we 


sometimes miss.   


 


If you guys are directly involved, you know where you were, you know where you were trawling 


before, so you know what it is going to tell you.  If we can pool these resources in the future to 


get this kind of research done, I think moving ahead that we will have a better way to get these 


research questions answered. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  And industry is very interested in proceeding with that. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Okay, thank you very much.  I think we have pretty well hashed through that 


one.  I think we need to move on for Action 2, which is the transit provision of the Oculina Bank. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Roger just was going to characterize how the VMS will be analyzed once we get 


the updated data set.  What you have in your options paper identified in Table 1, which is PDF 


Page 16, is how current alternatives are analyzed with the current VMS data set. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Just the fact that we’re going to eliminate the alternatives that have been 


pulled out now, and we’re going to again focus on the fact that once we get the pooled data we 


will be able to look the actual fishing activity, which is the two to four knot characterization of 


those areas and look at the broad area, the deepwater shrimp and then rock shrimp as three 


different sub-areas and be able to do that analysis.   


 


We have requested information from industry.  However, the industry, from talking to Mike and 


getting more recent correspondence, does not have information on speed, does not have some of 


the characterizations that may be similar, so the historic will be a different view.  It will be a 


snapshot depending on what they provide.  This is moving forward and we will hopefully get 


that information that have the entire suite of all vessels participating in the fishery from 2003 to 


the most recent time we can get. 
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MS. MARTIN:  Okay, moving on to Action 2 – and this is PDF Page 17 – Action 2 would 


implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  Alternative 2 is what you have 


seen before.  This was developed after input from the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel.  This 


allows for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC. 


 


When we talk about this, we’re talking about the HAPC in entirety and not just the proposed 


northern extension.  When transiting through the Oculina Bank, gear must be stowed in 


accordance with the CFR Section identified here, which references the transit provision for the 


existing marine protected areas. 


 


Vessels must maintain a minimum speed of 5 knots while in transit through the Oculina Bank.  


In the event minimal speed is not sustainable, a vessel must communicate to the appropriate 


contact.  The Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel came forward with a recommendation for a new 


alternative and the difference being how gear is stowed. 


 


If you look at the CFR excerpt here in the options paper, it does describe that a trawl or trynet 


may remain on deck but trawl doors must be disconnected from such net and must be secured.  


This was discussed at length during the joint advisory panel meeting in October; and as a result, 


the Deepwater Shrimp came forward with a new recommendation for a proposed alternative that 


would allow for transit with possession of rock shrimp on board.   


 


When transiting through the HAPC, vessels must maintain a speed of not less than 6 knots 


determined by a ping rate that is acceptable by law enforcement – what was discussed at the joint 


AP meeting was 5-minute intervals – with gear appropriately stowed, and the definition here 


being stowed meaning doors and nets out of the water.  That is the significant difference between 


the two alternatives there.  The provision also includes a call-in specification in case of 


mechanical failure or emergency; and so just some committee guidance here on whether or not to 


add this as an alternative under Action 2 for further analysis. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Anna, does the five-minute ping start when you cross the border or does it start 


before; what is the buffer or is there one? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  It starts whatever you define the zone to be.  It could have a buffer zone to 


it.  It could start a mile before you to it or it could start at some length.  According to the 


definition I have from the manufacturer on one of units, it can start wherever you put that barrier.  


There are a couple of manufacturers I have talked to that have that ability and I haven’t talked to 


all of them. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, I guess the point is if the ping rate is once every hour right now, I don’t 


how effective it is going to be unless you’ve got a significant buffer set into it.  Theoretically if it 


is going to ping at 3:00 o’clock and you pull up to the edge of the boundary at 2:55, you can be 


on the other side before it pings again.  I would like to see a little more devil in the details.  This 


doesn’t tell me much right here. 
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MR. HAYMANS:  Well, Charlie, what I think this tells you is that we Alternative 3 and there are 


four things that are included in it; one, that the gear can be in its rigging and the doors don’t have 


to be taken off; two, that they have got to be at least six knots; three, the ping rate is going to 


have to be five minutes in order to detect it; and, four, if they break down in the middle, there is a 


call in.  That alternative tells you those four things.   


 


MR. CUPKA:  I would like to make a motion that we add Alternative 3 to Action 2. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Seconded by Charlie.  Any additional discussion?  Seeing none; is there any 


objection to the motion?  Seeing none; the motion carries.  Let’s talk about the Stetson-Miami 


Terrace now.  Monica. 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I didn’t want to interfere with the vote, but I have two questions.  The 


first is, Anna, on Alternative 2, the last sentence says, “In the event minimal speed is not 


sustainable, the vessel must communicate to appropriate contact.”  What does that mean, 


“appropriate contact”? 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Isn’t there already an established call-in number for vessels under the 


existing framework?  Otha. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  I don’t know that there is, but we will figure out exactly who these people need 


to call for this particular issue when we get close to that time. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Mike was nodding his head, yes, I thought? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  There is but it is not necessarily always 24 hours currently, so we would 


need a 24-hour contact. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  And real quick, Otha, in a presentation that we saw from the Coast Guard 


previously – I believe it was Coast Guard – there was a situation room.  There were computers 


and people were analyzing the VMS information.  Is it not possible that also becomes a call 


center because you’re not really talking about a whole lot of phone calls? 


 


MR. EASLEY:  To ask me, I think that is possible, but Coast Guard is not here and I am not 


going to volunteer their – I have no problem with you calling the Coast Guard whatsoever. 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  My next question is since the Deepwater AP wanted this included 


because of the northern extension of oculina, is it reasonable for you all to think about a transit 


provision for that northern extension and not for the southern or is that even worth going into? 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  What I thought I heard at the APs was they really want it for the entire area.  


The same applies for the southern area, but it just was never discussed in that way; is that correct, 


Mike or Steve, either one? 


 







Jt. Ecosystem & Habitat and Environmental Protection Committees 


                                                                                                                 Wilmington, NC 


                                                                                                                         December 3, 2012 


 


 32 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  It was just considered for the entire length.  We didn’t really think about 


breaking it up.  It would have been nice to have it for the southern portion as well, but at the time 


it was not provided. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  To Monica’s point, when you extend that thing, the tile fishermen are going to 


have to be able to come through both of the areas actually.  They have wanted that since we 


made that original transit where you couldn’t through with snapper grouper species.  They as 


well need it. 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I guess my thoughts are that staff should work – and I will with them, 


too – to figure out why this restriction was put there in the first place and why maybe now it is 


reasonable to allow it or not.  You will all have to decide, but you should have some information 


in front of you as to what the rationale was originally that put that in.   


 


Then you will have to decide whether – you know, you can always change things, but you will 


have to decide.  You will have a better record I think to figure out why it was in there and why 


the restrictions on snapper grouper species and all those kinds of things were put in place and 


then you can – I am glad we’re going to delay it because then you will have more information to 


figure out what you want to do. 


 


MR. HARTIG:  Yes, Monica, and why are the MPA transit regulations different then the 


oculina. 


 


MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Right. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, I just wanted to remind you that we’re talking about trawling gear and 


possessing rock shrimp on board specifically, so the other gear types would be allowed to transit 


through currently the HAPC.  The Experimental Closed Area is different, however, so I guess 


there is that caveat.   


 


This came from the Deepwater Shrimp AP concerned about the proposed northern extension of 


the Oculina Bank and not being able to travel all the way around the proposed northern extension 


to access those areas off of the eastern boundary that they have been actively fishing for rock 


shrimp.  This came from the proposed northern extension and needing for those vessels to be 


able to transit back through from off of the eastern boundary possessing rock shrimp on board. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Just a quick question; to add to that, really that was the intent and again 


because of the two fisheries that occur offshore and inshore of any proposed closed area, what 


would have to be justified is why you would need it in the existing HAPC because there is no 


fishery that occurs on the eastern side of the HAPC.   


 


Now, Mike had indicated that there were occurrences where you would have both rock shrimp 


and royal red, and I didn’t think that occurred a whole lot in the fishery.  That would be the only 


case that I would think that we would have to be able to transit down through the southern 


portion.  But that discussion, that would have to be made in the justification of an overall transit 
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area, because the original focus was that real burden it was going to put on industry with having 


two fisheries separated. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  This will be fleshed out, though, in the analysis of this particular alternative.  


Okay, let’s move on.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, Action 3 – this is PDF Page 19 – here we are moving a little further 


offshore talking about the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC.  Fishery impacts; we are talking 


about the royal red fishery, so moving into deeper waters.  Alternative 2 expands the western 


boundary of the Stetson-Miami Terrace in an area delineated by the 200 meter depth contour. 


 


Once again, this came from the Coral Advisory Panel and observations of a shallow water 


lophelia ecosystem occurring in this particular area outside of the existing Stetson-Miami 


Terrace Boundary last year.  There have been a number of revisions to Alternative 2 since the 


council has discussed this particular issue, and so I will walk through those with you. 


 


Alternative 2 was also what was used at the joint AP meeting to develop somewhat of a 


consensus and so we will just be looking to the committee for some guidance on adding that or 


replacing Alternative 2 with what came out of the joint AP meeting.  Alternative 3 was 


developed after the public scoping meetings for CE-BA 3 last year, and this was in response to 


some industry concerns about impacts to areas where they have been actively fishing for royal 


red shrimp. 


 


This is depicted in Figure 8 and essentially excludes the areas of the royal red fishery based on 


the VMS data.  This is a response to the Coral Advisory Panel’s original recommendation.  I will 


go through these quickly because Steve has already pointed these out in his presentation.  This 


was the original Coral Advisory Panel recommendation for extension of the western boundary in 


this area delineated by the 200 meter contour.  You can see the VMS points here pertain to the 


royal red fishery in this southern portion of the proposed extension at that time. 


 


Figure 8 on PDF Page 21 represents Alternative 3 under Action 3.  This was the rendition that 


was developed after the public scoping meetings.  This is something that the committee has seen 


before.  This effectively cuts out all of the VMS points pertaining to the royal red fishery.  Steve 


also covered Figure 9.  This is PDF Page22. 


 


This represents the Coral Advisory Panel and the Habitat Advisory Panel’s revised original 


recommendation of Alternative 2, consolidating this northern boundary.  This particular scenario 


is what was redrawn during the joint AP meeting, which is depicted in Figure 11.  But before we 


get there, this is I think a helpful screen shot just showing that this proposed expansion of the 


western boundary is in the most northern range of the royal red fishery and where they’re 


currently operating based on the VMS data.  This is Figure 10 in the options paper. 


 


This gives you an indication of the area that we’re talking about and the impacts associated with 


that particular area. That brings us to the discussion about adding in the new proposed alternative 


that was developed after the joint AP meeting.  This is depicted in Figure 11.  Once again, this 


modifies Alternative 2, releasing some of the sandy bottom in the southern-most region in this 
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zone here; so releasing a significant number of the VMS points associated to the royal red fishery 


in that particular area.   


 


You can see the area of the multibeam mapping that was obtained from the Navy, and this was 


the basis for the Coral Advisory Panel’s original recommendation for this area.  This is the 


shallow water lophelia habitat that was observed down here.  I guess our question for the 


committee now becomes do you want this as a new Alternative 4 or is it your preference to 


replace perhaps Alternative 2 in the existing suite of alternatives under Action 3.  That would be 


modifying the southern southeast boundary of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC; western 


extension in a manner that releases that flat bottom region to the extent possible while 


maintaining protection of coral habitat as depicted in Figure 11, which I just showed. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  Mr. Chairman, I would make a motion that we include new Alternative 4 


under Action 3 and this would replace existing Alternative 2 and move Alternative 2 to the 


considered but rejected appendix and renumber as appropriate. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Seconded by David.  Any additional discussion?  Roger. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Point of clarification, too, is that the southwestern and northwestern boundary 


be the same as the existing alternative, because right now it is a straight line.  It really should 


have been tracking the original boundary that was approved by all the APs, so it is just basically 


replacing those points that exist within that are on table; basically Point 4 through Point 12. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  Okay.  Any additional discussion?  Any objection?  Seeing none; that 


motion carries.  Finally, Action 4. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Action 4; this is the final area to talk about today.  This is PDF Page 6.   In here 


we’re talking about the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC and perhaps the simplest expansion to 


discuss.  I guess the Deepwater Shrimp and Shrimp Advisory Panels have not come forward with 


a particular recommendation here, but what you see identified under Alternative 2 was the Coral 


Advisory Panel’s original recommendation for expanding the northern boundary to incorporate a 


newly discovered lophelia habitat area that is lying outside of the existing boundary.  This was 


also endorsed by the Habitat Advisory Panel and is depicted in Figure 12.  We’re talking about 


the green polygon there, the extension of the northern existing Cape Lookout HAPC.  This is the 


deepest of the HAPCs currently. 


 


MR. HAYMANS:  You have a note there that the Coral and Habitat APs have endorsed this as 


our preferred alternative.  If you select this as a preferred alternative, this would be the only 


preferred we have in this particular document.  Now I don’t know that we need to.  If there is 


somebody burning with the desire to make that a preferred, we can do that.  Otherwise, we’re 


going to see it again.  We have already covered the timing issues on this.  Anna, is there anything 


else then that we need to discuss with Coral Amendment 8? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think we have gotten the guidance we need from the committee, so we will 


bring back a refined analysis and an updated document to you at the March meeting. 
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State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:37 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 11


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


51.35


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:05 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     kfsdfds,fsdf kari.maclauchlin@safmc.net


State


City chas sc


KS


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:05 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 50


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


.47


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Fetherston,Elizabeth efetherston@oceanconservancy.org


State


City St. Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:08 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 16


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


50.45


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Reid,Richard seamar82000@gmail.com


State


City Cape Canaveral


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 01, 2012 08:15 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 32


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


51.37


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:05 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     griner,tim tim@carolinacapitalconsultants.com


State


City charlotte


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:41 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 25


Dec 03, 2012 10:22 AM EST


Join Time


30.03


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 10:52 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Park,Steve atlanticprodive@aol.com


State


City Atlantic beach


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:06 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 0


Dec 03, 2012 10:46 AM EST


Join Time


17.62


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Port-Minner,Samatha sport-minner@oceanconservancy.org


State


City St Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:44 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 10


Dec 03, 2012 10:17 AM EST


Join Time


46.93


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     c,m mec181@yahoo.com


State


City mtp


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:40 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 15


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


51.42


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:05 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Everhart,Nancy nancy@alumni.clemson.edu


State


City Smyrna


GA


Unsubscribed No


Nov 20, 2012 03:38 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 50


Dec 03, 2012 10:38 AM EST


Join Time


.53


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 10:39 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Clark,Mary mclark@mafmc.org


State


City Dover


DE


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:56 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 8


Dec 03, 2012 10:24 AM EST


Join Time


7.52


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 10:31 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     travis,michael mike.travis@noaa.gov


State


City clearwater


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 15, 2012 02:54 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 41


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


51.37


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:05 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     DeVictor,Rick rick.devictor@noaa.gov


State


City Bradenton


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 12


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


50.28


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Furnish,Abby aaf6@duke.edu


State


City Atlantic Beach


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:54 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 21


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


41.15


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 10:55 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Haag,Jon fishmongeroki@gmail.com


State


City Oak Island


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:34 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 51


Dec 03, 2012 10:42 AM EST


Join Time


21.97


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Stump,Ken magpiewdc@gmail.com


State


City Washington


DC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:07 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 11


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


50.22


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Eich,Anne annemarie.eich@noaa.gov


State


City Saint Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:59 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 10


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


49.62


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:05 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Mehta,Nikhil nikhil.mehta@noaa.gov


State


City St.Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 14, 2012 03:37 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 19


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


50.27


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Michie,Kate kate.michie@noaa.gov


State


City St. Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:01 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 15


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


50.27


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Helies,Frank fchelies@verizon.net


State


City Tampa


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:08 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 13


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


50.42


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     buscher,deb deb.buscher@safmc.net


State


City charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:45 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 11


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


50.45


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Neer,Julie julie.neer@safmc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:00 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 15


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


50.38


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Franco,Dawn dawn.franco@gadnr.org


State


City Brunswick


GA


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:24 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 24


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


50.48


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Boyles,Robert boylesr@dnr.sc.gov


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:58 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 0


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


50.28


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     McCoy,Sherri sherrim@wildoceanmarket.com


State


City Cape Canaveral


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:54 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 11


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


49.78


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:03 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Jepson,Michael michael.jepson@noaa.gov


State


City St. Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:37 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 31


Dec 03, 2012 10:37 AM EST


Join Time


22.82


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:00 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Robson,Mark markrobson2012@gmail.com


State


City Hendersonville


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:13 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 38


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


10.22


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 10:25 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Package,Christina christina.package@noaa.gov


State


City St. Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:47 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 19


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


51.32


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:05 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Byrd,Julia julia.byrd@safmc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Nov 30, 2012 11:16 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 12


Dec 03, 2012 10:14 AM EST


Join Time


50.33


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 11:04 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Blum,Frank scarolinaseafood@knology.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:05 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Austin,Anthony redress@ec.rr.com


State


City Hubert


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:10 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Dukes,Amy dukesa@dnr.sc.gov


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Nov 30, 2012 04:49 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     lew,capt capt@captlew.com


State


City vero beach


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 12:14 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Harris,Luke bangillnets@gmail.com


State


City Bon Secour


AL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 01, 2012 03:27 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     sedberry,george george.sedberry@noaa.gov


State


City Savannah


GA


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 11:12 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     reinhardt,james james.reinhardt@noaa.gov


State


City silver spring


MD


Unsubscribed No


Dec 02, 2012 03:04 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     pugliese,roger roger.pugliese@safmc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 01:37 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     McCawley,Jessica jessica.mccawley@myfwc.com


State


City Tallahassee


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 30, 2012 04:33 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     O'Hern,Dennis dennis@thefra.org


State


City ST PETE


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 30, 2012 11:00 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     robson,mark markrobson@gmail.com


State


City hendersonville


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:04 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     currin,mac maccurrin@gmail.com


State


City raleigh


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 11:18 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Clemens,Anik anik.clemens@noaa.gov


State


City Saint Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 30, 2012 03:47 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Tsao,fan fan.tsao@noaa.gov


State


City Silver Spring


MD


Unsubscribed No


Nov 21, 2012 02:18 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Takade-Heumacher,Helen htakade@edf.org


State


City Raleigj


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:39 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     buscher,deb deb.buscher@samfc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed Bounce


Dec 03, 2012 08:06 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Gore,Karla karla.gore@noaa.gov


State


City Sarasota


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:45 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Bresnen,Anthony anthony.bresnen@myfwc.com


State


City Tallahassee


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 14, 2012 03:50 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     holiman,stephen stephen.holiman@noaa.gov


State


City st petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 02:43 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Doherty,Caroly carolyn.doherty@duke.edu


State


City Durham


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:25 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Vendetti,Richard vendetti@shrimpalliance.com


State


City Brunswick


GA


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:36 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Meyers,Steve steve.meyers@noaa.gov


State


City Silver Spring


MD


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 11:33 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     thompson,mary jean mjthompson860@gmail.com


State


City titusville


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 01:43 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     MARTIN,Bob rmartin@palmettoheritagebank.com


State


City Pawleys Island


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 01:50 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     MacLauchlin,Bill billmac@charter.net


State


City Stockbridge


GA


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 11:58 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     pugliese,roger roeger.pugliese@safmc.net


State


City Wilmington


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 12:06 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Dancy,Kiley kdancy@mafmc.org


State


City Dover


DE


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:17 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Martin,Ann rmartin111@aol.com


State


City Georgetown


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 02:42 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     mershon,wayne kenyonseafood@sc.rr.com


State


City murrells inlet


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:11 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Chaya,Cindy cindy.chaya@safmc.net


State


City North Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:05 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







GoToWebinarAttendee Report


SAFMC Council Meeting - Day 1 of 5 (Monday)
Webinar Name


619186538
Webinar ID


General Information


24
Total Attended


Dec 03, 2012 08:13 AM EST
Actual Start Date/Time Actual Duration (minutes)


74


168
Clicked Registration Link


86
Opened Invitation


Dec 11, 2012 06:41 AM PST


Generated


Session Details


     Franco,Dawn dawn.franco@gadnr.org


State


City Brunswick


GA


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:24 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 20


Dec 03, 2012 09:25 AM EST


Join Time


2.02


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     buscher,deb deb.buscher@samfc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed Bounce


Dec 03, 2012 08:06 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 57


Dec 03, 2012 08:13 AM EST


Join Time


73.95


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Doherty,Caroly carolyn.doherty@duke.edu


State


City Durham


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:25 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 27


Dec 03, 2012 08:25 AM EST


Join Time


27.87


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 08:53 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Stump,Ken magpiewdc@gmail.com


State


City Washington


DC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:07 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 20


Dec 03, 2012 09:13 AM EST


Join Time


14.35


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Clark,Mary mclark@mafmc.org


State


City Dover


DE


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:56 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 26


Dec 03, 2012 08:56 AM EST


Join Time


30.55


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Chaya,Cindy cindy.chaya@safmc.net


State


City North Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:05 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 53


Dec 03, 2012 08:43 AM EST


Join Time


1.75


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 08:45 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Neer,Julie julie.neer@safmc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:00 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 22


Dec 03, 2012 09:00 AM EST


Join Time


27.03


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Mehta,Nikhil nikhil.mehta@noaa.gov


State


City St.Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 14, 2012 03:37 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 64


Dec 03, 2012 08:27 AM EST


Join Time


59.62


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Reichert,Marcel reichertm@dnr.sc.gov


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Nov 27, 2012 04:32 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 20


Dec 03, 2012 09:16 AM EST


Join Time


10.83


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     travis,michael mike.travis@noaa.gov


State


City clearwater


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 15, 2012 02:54 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 29


Dec 03, 2012 09:01 AM EST


Join Time


26.67


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Austin,Anthony redress@ec.rr.com


State


City Hubert


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:10 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 20


Dec 03, 2012 09:10 AM EST


Join Time


16.45


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     c,m mec181@yahoo.com


State


City mtp


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:40 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 54


Dec 03, 2012 08:41 AM EST


Join Time


46


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     mershon,wayne kenyonseafood@sc.rr.com


State


City murrells inlet


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:11 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 20


Dec 03, 2012 09:11 AM EST


Join Time


16.25


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     reinhardt,james james.reinhardt@noaa.gov


State


City silver spring


MD


Unsubscribed No


Dec 02, 2012 03:04 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 39


Dec 03, 2012 08:58 AM EST


Join Time


28.55


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Michie,Kate kate.michie@noaa.gov


State


City St. Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:01 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 25


Dec 03, 2012 09:02 AM EST


Join Time


25.15


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Boyles,Robert boylesr@dnr.sc.gov


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:58 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 23


Dec 03, 2012 08:58 AM EST


Join Time


29.52


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Helies,Frank fchelies@verizon.net


State


City Tampa


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:08 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 20


Dec 03, 2012 09:08 AM EST


Join Time


18.97


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Ballenger,Joseph ballengerj@dnr.sc.gov


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:37 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 26


Dec 03, 2012 08:38 AM EST


Join Time


49.37


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Furnish,Abby aaf6@duke.edu


State


City Atlantic Beach


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:54 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 25


Dec 03, 2012 08:56 AM EST


Join Time


31.03


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Byrd,Julia julia.byrd@safmc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Nov 30, 2012 11:16 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 26


Dec 03, 2012 08:52 AM EST


Join Time


34.48


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Eich,Anne annemarie.eich@noaa.gov


State


City Saint Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:59 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 41


Dec 03, 2012 09:00 AM EST


Join Time


26.98


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Dancy,Kiley kdancy@mafmc.org


State


City Dover


DE


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:17 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 20


Dec 03, 2012 09:18 AM EST


Join Time


9.02


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Package,Christina christina.package@noaa.gov


State


City St. Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:47 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 27


Dec 03, 2012 08:47 AM EST


Join Time


39.77


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Port-Minner,Samatha sport-minner@oceanconservancy.org


State


City St Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:44 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 34


Dec 03, 2012 08:44 AM EST


Join Time


38.92


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 09:26 AM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     lew,capt capt@captlew.com


State


City vero beach


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 12:14 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Haag,Jon fishmongeroki@gmail.com


State


City Oak Island


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:34 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     buscher,deb deb.buscher@safmc.net


State


City charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:45 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Jepson,Michael michael.jepson@noaa.gov


State


City St. Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:37 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     McCoy,Sherri sherrim@wildoceanmarket.com


State


City Cape Canaveral


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:54 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Blum,Frank scarolinaseafood@knology.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:05 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Robson,Mark markrobson2012@gmail.com


State


City Hendersonville


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:13 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     kfsdfds,fsdf kari.maclauchlin@safmc.net


State


City chas sc


KS


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:05 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Martin,Ann rmartin111@aol.com


State


City Georgetown


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 02:42 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     MacLauchlin,Bill billmac@charter.net


State


City Stockbridge


GA


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 11:58 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     g,a andrea.grabman@safmc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:35 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     MARTIN,Bob rmartin@palmettoheritagebank.com


State


City Pawleys Island


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 01:50 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Park,Steve atlanticprodive@aol.com


State


City Atlantic beach


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:06 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     thompson,mary jean mjthompson860@gmail.com


State


City titusville


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 01:43 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Vendetti,Richard vendetti@shrimpalliance.com


State


City Brunswick


GA


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:36 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Harris,Luke bangillnets@gmail.com


State


City Bon Secour


AL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 01, 2012 03:27 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     McCawley,Jessica jessica.mccawley@myfwc.com


State


City Tallahassee


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 30, 2012 04:33 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     sedberry,george george.sedberry@noaa.gov


State


City Savannah


GA


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 11:12 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     O'Hern,Dennis dennis@thefra.org


State


City ST PETE


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 30, 2012 11:00 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     robson,mark markrobson@gmail.com


State


City hendersonville


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:04 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Fetherston,Elizabeth efetherston@oceanconservancy.org


State


City St. Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:08 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     pugliese,roger roeger.pugliese@safmc.net


State


City Wilmington


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 12:06 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     pugliese,roger roger.pugliese@safmc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 01:37 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Gore,Karla karla.gore@noaa.gov


State


City Sarasota


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:45 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Tsao,fan fan.tsao@noaa.gov


State


City Silver Spring


MD


Unsubscribed No


Nov 21, 2012 02:18 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     currin,mac maccurrin@gmail.com


State


City raleigh


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 11:18 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Everhart,Nancy nancy@alumni.clemson.edu


State


City Smyrna


GA


Unsubscribed No


Nov 20, 2012 03:38 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Clemens,Anik anik.clemens@noaa.gov


State


City Saint Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 30, 2012 03:47 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Reid,Richard seamar82000@gmail.com


State


City Cape Canaveral


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 01, 2012 08:15 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     griner,tim tim@carolinacapitalconsultants.com


State


City charlotte


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:41 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     holiman,stephen stephen.holiman@noaa.gov


State


City st petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 02:43 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Meyers,Steve steve.meyers@noaa.gov


State


City Silver Spring


MD


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 11:33 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Bresnen,Anthony anthony.bresnen@myfwc.com


State


City Tallahassee


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 14, 2012 03:50 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     DeVictor,Rick rick.devictor@noaa.gov


State


City Bradenton


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Takade-Heumacher,Helen htakade@edf.org


State


City Raleigj


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:39 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Dukes,Amy dukesa@dnr.sc.gov


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Nov 30, 2012 04:49 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







GoToWebinarAttendee Report


SAFMC Council Meeting - Day 1 of 5 (Monday)
Webinar Name


619186538
Webinar ID


General Information


33
Total Attended


Dec 03, 2012 12:48 PM EST
Actual Start Date/Time Actual Duration (minutes)


293


168
Clicked Registration Link


86
Opened Invitation


Dec 11, 2012 06:43 AM PST


Generated


Session Details


     Reichert,Marcel reichertm@dnr.sc.gov


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Nov 27, 2012 04:32 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 29


Dec 03, 2012 01:41 PM EST


Join Time


240.53


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 05:41 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Park,Steve atlanticprodive@aol.com


State


City Atlantic beach


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:06 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 20


Dec 03, 2012 03:12 PM EST


Join Time


26.95


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 03:55 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Robson,Mark markrobson2012@gmail.com


State


City Hendersonville


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:13 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 68


Dec 03, 2012 01:44 PM EST


Join Time


61


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 02:45 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     pugliese,roger roger.pugliese@safmc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 01:37 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 34


Dec 03, 2012 01:37 PM EST


Join Time


245.3


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 05:42 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Byrd,Julia julia.byrd@safmc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Nov 30, 2012 11:16 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 30


Dec 03, 2012 12:59 PM EST


Join Time


282.12


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 05:41 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Austin,Anthony redress@ec.rr.com


State


City Hubert


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:10 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 49


Dec 03, 2012 05:23 PM EST


Join Time


18.02


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 05:41 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Franco,Dawn dawn.franco@gadnr.org


State


City Brunswick


GA


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:24 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 32


Dec 03, 2012 01:05 PM EST


Join Time


202.97


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 04:28 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     thompson,mary jean mjthompson860@gmail.com


State


City titusville


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 01:43 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 43


Dec 03, 2012 01:44 PM EST


Join Time


27.12


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 02:11 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Takade-Heumacher,Helen htakade@edf.org


State


City Raleigj


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:39 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 20


Dec 03, 2012 01:26 PM EST


Join Time


94


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 04:45 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Chaya,Cindy cindy.chaya@safmc.net


State


City North Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:05 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 47


Dec 03, 2012 01:36 PM EST


Join Time


1.33


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 01:37 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     g,a andrea.grabman@safmc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:35 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 31


Dec 03, 2012 01:16 PM EST


Join Time


228.12


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 05:37 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Everhart,Nancy nancy@alumni.clemson.edu


State


City Smyrna


GA


Unsubscribed No


Nov 20, 2012 03:38 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 65


Dec 03, 2012 02:21 PM EST


Join Time


200.72


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 05:41 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Michie,Kate kate.michie@noaa.gov


State


City St. Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:01 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 29


Dec 03, 2012 01:26 PM EST


Join Time


136.9


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 03:43 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     McCoy,Sherri sherrim@wildoceanmarket.com


State


City Cape Canaveral


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:54 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 31


Dec 03, 2012 01:38 PM EST


Join Time


243.48


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 05:41 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Helies,Frank fchelies@verizon.net


State


City Tampa


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:08 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 29


Dec 03, 2012 01:01 PM EST


Join Time


243.65


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 05:05 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Martin,Ann rmartin111@aol.com


State


City Georgetown


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 02:42 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 43


Dec 03, 2012 02:42 PM EST


Join Time


57.83


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 03:40 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Furnish,Abby aaf6@duke.edu


State


City Atlantic Beach


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:54 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 47


Dec 03, 2012 01:28 PM EST


Join Time


120.77


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 03:29 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     buscher,deb deb.buscher@safmc.net


State


City charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:45 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 23


Dec 03, 2012 01:34 PM EST


Join Time


56.4


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 02:31 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     MARTIN,Bob rmartin@palmettoheritagebank.com


State


City Pawleys Island


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 01:50 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 58


Dec 03, 2012 01:52 PM EST


Join Time


108.7


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 03:41 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     mershon,wayne kenyonseafood@sc.rr.com


State


City murrells inlet


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:11 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 25


Dec 03, 2012 02:17 PM EST


Join Time


61.72


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 03:18 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Reid,Richard seamar82000@gmail.com


State


City Cape Canaveral


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 01, 2012 08:15 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 61


Dec 03, 2012 01:32 PM EST


Join Time


128.9


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 03:41 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Tsao,fan fan.tsao@noaa.gov


State


City Silver Spring


MD


Unsubscribed No


Nov 21, 2012 02:18 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 46


Dec 03, 2012 12:53 PM EST


Join Time


167.2


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 03:40 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     holiman,stephen stephen.holiman@noaa.gov


State


City st petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 02:43 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 43


Dec 03, 2012 02:44 PM EST


Join Time


127.65


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 04:51 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Mehta,Nikhil nikhil.mehta@noaa.gov


State


City St.Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 14, 2012 03:37 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 62


Dec 03, 2012 01:22 PM EST


Join Time


211.08


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 04:53 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Dancy,Kiley kdancy@mafmc.org


State


City Dover


DE


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:17 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 45


Dec 03, 2012 01:49 PM EST


Join Time


163.55


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 04:32 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     DeVictor,Rick rick.devictor@noaa.gov


State


City Bradenton


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:27 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 45


Dec 03, 2012 01:36 PM EST


Join Time


209.12


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 05:05 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Package,Christina christina.package@noaa.gov


State


City St. Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:47 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 52


Dec 03, 2012 01:28 PM EST


Join Time


132.2


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 03:40 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Bresnen,Anthony anthony.bresnen@myfwc.com


State


City Tallahassee


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 14, 2012 03:50 PM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 27


Dec 03, 2012 01:41 PM EST


Join Time


199.7


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 05:00 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Neer,Julie julie.neer@safmc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:00 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 29


Dec 03, 2012 01:41 PM EST


Join Time


204.58


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 05:41 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Eich,Anne annemarie.eich@noaa.gov


State


City Saint Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:59 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 31


Dec 03, 2012 01:37 PM EST


Join Time


177.47


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 04:34 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Port-Minner,Samatha sport-minner@oceanconservancy.org


State


City St Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:44 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 36


Dec 03, 2012 03:00 PM EST


Join Time


160.98


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 05:41 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     sedberry,george george.sedberry@noaa.gov


State


City Savannah


GA


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 11:12 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 25


Dec 03, 2012 01:55 PM EST


Join Time


96.05


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 03:31 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     c,m mec181@yahoo.com


State


City mtp


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:40 AM ESTRegistration Date


YesAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest: 42


Dec 03, 2012 12:54 PM EST


Join Time


287.47


In Session Duration* (minutes)


Dec 03, 2012 05:42 PM EST


Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Fetherston,Elizabeth efetherston@oceanconservancy.org


State


City St. Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:08 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Haag,Jon fishmongeroki@gmail.com


State


City Oak Island


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:34 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Jepson,Michael michael.jepson@noaa.gov


State


City St. Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:37 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     pugliese,roger roeger.pugliese@safmc.net


State


City Wilmington


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 12:06 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Dukes,Amy dukesa@dnr.sc.gov


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Nov 30, 2012 04:49 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     lew,capt capt@captlew.com


State


City vero beach


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 12:14 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Harris,Luke bangillnets@gmail.com


State


City Bon Secour


AL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 01, 2012 03:27 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Blum,Frank scarolinaseafood@knology.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:05 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     reinhardt,james james.reinhardt@noaa.gov


State


City silver spring


MD


Unsubscribed No


Dec 02, 2012 03:04 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     robson,mark markrobson@gmail.com


State


City hendersonville


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 10:04 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Gore,Karla karla.gore@noaa.gov


State


City Sarasota


FL


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 09:45 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Ballenger,Joseph ballengerj@dnr.sc.gov


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:37 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     Doherty,Caroly carolyn.doherty@duke.edu


State


City Durham


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:25 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Boyles,Robert boylesr@dnr.sc.gov


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 08:58 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     currin,mac maccurrin@gmail.com


State


City raleigh


NC


Unsubscribed No


Dec 03, 2012 11:18 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


*If an attendee left and rejoined the session, the In Session Duration column only includes their first visit.







     Clemens,Anik anik.clemens@noaa.gov


State


City Saint Petersburg


FL


Unsubscribed No


Nov 30, 2012 03:47 PM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions


Post Session Survey Questions


     buscher,deb deb.buscher@samfc.net


State


City Charleston


SC


Unsubscribed Bounce


Dec 03, 2012 08:06 AM ESTRegistration Date


NoAttended


In Session


Interest Rating


Attendee's In-Session Level of Interest:


Join Time In Session Duration* (minutes)Leave Time


Registration Q & A


Questions Asked by Attendee


Poll Questions
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SUMMARY REPORT 
FROM THE 


JOINT ECOSYSTEM-BASED MANAGEMENT AND HABITAT AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMITTEE MEETING 


Wilmington, NC 
December 3, 2012 


 
The joint Ecosystem-Based Management and Habitat and Environmental Protection Committee 
met on Monday, December 3rd, 2012 in Wilmington, NC.  The Committee received a report on 
the status of landings for octocorals from the Southeast Regional Office (SERO) and Florida Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC).  Because the management unit was shortened to 
include octocorals in waters off the South Atlantic where harvest is prohibited (through 
Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 2), the Committee requested that future reports of 
octocoral landings be provided on an annual basis from FWC.  Mike Merrifield, Chair of the 
Deepwater Shrimp AP, and Steve Blair, Chair of the Coral AP, reviewed recommendations for 
Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs) that resulted from the joint Coral and 
Deepwater Shrimp AP meeting on October 18th, 2012.  Roger Pugliese provided a review of the 
Habitat AP report from their November 14-15th, 2012 meeting.  The Committee reviewed the 
Coral Amendment 8 Options Paper which considers modifications to the Oculina Bank, Stetson-
Miami Terrace, and Cape Lookout Coral HAPCs.   
 
The joint Ecosystem-Based Management and Habitat and Environmental Protection Committee 
developed the following motions in discussion of the Coral Amendment 8 Options Paper: 
 
MOTION #1:  PROCEED WITH OPTION 1 TIMING. 
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
Option 1 Timing.  Delay approval of Coral Amendment 8 for public hearings at December 2012 
meeting until after earlier years of VMS data (2003-2006) and rock shrimp trawl track data have 
been received and the analyses are updated.  Under this scenario, the Council would review the 
updated VMS and rock shrimp trawl track analyses during the March 2013 meeting.  This 
timeline allows scheduling of spring 2013 AP meetings with all involved APs to review the 
complete VMS analysis and revised modifications to Coral HAPC areas, and provides the APs 
and the SSC additional opportunity for input to the Council before approval of Coral 
Amendment 8 for public hearings.   
 
MOTION #2:  PROCEED WITH PLANNING A JOINT LAW ENFORCEMENT AND 
DEEPWATER SHRIMP AP MEETING AND ALSO A JOINT CORAL AND HABITAT AP 
MEETING.   
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
SUBSTITUTE MOTION:  ALLOW STAFF TO DETERMINE MOST APPROPRIATE 
FORMAT TO HAVE APS MEET. 
SUBSTITUTE MOTION WITHDRAWN. 







Note:  The Committee discussed giving deference to staff for determining appropriate timing and 
details in scheduling 2013 AP meetings.  The Committee also discussed having a representative 
from each AP at the respective meetings. 
 
MOTION #3:  ACCEPT IPT RECOMMENDATION FOR PURPOSE AND NEED.  
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
 
MOTION #4:  ADD SUB-ALTERNATIVE 2E TO ACTION 1 FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS.  
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
Sub-Alternative 2e.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from the current 
northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W.  The west and east 
boundaries would follow close to the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, respectively, 
while annexing obvious hard bottom features as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 6).    
 
MOTION #5:  MOVE SUB-ALTERNATIVES 2B, 2C AND 2D TO THE CONSIDERED BUT 
REJECTED APPENDIX.  
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
Note:  This refers to Action 1. 
 
MOTION #6:  DO NOT CONSIDER THE FISHERY ACCESS AREA RECOMMENDATION 
AT THIS TIME UNTIL FURTHER INFORMATION WARRANTS COUNCIL DISCUSSION 
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
 
MOTION #7:  ADD ALTERNATIVE 3 TO ACTION 2 FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS. 
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
Alternative 3.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC with possession of rock shrimp 
on board.  When transiting through the Oculina Bank HAPC vessels must maintain a speed of 
not less than 6 knots, determined by ping rate that is acceptable by law enforcement (i.e. 5 
minutes), with gear appropriately stowed (stowed is defined as doors and nets out of water).  The 
transit provision includes a call-in specification in case of mechanical failure or emergency.   
 
MOTION #8:  INCLUDE NEW ALTERNATIVE 4 UNDER ACTION 3 AND THIS WOULD 
REPLACE EXISTING ALTERNATIVE 2 AND MOVE ALTERNATIVE 2 TO THE 
CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED APPENDIX AND RENUMBER AS APPROPRIATE. 
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
Alternative 4.  Modify the southern southeast boundary of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC western extension in a manner that releases the flatbottom region to the extent possible 
while maintaining protection of coral habitat (as depicted in Figure 11). 
 
 







Timing and Task 
MOTION #9:  ADOPT THE TIMING AND TASK ITEMS 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
 


1. Council staff will coordinate scheduling of AP meetings (Deepwater Shrimp, Law 
Enforcement, Snapper Grouper, Coral, Habitat APs) in the spring of 2013 to review 
updated analyses and modifications to Coral HAPCs.  
 


2. Council will review updated VMS analyses at the March 2013 meeting and consider 
approval of Coral Amendment 8 for public hearings at the June 2013 meeting. 


 
 
 
 








SUMMARY REPORT 
FROM THE 


ECOSYSTEM BASED-MANAGEMENT 
COMMITTEE MEETING 


Raleigh, NC 
December 5th-6th, 2011 


 


The Ecosystem-Based Management Committee met on December 5th and 6th, 2011 in Raleigh, 
North Carolina.  The Committee received an update on lionfish research from Dr. James Morris, 
with NOAA’s National Ocean Service, and adjourned for the day.  The Committee reconvened 
on December 6th and received a presentation from Jeffrey Herod with U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service on agency programs addressing coastal and marine invasive species.  The Committee 
received an update from NOAA Fisheries staff on the status of catches versus quota for 
octocorals, and also the status of Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 2, which 
remains under formal review.  Anna Martin provided an overview of the Coral Advisory Panel’s 
recommendations to the Committee, including recommendations to expand several Coral Habitat 
Areas of Particular Concern.  Gregg Waugh reviewed recommendations from the Habitat 
Advisory Panel and provided the Committee with an update of the Eco-Regional Coordination 
meeting.  The Committee received an overview of management measures for consideration in 
CE-BA 3, and approved a list of measures for public scoping, to take place during January and 
February 2012.  Measures in CE-BA 3 include:  expanding the boundaries for Coral Habitat 
Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC), including Oculina Bank HAPC, Stetson-Miami Terrace 
HAPC, and Cape Lookout HAPC; designation of HAPC for speckled hind and Warsaw grouper; 
a powerhead prohibition in NC EEZ; a powerhead prohibition throughout the South Atlantic 
EEZ; and designation of Snapper Ledge within the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary as 
an MPA.   
 
The Ecosystem-Based Management Committee made the following motions: 


MOTION #1.  MOVE TO CONSIDER THE POWERHEAD PROHIBITION THROUGHOUT 
THE REGION.  
MOTION APPROVED BY COMMITTEE.  
APPROVED BY COUNCIL. 
This motion refers to inclusion of this measure in the list of items for public scoping in CE-BA 3.  
 
MOTION #2.  MOVE TO CONSIDER CORAL HAPC EXPANSION RECOMMENDATIONS 
BY THE CORAL AP AND HABITAT AP, AND TO CONSIDER (HABITAT) AP 
RECOMMENDATION FOR DESIGNATING HAPC FOR SPECKLED HIND AND 
WARSAW GROUPER FOR SCOPING (MEASURES 1 AND 4).  
MOTION APPROVED BY COMMITTEE.  
APPROVED BY COUNCIL. 
This motion refers to inclusion of measures1 and 4 in the CE-BA 3 document on the list of items 
for public scoping.  
 







MOTION #3:  MOVE TO SEPARATE THE ACTION TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 
PROTECTIONS FOR WARSAW GROUPER AND SPECKLED HIND TO A REGULATORY 
AMENDMENT ADDRESSED BY SG COMMITTEE.  
MOTION FAILS. (Motion developed during Full Council) 
 
MOTION #4.  MOVE TO INCLUDE MEASURE 2 IN (CE-BA 3) PUBLIC SCOPING 
DOCUMENT (POWERHEAD PROHIBITION IN NC WATERS).  
MOTION APPROVED BY COMMITTEE.  
APPROVED BY COUNCIL. 
 
MOTION #5.  CHANGE THE WORDING IN MEASURE 5 (SNAPPER LEDGE) TO MPA 
AND TAKE TO SCOPING.  
MOTION APPROVED BY COMMITTEE.   
APPROVED BY COUNCIL. 
This motion refers to modifying the language in measure 5 in the CE-BA 3 document, to 
designate this area within the FL Keys National Marine Sanctuary as an MPA, and to include 
this measure on the list of items for public scoping.     
  
MOTION #6:  INCLUDE CONSIDERATION OF A RECREATIONAL TAGGING 
PROGRAM FOR DEEPWATER GROUPER SPECIES, AS WELL AS THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE SG AP REGARDING A MINIMUM SIZE LIMIT FOR 
HOGFISH AND A BAG/SIZE LIMIT CHANGE TO GRAY TRIGGERFISH.   
MOTION APPROVED BY COUNCIL. (Motion developed during Full Council) 
 
MOTION #7:  APPROVE CE-BA 3 FOR PUBLIC SCOPING. 
MOTION APPROVED BY COUNCIL.  (Motion developed during Full Council) 
 
MOTION #8:  WRITE A LETTER IN SUPPORT OF MILBURNIE DAM REMOVAL. 
MOTION APPROVED BY COUNCIL. (Motion developed during Full Council) 
 
 


 


  


 


 


 


  
 








SUMMARY REPORT 
FROM THE 


ECOSYSTEM BASED-MANAGEMENT 
COMMITTEE MEETING 


Orlando, FL 
June 11th, 2012 


 
The Ecosystem-Based Management Committee met on Monday, June 11th, 2012 in Orlando, 
Florida.   
 
An update on the status of catches versus quota for octocorals was provided by NOAA Fisheries 
staff.  Jessica McCawley provided an update on octocoral landings in Florida state and adjacent 
federal waters since the transfer of management of octocorals in Florida federal waters to the 
state in 2011.  The Committee then received several reports from Advisory Panels (AP) meetings 
held in April and May 2012.  Mike Merrifield, representing the Deepwater Shrimp AP, presented 
the report from the April 20th, 2012 joint Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp AP meeting in 
Charleston, SC.  He reviewed the APs recommendations for the proposed expansions of Coral 
Habitat Areas of Particular Concern that are considered in Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based 
Amendment 3 (CE-BA 3), and presented a spatial representation of rock shrimp trawl track data 
in relation to the Oculina Bank HAPC.  Steve Blair, Chairman of the Coral AP, presented 
recommendations resulting from the May 9-10th, 2012 Coral AP meeting in Charleston, SC.  
Roger Pugliese provided the Habitat AP recommendations that resulted from their May 15th, 
2012 webinar.  The Committee briefly discussed the CE-BA 3 Decision Document and deferred 
further consideration and development of the Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern 
measures until after a joint meeting of a number of the Council’s APs.  The Committee also 
received an update on South Atlantic ecosystem activities.   
 
The Ecosystem-Based Management Committee made the following motions: 


MOTION #1:  SUBMIT DRAFT LETTER TO FWC 
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
This refers to a recommendation made by the Coral AP, that the Council submit a letter to FWC  
recommending identification and evaluation of conservation measures for protection of elkhorn 
and staghorn coral colonies (Acropora spp.) in FL state waters. 
 
MOTION #2:  CONVENE THE DEEPWATER SHRIMP AND CORAL APS AND 
REPRESENTATIVES FROM THE HABITAT AP AND LAW ENFORCEMENT AP TO 
DISCUSS THE HAPC MEASURES IN CE-BA 3 
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
 
 
 


 








SUMMARY REPORT 
ECOSYSTEM-BASED MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 


St. Simon’s Island, GA 
March 5, 2013 


 
The Ecosystem-Based Committee met on Tuesday, March 5th, 2013 in St. Simon’s Island, GA.  
The Committee received an update on development of Coral Amendment 8 and anticipated 
timing for integration of updated Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) information into the 
analysis.  Advisory Panel (AP) meetings have been scheduled for April and May 2013 and 
relevant APs will review an updated Coral Amendment 8 and provide final input to the Council 
prior to the June 2013 Council meeting.  The Committee was presented with a draft 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that has been developed in conjunction with the New 
England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Councils.  The intent of the MOU is to 
coordinate management efforts, foster continuity and sharing of information between Atlantic 
Councils in the conservation of deepwater coral resources.  The South Atlantic Council’s role in 
the MOU is to serve in an advisory capacity on past experiences and lessons learned with 
management of deepwater coral resources.  The Committee also received an update on 
ecosystem activities in the region.  
 
The Ecosystem-Based Management Committee developed the following motion in discussion of 
the Coral Memorandum of Understanding document: 
 
MOTION #1:   ENDORSE THE CORAL MOU AND RECOMMEND TO THE COUNCIL 
THEY CONSIDER APPROVAL DURING FULL COUNCIL CONTINGENT UPON LEGAL 
COUNSEL EDITS 
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
 
 
Timing and Task 
MOTION #2:  ADOPT THE TIMING AND TASK ITEMS 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
 


1. Council staff will finalize and incorporate the VMS data representative of the rock 
shrimp fishery from 2003-2006 into the analysis in Coral Amendment 8.   
 


2. Relevant APs will review updated analysis and modifications to Coral Amendment 8 
during April-May 2013 meetings.  (A joint AP meeting session has been scheduled with 
the Coral and Habitat APs for May 8th in Charleston, SC; Chairs of the Law Enforcement, 
Snapper Grouper, and Deepwater Shrimp APs are also asked to participate in the joint 
session.)   
 


3. Pending Full Council approval of the Coral MOU, staff will finalize and submit the MOU 
to the New England and Mid-Atlantic Councils for approval. 


 
 







 
 








FINAL 
SUMMARY REPORT 


FROM THE 
ECOSYSTEM BASED-MANAGEMENT 


COMMITTEE MEETING 
Savannah, GA 
March 6th, 2012 


 
The Ecosystem-Based Management Committee met on Tuesday, March 6th, 2012 in Savannah, 
Georgia.  An update on the status of catches versus quota for octocorals and notice of 
implementation of Comprehensive-Ecosystem Based Amendment 2 was provided by NOAA 
Fisheries staff.  Sean Morton, Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary Superintendent, presented 
plans for the Sanctuary’s upcoming strategic review and rezoning process.  The Committee 
received an overview of the public scoping comments received on measures in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 (CE-BA 3).  They discussed the process for future development 
of CE-BA 3, including the distribution of work to respective Committees.  The Committee 
recommended measures to include and further develop in CE-BA 3, including expansion of 
Coral HAPCs, establishment of Marine Protected Areas across the mid-shelf and designation of 
HAPCs for speckled hind and Warsaw grouper, and modifications to permits and data reporting 
(for commercial and for-hire) to ensure Annual Catch Limits are not exceeded.  Other measures 
included in the CE-BA 3 scoping process were deferred for development at a later time, or 
dropped from consideration.  The Committee received an overview of the measures to expand 
Coral HAPCs and a review of fishery activity and habitat distribution within each area.  The 
Committee also received an update on South Atlantic ecosystem activities.   
 
The Ecosystem-Based Management Committee made the following motions: 


MOTION #1:  MOVE THE RECREATIONAL TAG PROGRAM MEASURE TO CE-BA 4; 
MOVE DESIGNATION OF SNAPPER LEDGE AS AN MPA TO CE-BA 5 OR FUTURE 
AMENDMENT. 
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE. 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL. 
Motion 1 refers to measures the Committee recommends including in CE-BA 3 for further 
development, and what measures to drop, or defer to develop at a later time.  
 
MOTION #2:  DROP AFRICAN POMPANO FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION. 
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE. 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL. 
Motion 2 refers to measures the Committee recommends including in CE-BA 3 for further 
development, and what measures to drop, or defer to develop at a later time.  
 
 
 
 







MOTION #3:  WAIT TO CONSIDER MEASURES FOR HOGFISH AND GRAY 
TRIGGERFISH UNTIL AFTER 2013 ASSESSMENTS.  
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE. 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL. 
Motion 3 refers to measures the Committee recommends including in CE-BA 3 for further 
development, and what measures to drop, or defer to develop at a later time.  
 
MOTION #4:  INCLUDE ITEMS 1, 3, AND 9 IN CE-BA 3 AND APPROVE THE 
DISTRIBUTION OF WORK TO COMMITTEES AS SHOWN ABOVE.    
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE. 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL. 
Action 1.  Expand Coral HAPCs - Ecosystem Committee 
Action 3.  Establish MPAs across the mid-shelf and designate HAPCs for speckled hind and 
Warsaw grouper -  Snapper Grouper Committee 
Action 9.  Modify permits and data reporting (commercial and for-hire) to ensure ACLs are not 
exceeded -  Data Collection Committee. 
 
MOTION #5:  INCLUDE THE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED FOR THE 
NORTHERN EXTENSION OF OCULINA HAPC, INCLUDING THE CORAL AP 
RECOMMENDATION. 
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE. 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL. 
The current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) would extend to 29° 43.5’W.  
The west and east boundaries would follow the:  


• 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines  
• 70 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines   
• 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines 
• 60 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines 


 
MOTION #6:  ADOPT THE CORAL AP RECOMMENDATION FOR EXTENDING THE 
OCULINA WESTERN BOUNDARY AS AN ALTERNATIVE. 
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE. 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL. 
From 28° 4.5’N to the north boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east 
boundary would coincide with the current western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W). The 
west boundary would follow the 60 meter contour line. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







MOTION #7:  INCLUDE A TRANSIT PROVISION AS AN ALTERNATIVE AS DEFINED 
BY THE LE AP. 
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE. 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL. 


• Consult 622.35 (i)(2) CFR reference for stowing gear and transit provision 
• The Law Enforcement AP favors using stowing of gear instead of corridors for transiting 


closed areas in addition to speed restrictions (i.e., no less than 5 knots) 
• In the event minimal speed is not sustainable, vessel must communicate to appropriate 


contact  
 
MOTION #8:  FOR THE STETSON-MIAMI TERRACE HAPC, INCLUDE THE CORAL AP 
RECOMMENDATION AS AN ALTERNATIVE, THE STAFF RECOMMENDATION AS AN 
ALTERNATIVE, AND NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. 
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE. 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL. 
Coral AP recommendation: Area west of the existing Stetson-Miami Coral HAPC bounded 
approximately by the 200 meter depth contour between latitude 30°45.0’ to the north and 
latitude 29°52.0’ to the south. 
Staff recommendation:  Modify the Coral AP recommendation by including the area of mapped 
habitat within the proposed extension of Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC, and excluding the 
areas of royal red fishery activity based on VMS data (Figure 5 in CE-BA 3 Decision 
Document).   
 
MOTION #9:  ACCEPT STAFF RECOMMENDATION (FOR EXTENSION OF CAPE 
LOOKOUT HAPC) AND THE NO ACTION AS ALTERNATIVES FOR AP INPUT AND IPT 
ANALYSIS.  
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE. 
APPROVED BY COUNCIL. 
Extend the northern boundary of Cape Lookout Coral HAPC to encompass the area identified by 
the following coordinates: 
Latitude    Longitude  
34°24.6166’       75°45.1833’ 
34°23.4833’    75°43.9667’ 
34°27.9’    75°42.75’ 
34°27.0’    75°41.5’ 
 
  
 
 


  
 
 








CE-BA 3  
Summary of Comments  


January – February 2012 Public Scoping Meetings 
 


 
Action 1.  Expanding Coral HAPCs 
Approximately 40 comments on general expansion of these areas 
(Those commenting included Chamber of Commerce representatives from Titusville; restaurant 
industry; and shrimpers.  Largest presence of commenters was during the Cocoa Beach public 
scoping meeting, followed by the Jacksonville meeting.  Most comments were in regards to the 
Oculina Bank HAPC expansion.) 
 
Comments opposed to expansion of the areas:  
Questions about what current studies are being done; what reports are being compiled on these 
areas; it is important to not bring unnecessary attention to these areas, which expansion of the 
boundaries would do. 
 
Several Shrimp AP members spoke of their disappointment to find out the information in a 
scoping document without consultation with shrimp industry representatives. They felt the Coral 
AP was unfavorably allowed to define the scoping document, without input from others. 
 
Many commenters expressed concern about a potential socioeconomic impact to the shrimping 
industry, seafood restaurants, and commercial fishing businesses at Port Canaveral that would 
result from the possible expansion of these areas without consideration of significant 
modifications to the Coral AP proposal.    
 
5 commenters spoke favorably of expansion of the HAPCs: 
Encourage the Council to consider the scientific research about Oculina and Lophelia 
communities – expanding the areas based on the scientific information available is in accordance 
with MSA.  
 
Encourage protection of habitat, in the right places, and expanding HAPCs; but request that it is 
done so in cooperative fashion with shrimp industry.    
 


a. Expand Oculina HAPC 
Many commenters are opposed to the Coral APs recommendation.  29 commented on this issue. 
 
This is an area that has been actively fished for 40-50 years for rock shrimp (since the 1960s). 
Shrimpers drag only on hard, mostly mud bottom, and have no incentive to trawl nets near or 
over coral habitat. Shrimpers avoid coral habitat/pinnacles because it’s destructive to the nets. 
The Oculina habitat is a nursery area for rock shrimp, and most shrimpers advocate protecting 
the coral habitat. Expansion of the area recommended by the Coral AP is extreme and 
unnecessary.  Socioeconomic impact would be widespread and detrimental to shrimpers.  
 







The current proposed expansion includes sand and mud bottom where no coral exists where 
extensive trawling has occurred. If the purpose is to protect coral, then limit protections to where 
the coral exists. A lot of the bottom is also home to speckled hind and Warsaw grouper.  
 
This recommendation to revisit the Oculina boundary also offers an opportunity to open some 
areas where there is no coral that are currently within the HAPC.  No coral exists in the southern 
end of the HAPC, outside of 330 ft.  A recommendation that the Council open this part of the 
southern boundary back up or provide some allowable trawl zones in the southern HAPC.    
 
Some feel there is not enough data to consider the Coral AP expansion recommendation. 
  
Shrimp industry representatives offered a few suggestions to the Coral AP recommendation: 
1) Do not include areas of traditional rock shrimp fishing in expansion of Oculina.  
 
2) Consider an expansion of the western boundary (northern extension) that lies east of 
traditional rock shrimp fishing grounds. The western boundary should be around ~220 ft (60-70 
meters) 
 
3) Consider an expansion of the eastern boundary (northern extension) that lies west of 
traditional rock shrimp fishing grounds. The eastern boundary should be at 100 meters (some 
said 90 meters = 295 ft.).  
 
4) Modify the eastern boundary of the original HAPC to exclude traditional rock shrimp 
grounds.  
 
5) Modify the transit provision to allow possession of rock shrimp on vessels going through 
HAPC at speeds above trawl-able speed.  (Areas they are trawling are ~2.5 - 3 knots; running 
speeds are around 8 knots.) Otherwise, shrimpers will not be able to go through the boundary to 
access with current restrictions on possession of rock shrimp aboard vessel within HAPC.  The 
northern expansion recommendation is too far north to be able to afford to go all the way around 
the boundary near St. Augustine to get to access fishing areas.  Shrimpers will also be hard 
pressed to travel around the southern boundary off of Ft. Pierce to access the other side. Based 
on the VMS, you can determine a vessel’s speed to be able to tell who is trawling, who is 
motoring through.  Utilize the technology as completely as possible.   
 
6)  Data from the shrimp fishing fleet would be a tremendous resource for defining true location 
of coral; this data, as well as the NOAA bathy charts could be balanced to determined an 
appropriate modification of the original boundary. 
 


b. Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC 
17 commenters expressed concern about the Coral AP recommendation to expand Stetson-
Miami Terrace CHAPC.  
 
Shrimp industry representatives spoke about negative impacts that would be felt to the royal red 
industry.  Proposed expansion covers the northern area where the royal red shrimp boats operate. 
 







Comments were in regards to a lack of identification as to where the coral mounds are located.  
They need to be delineated in order for the Council to make sound decisions.  
 
Industry and fishery managers worked with scientists to recently set aside ~23,000 square miles 
to protect coral in CE-BA 1.  Revisiting this issue/area and asking for protection for an additional 
650 square miles seems excessive.  
 
Shrimp industry representatives offered suggestions to the Coral AP recommendation: 
1) Consider the traditional areas of royal red shrimping and leave them out of the expansion of 
Stetson-Miami CHAPC.  
2) Expand Shrimp Fishery Access Area 1 to incorporate areas where deepwater shrimp fishing is 
occurring.  
 


c.  Expand Cape Lookout Coral CHAPC 
Few commenters spoke about this measure, only expressing general interest in not supporting an 
expansion and interest in seeing more detailed information on the recommended area. 
 
Action 2.  Prohibit powerheads   
Most comments on this issue were received during the Key Largo and Jacksonville meetings.  
Around 33 comments were received on this measure. 
 


a.  Prohibit powerheads off NC 
Most comments on this measure were regarding a prohibition of powerheads throughout the SA; 
~4 comments were specific to a NC prohibition. 
 
Several commenters were not in favor of a prohibition in NC waters because they feel this is an 
effective means of harvesting a fish.  Powerheading should be governed by the same rules as 
those that apply to spearfishing.  Council should consider restricting all users to the recreational 
limits, but don’t prohibit this gear type. 
 
Some spoke favorably of this measure, requesting that if the Council pursues a powerhead 
prohibition, that it be limited to NC. 
 


b.  Prohibit powerheads throughout SA EEZ 
~5 comments were in favor of a powerhead prohibition throughout the entire SA EEZ. Many felt 
possession to carry powerheads should still be allowed for emergency purposes. 
 
~24 comments were not in favor a prohibition throughout the EEZ.   
They stated that bycatch with powerheads is zero.  Use of both gear types – spearfishing and 
powerheading – is highly efficient and makes up a fraction of the overall effort in harvesting 
fish. They questioned the science to back up implementation of a prohibition. 
Some commenters felt the Council is revisiting an issue that has already been overly addressed 
and that previous findings through the public hearing process should be reviewed. Some feel this 
has derived from anecdotal information from hook and line fishermen in NC and isn’t a real 
issue that deserves the Council’s attention. 
 







A couple of comments on this issue were in regards to the National Standards.  In regards to the 
Safety at Sea National Standard, a prohibition would present a safety issue.  Also, this would 
violate the standard that says conservation management measures should be based on the best 
scientific information available and consider efficiency in the utilization of the resource.  
 
Commenters felt that few fishermen use this method of harvest because of its complexity and 
difficulty.   
 
A few spoke that the end-product of a powerheaded fish is superior to the quality of those 
harvested by hook and line.  
 
A few suggestions were offered for consideration to: 
Maximum a size limit for commercial and recreational harvest by use of powerhead; consider a 
prohibition at a specific depth limit; establish an endorsement program for commercial use of 
powerheads; consider designating SMZs in FL and prohibiting powerheads in SMZs; and look 
for a way to better manage powerheads without a total prohibition. 
 
Action 3. Establish MPAs across the mid-shelf and designate HAPCs for speckled hind and 
Warsaw grouper 
Comments on this issue were received throughout the public scoping meetings. ~23 comments 
were received on this measure. 
 
~15 comments were not expressing support for this measure. 
Many oppose time/area closure regulations that prohibit recreational fishing unless it can be 
scientifically justified that recreational fishermen are a cause of the specific conservation 
problem. The Council doesn’t have a system for eliminating an MPA after the conservation goals 
have been met.  This measure may generate support if the areas weren’t closed indefinitely.  
Speckled hind and Warsaw are found in some of the areas already closed to bottom fishing; 
identification of duplicative closures to protect coral and fish needs to be detailed to the public.   
 
Many spoke unfavorable of the value of MPAs. 
 
Some comments indicated that the public feels there is limited education/outreach on the existing 
MPAs, and thus why develop new areas. Some questioned the availability of any studies to 
determine if the currently designated MPAs have shown an increase in observations of speckled 
hind and Warsaw grouper.  They questioned whether the Council is pursuing the appropriate 
management tool.  
 
Some feel that information provided now on observations for speckled hind and Warsaw grouper 
is the same information that was available to the Council when the 240’ closure was 
implemented under SG Amendment 17B. 
  
~6 comments were received in support of the Council working with stakeholders, fishermen and 
scientists to identify appropriate areas that protect spawning aggregations for speckled hind and 
Warsaw grouper throughout their range and not just the mid-shelf alone.  Protections in the mid-
shelf alone will likely not achieve adequate reduction in bycatch.   







  
2 commenters caution the Council including this measure in CE-BA 3. 
Pending approval of Regulatory Amendment 11, a commenter feels it is critical that the Council 
adhere to the development timeline if this remains in CE-BA 3.   
 
One comment specifically states it is imperative to remove this issue from CE-BA 3 considering 
the large volume of issues in the scoping document.  They feel this needs to be addressed 
through an EIS amendment to allow implementation of effective protections. 
 
This commenter also offered recommendations they feel the Council needs to consider: 
1)  Include the full range of potential area protections ranging from fixed large area closures to 
spawning and/or seasonal closures; 
2)  Evaluate time and area closures, a network of no-take MPAs, and caps on total mortality 
(bycatch caps on a fleet wide, sector wide, and vessel level)  
3) Develop an EIS that identifies essential data collection elements and methods for collection 
such as methods for more accurately assessing effort, monitoring bycatch, i.d. fishing locations, 
and i.d. important habitat areas 
4)  Include a broad range of options for a total mortality management system and consult with 
other regions that have faced similar issues 
5)  SSC should evaluate impacts of discards and categorize real allowable mortality of the new 
management measures 
  
Action 4.  Designate Snapper Ledge within FL Keys National Marine Sanctuary, as an 
MPA 
Most comments received on this measure were during the Key Largo public scoping meeting. 
~18 comments were received on this issue. 
  
13 comments were opposed to the Council moving forward with this designation.   
 
Some feel this is a special interest issue coming from one particular user group, the dive 
community. Confusion of why the Council would implement a regulation on an area that lies 
within a Sanctuary, that already has a managing entity; any sort of designation is only calling 
attention to an area. 
 
4 comments in support of Sanctuary Preserve protections for Snapper Ledge; they feel this 
designation would protect spawning areas of coral; and restore fish populations.   
 
Sanctuary Advisory Council Chair and Vice-Chair attended the Key Largo meeting; they 
expressed the Advisory Council’s intentions for the Sanctuary to look at the recommendation for 
a Sanctuary Preserve Area through their rezoning process, which is underway.  This will be 
addressed by the Sanctuary at that time. 
 
Another commenter spoke from the perspective of an underwater photographer, describing 
Snapper Ledge as unlike any other place in Upper Keys, and that designation as an MPA would 
be a step forward towards greater protection for this area.  
 







 
 
Action 5.  Develop a recreational tag program for deepwater species 
Comments received on this measure throughout the meetings.  ~11 comments were received on 
this issue. 
 
7 comments were in favor of development of a tag program.  One comment pointed out that big 
game animals all have tag systems associated with management, and that a terrestrial game 
management strategy has been missing for too long in marine fisheries management.  
This is a program that has useful merit in monitoring recreational catch for golden tilefish and 
snowy grouper; they questioned how this would be enforced; and also questioned the 
applicability of additional fees with this type of a program, and this should be administered state-
level.   
 
Opposed to the measure in CE-BA 3 
1 commenter questioned the placement of this measure in CE-BA 3 and feel this is an issue 
better addressed through a framework or plan amendment.  
 
Two comments were opposed to developing a tag program.  One felt there are 2 primary issues: 
the method in which recreational angler catch data is collected and used; and a fish tag or an 
individual tag will lend itself to being turned into a monopoly that could be used for personal 
gain. This commenter also expressed concern that there is an allocation issue, and feels it may be 
prudent to revise the sector allocation configuration.  
 
Offered recommendation to:  
⋅ Establish a deepwater grouper permit or endorsement for the license (like a stamp).  Make 


the permit a vessel permit and tie it to specific vessels which give you better data on where 
fishing is taking place, also have a for-hire permit to cover the charter boats.  This would 
narrow the universe of recreational anglers who participate in the fishery. Cost would be low, 
the effort is already there, and anglers won’t bawk at a nominal permitting fee to be 
represented in this fishery.     


 
Action 6.  Increase the minimum size for hogfish 
A lot of comments on this issue. Most came from FL Keys region, southern FL, and from a lot of 
spearfishermen; and those in attendance at the Key Largo hearing. ~31 comments 
 
Opposed to this measure in CE-BA 3. 
This is an issue better addressed through a framework or Plan amendment.   
 
21 comments were opposed to an increase in minimum size.  Many favor 14” FL over 18” FL.    
Commenters expressed that this illustrates a regional problem, it is not an issue throughout the 
SA, and is another indication that regional management approaches are needed; the Council 
shouldn’t compare a NC issue to FL waters; a slight increase in size may be needed, but not as 
drastic as an increase to 18”;  some feel the larger hogfish are only found in deeper waters and in 
northern end of their range (NC); and request a full SEDAR assessment on hogfish that takes 







into account how the fishery differs in the northern part of their range versus their center of 
abundance region.  
 
7 comments spoke favorably of this measure. Rarely is the minimum size for hogfish seen 
anymore in FL waters (Monroe County); limiting fishing opportunities through other regulations 
increases pressure for hogfish so increasing the minimum size will help.  Many were in support 
of increasing the minimum size to 14”, and felt that an increase to 18” would eliminate almost all 
fishing for hogfish in FL waters.  
  
3 comments were in support of gradually increasing the minimum size limit. The Council should 
spell out what is coming to fishermen in the form of incremental changes to the minimum size. 
The fishermen would see the merit in an increase in size of the fish as they go, and the Council 
would receive buy-in from fishermen.  
 
Action 7.  Change the bag and size limit for gray triggerfish 
11 comments on this issue. 
 
4 comments were opposed to any changes to gray triggerfish. One comment stated that gray 
triggerfish are a nuisance in FL waters and need no protections.  
 
1 general comment that this is an issue better addressed through a framework or plan 
amendment.  
 
5 comments in favor of this measure. Limiting fishing opportunities increases pressure for this 
species, and modifying the bag and size limit will help alleviate this issue.   
Triggerfish are lobster predators, they need to be better managed so lobster population isn’t 
affected; current bag limit is too low for this species.  
 
Action 8.  Add African pompano to the appropriate FMU 
8 comments on this issue.  
 
1 commenter suggested this is an issue better addressed through a framework or plan amendment 
and removed from CE-BA 3.  
 
7 comments were in support of placing this species in a management unit.    
 
Action 9.  Modify permits and data reporting to ensure ACLs are not exceeded 
9 comments received on this issue.  
 
This is an issue better addressed through a framework or plan amendment.  
 
7 comments in support of this measure.  Data should be used to manage possession limits so 
fisheries remain open; permit holders should have a vote in how this is administered; many in 
support of electronic reporting, and weekly; currently too much time lag for reports and there are 
no penalties for reports submitted late; the current system is setting fishermen up for failure; 







permit sanctions should be considered for non-compliance; for-hire sector should have 
mandatory reporting just like commercial. 
 
Recommendation to develop an app for smart phones to submit reports. If fishermen argue they 
don’t have a computer, many of them do have a smart phone.  
 
General Comments on CE-BA 3 
*General confusion of the public scoping process in amendment development.  Many felt in CE-
BA 3 these are measures the Council is already finalizing.  
 
3 comments in support of an Ecosystem approach to amendment development, and looking at 
goals for future management of fisheries as opposed to reactive management.  
 
A commenter offered suggestions for guiding principles for a CE BA type amendment. What is 
currently included in CE-BA 3 doesn’t provide a structure for which to develop an ecosystem- 
type amendment. A comprehensive amendment should address broad issues that: 
⋅ promote aggregation/spawning 
⋅ address critical habitat issues 
⋅ identify site fidelity for a species 
⋅ consider essential biologic issues; is there a genetic stock to protect? Migratory pathways 


associated with certain fish certain times of the year?  
⋅ consider synergistic issues – what is state of FL planning to do versus what federal agencies 


are doing? Paring needs to be looked at throughout the region.  
 
A few commenters discussed that many of the issues are stemming from water quality.  Water is 
Essential Fish Habitat. The Council needs to address water quality throughout the SA coast to 
improve many of these issues. 
 
Public stressed the need for the Council to consider regional management approaches. Many 
management issues differ drastically in NC than they do in southern FL. The current approach to 
management needs to address these differences.  
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Scoping meetings are less formal than public hearings and occur prior to the South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) taking any position on a management 
issue.  When the Council is considering the need for management, scoping meetings 
provide an opportunity for members of the public to make suggestions BEFORE the 
Council has made any decisions. 
 
The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council is soliciting public input on possible 
options under consideration by the Council.  The Council is considering: 
 
(1)  Expanding Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC), including: 
 a.  Oculina Bank HAPC 
 b.  Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC 
 c.  Cape Lookout HAPC 
(2)  Prohibiting powerheads: 
 a.  NC EEZ 
 b.  South Atlantic EEZ 
(3)  Establishing Marine Protected Areas across the mid-shelf and designating HAPCs for  
       speckled hind and Warsaw grouper 
(4)  Designating Snapper Ledge, within the FL Keys National Marine Sanctuary, as a Marine 
       Protected Area 
(5)  Developing a recreational tag program for deepwater species 
(6)  Increasing the minimum size limit for hogfish to 18” FL.  Currently, there is a 12” FL  
       minimum size limit in the South Atlantic EEZ, and a 5 person recreational daily bag   
       limit off of east Florida 
(7)  Changing the bag and size limit for gray triggerfish to 14” TL (both recreational and    
       commercial) and limit the recreational catch to 5 per person per day.  Currently the size  
       limit is 12” TL off of east Florida and gray triggerfish are included in the 20 fish snapper  
       grouper aggregate bag limit   
(8)  Adding African pompano to the appropriate fishery management unit   
(9)  Modifications to permits and data reporting to ensure Annual Catch Limits (ACLs) are    
       not exceeded 
  
 
NEED FOR ACTION 
 
The Council has chosen to use an ecosystem-based management amendment to address a 
number of measures that involve various South Atlantic fisheries, as opposed to multiple 
amendments and frameworks addressing single species issues.  The measures identified 
for public scoping in Comprehensive Ecosystem –Based Amendment 3 (CE-BA 3) 
pertain to management of deepwater coral resources, designation of spatially managed 
areas, and changes in management of the snapper grouper fishery.  Many of these 
potential measures have been brought forward by the Council’s Advisory Panels (APs), 
including the Coral, Habitat, and Snapper Grouper Advisory Panels.  CE-BA 3 is 
intended to provide a holistic approach to fisheries management and foster greater public 
awareness and understanding of the entire amendment development process, from 
initiation to implementation.   
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 POSSIBLE ACTIONS  
 
Action 1. Expand Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs)   
 
Measures to consider expanding the Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs) 
have been brought to the Council’s attention by the Coral Advisory Panel and are based 
on research conducted under NOAA’s Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology 
Program during 2009-2011, in which survey efforts focused on unexplored areas in the 
South Atlantic region.  The Coral Advisory Panel received presentations from coral 
scientists involved in this research during their October 2011 meeting.  The expansion 
recommendations are an output of their findings.    
 
The Habitat Advisory Panel also recommends that potential revisions to any of the Coral 
HAPCs incorporate an Essential Fish Habitat-HAPC designation.  This additional 
designation would further protect the significance of these sensitive habitat areas during a 
permit review for a proposed non-fishing activity.   
 


a.  Expand Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
The Coral Advisory Panel recommends that the northern and western boundaries of the 
present Oculina Bank HAPC be modified based on research that has identified two newly 
discovered areas of high-relief Oculina coral mounds that lie outside of the current 
boundary.  The new areas were expected based on NOAA regional bathymetric charts 
and later verified with multibeam sonar and ground-truthed with Remotely Operated 
Vehicles and submersible video surveys.  One region extends from the northern HAPC 
boundary up to off of the St. Augustine area.  This extension recommendation is based on 
multibeam bathymetry surveys conducted off Daytona (that indicate hundreds of 
individual, high-relief coral mounds) and Titusville (that indicate dozens of individual, 
high-relief coral mounds).  The second region is to the west of the current boundary, 
primarily between the two satellite areas and is based on multibeam sonar maps.  The 
following are the proposed HAPC boundary revisions by the Coral Advisory Panel:    
 


• Oculina Bank HAPC North (Figure 1): From the current northern boundary of the 
Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west and east boundaries would 
follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, respectively. Total area = 
393 square nautical miles.  


 
• Oculina Bank HAPC West (Figure 2): From 28° 4.5’N to the north boundary of 


the current OHAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary would coincide with the 
current western boundary of the OHAPC (80° W). The west boundary could 
either use the 60 meter contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude (which is the west 
border of the Oculina HAPC satellite regions). Total area = 75 square nautical 
miles (~25 x 3 nmi).  


 
The distribution of shrimp fishing is shown in Figure 3.  
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Regulations within Oculina Bank HAPC 
• Use of bottom longline, bottom trawl, dredge, pot or trap gear is prohibited.  
• If aboard a fishing vessel, no person may anchor, use an anchor and chain, or use 


a grapple and chain.  
• Fishing for rock shrimp or possession of rock shrimp is prohibited in or from the 


area on board a fishing vessel.  
• Possession of Oculina coral is prohibited.  


  
 Figure 1.  Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion of the Oculina HAPC northern 


boundary. 
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 Figure 2.  Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion of the Oculina HAPC western 


boundary. 
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Figure 3.  Deepwater Shrimp Fishery Vessel Monitoring System Activity in proposed 
Oculina HAPC expansion areas. 
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b.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia 
site off Jacksonville 


 
The Coral Advisory Panel recommends that the boundaries of the present Stetson-Miami 
Terrace Coral Habitat Area of Particular Concern (HAPC) in the area off Jacksonville, 
FL be modified based on information and research that has identified new areas of 
deepwater coral.  The deepwater coral resources were observed during November 2010 
and June 2011 NOAA research expeditions.  Coral scientists have Remotely Operated 
Vehicle dive data as well as multibeam bathymetry mapping data that indicate a well-
established Lophelia ecosystem occurs in depths much shallower (200 meters) than 
previously documented for this deepwater coral species.  Lophelia is bounded by 
temperature, and the colder temperature requirements for this species are typically found 
in greater depths.  This finding represents the shallowest known Lophelia community in 
the southeast region.  A section of the Coral Advisory Panel’s recommended expansion 
of the HAPC falls within the North Florida Marine Protected Area.  
 
This recommendation from the Coral Advisory Panel proposes a 639 square mile 
expansion to the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC to incorporate the Lophelia 
observations (Figure 4).  Specific areas of modification to the Coral HAPC boundary 
include:  
 
Area west of the existing Stetson-Miami Coral HAPC bounded approximately by the 200 
meter depth contour between latitude 30°45.0’ to the north and latitude 29°52.0’ to the 
south.   
 
Regulations within Coral HAPCs 


• Use of bottom longline, trawl (mid-water and bottom), dredge, pot or trap gear is 
prohibited.  


• Use of anchor, anchor and chain, or grapple and chain is prohibited.    
• Possession of coral species is prohibited.  
• Shrimp Fishery Access Areas and Allowable Golden Crab Fishing Areas have 


been designated within Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC and Pourtalés Terrace 
HAPC to allow continued fishing on historical grounds for deepwater shrimp and 
golden crab.   
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Figure 4.  Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC  
western boundary. 
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c.  Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 
 
The Coral Advisory Panel has also recommended that the boundaries of the present Cape 
Lookout Coral Habitat Area of Particular Concern (HAPC) be modified based on 
information and research that has identified new areas of deepwater coral habitat.  
Multibeam bathymetry mapping of areas north of the HAPC boundary indicate the 
presence of a series of small Lophelia bioherms.  The Advisory Panel’s recommendation 
would extend the Cape Lookout HAPC northern boundary by approximately 8 square 
miles (Figure 5).   
 
Specific areas recommended include extension of the boundary to encompass the area 
identified by the following coordinates: 
 
 Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24.6166’            75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’     75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’          75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’          75°41.5’ 
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Figure 5.  Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion of the Cape Lookout HAPC 
northern boundary. 
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Action 2.   Prohibit powerheads   
 
 a.  Prohibit the use of powerheads in the EEZ off NC 
  
The North Carolina Marine Fisheries Commission has requested the Council consider 
prohibiting the use of powerheads in the EEZ off NC in response to concerns of localized 
depletion of larger snapper grouper species.  In an Issues Paper distributed to the Council 
in January 2011, the N.C. Division of Marine Fisheries stated that the use of powerheads 
in the EEZ off NC may create unfavorable condition for a species’ reproductive 
capabilities, and expressed concern that there are no current regulations prohibiting the 
use of powerheads by fishermen to target the largest fish (long-lived, slow growing) in a 
population.   
 
 b.  Prohibit the use of powerheads in the EEZ throughout the South 
 Atlantic  
 
During their December 2011 meeting, the Council discussed that in addition to a possible 
prohibition on the use of powerheads in the EEZ off NC, they would like to scope 
prohibiting the use of powerheads throughout the South Atlantic EEZ.  Currently, 
powerheads are only prohibited in the EEZ off South Carolina and also within SMZs off 
Georgia.     
 
The Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel discussed this issue during their October 2011 
meeting, but did not provide specific recommendations.  Several Advisory Panel 
members stated that the use of powerheads is not highly regarded by the public.  The 
Advisory Panel discussed possibly using a different size limit or a slot limit especially for 
fish harvested with powerheads since this type of gear is more selective.  The Advisory 
Panel also discussed the difference in the quality of the product when using a powerhead 
versus hook and line gear: powerheads deliver a higher quality product and there is 
currently a market for fish harvested with powerheads specifically.  Advisory Panel 
members suggested that the Council consider a type of spearfishing endorsement that 
would include a test (e.g., species identification, rules).  This would not be a powerhead 
endorsement, but a general spearfishing endorsement.  The rationale is that release of 
undersized fish or protected species is not an option (once speared) as it is with hook and 
line, so a diver needs to be sure of the target and know the rules (size limits, closed 
seasons, etc.) before any fish is speared. 
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Action 3.  Establish Marine Protected Areas across the mid-shelf region and 
designate Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) for speckled hind and 
Warsaw grouper 
 
Speckled hind and Warsaw grouper are two mid-shelf species undergoing overfishing.  
Currently, it is unlawful to harvest or possess speckled hind or Warsaw grouper.  
Through Snapper Grouper Amendment 17B, the Council implemented a  prohibition on 
the harvest of six deepwater snapper grouper species (snowy grouper, blueline tilefish, 
yellowedge grouper, misty grouper, queen snapper, and silk snapper) in waters greater 
than 240 feet.  The purpose of this closure was to reduce bycatch of speckled hind and 
Warsaw grouper associated with these six deepwater snapper grouper species.  With 
recent data analysis, scientists determined that speckled hind and Warsaw grouper are 
less likely to co-occur with the species identified in Amendment 17B.  Data were 
analyzed from the Southeast Fisheries Science Center’s (SEFSC’s) commercial logbook 
program; SEFSC’s supplemental discard commercial logbook program; SEFSC’s 
headboat survey; reef fish observer program; Marine Resources Monitoring Assessment 
and Prediction (MARMAP) program; accumulated landings system; and Florida, 
Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina trip tickets to determine locations of 
Warsaw grouper and speckled hind encounters and co-occurrence with other species.  As 
a result of these analyses, Regulatory Amendment 11 (currently under Secretarial review) 
was developed by the Council to remove the 240 foot closure previously implemented.   
 
In CE-BA 3, the Council is seeking to implement additional protections for these two 
species, including targeted Marine Protected Areas across the mid-shelf region to reduce 
bycatch mortality of speckled hind and Warsaw grouper.  Areas of targeted MPAs will be 
established (and/or existing type II MPAs will be expanded) based on concentrated 
landings and catch history data analyzed in Regulatory Amendment 11 (Figures 6a & 
6b; and 7a & 7b); and spawning activity analyzed in an age, growth, and reproductive 
study (2008) on speckled hind (Figure 8).      
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 Figure 6a.  Speckled hind and Warsaw grouper encounters from Regulatory 
Amendment 11 data analyses, South Atlantic northern region.   
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 Figure 6b.  Speckled hind and Warsaw grouper encounters from Regulatory 
Amendment 11 data analyses, South Atlantic southern region.   
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  Figure 7a.  Headboat survey encounters (1973-2009) of Warsaw grouper. 
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 Figure 7b.  Headboat survey encounters (1973-2009) of speckled hind.   
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In addition to analyses conducted in Regulatory Amendment 11, the Council has results 
from a thesis study that provides life history and population data for speckled hind off the 
Atlantic coast.  Specific locations where speckled hind in spawning condition were 
captured during fishery-dependent and fishery-independent sampling by the MARMAP 
program from 1977-2007 have been documented (Figure 8).  The available location of 
capture data indicated that spawning activity appears to occur at or near the shelf break, 
in depths greater than 44 meters.    


 
 
 
 
The Habitat Advisory Panel recommends that the Council consider designating Habitat 
Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) for speckled hind and Warsaw grouper.  HAPCs are 
subsets of Essential Fish Habitat that are rare habitats, particularly susceptible to human-
induced degradation, especially ecologically important, or are located in an 
environmentally stressed area.  An HAPC designation would offer protections for 
speckled hind and Warsaw grouper in habitats where they commonly occur, and would 
elevate the significance of these areas during a permit review for a non-fishing activity 
proposed in the HAPC area.    
  


Figure 8.  Locations where speckled hind in spawning condition were captured during 
MARMAP sampling from 1977-2007.  
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Specific areas already designated as Essential Fish Habitat-Habitat Areas of Particular 
Concern (EFH-HAPCs) for species in the snapper grouper management unit, including 
speckled hind and Warsaw grouper, include medium to high profile offshore hard 
bottoms where spawning normally occurs; localities of known or likely periodic 
spawning aggregations; near shore hard bottom areas; The Point, The Ten Fathom Ledge, 
and Big Rock (North Carolina); The Charleston Bump (South Carolina); mangrove 
habitat; seagrass habitat; oyster/shell habitat; all coastal inlets; all state-designated 
nursery habitats of particular importance to snapper grouper (e.g., Primary and Secondary 
Nursery Areas designated in North Carolina); pelagic and benthic Sargassum; Hoyt Hills 
for wreckfish; the Oculina Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern; all hermatypic coral 
habitats and reefs; manganese outcroppings on the Blake Plateau; and Council-designated 
Artificial Reef Special Management Zones. 
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Action 4.  Designate Snapper Ledge (federal waters) within the Florida Keys 
National Marine Sanctuary as a Marine Protected Area  
 
The Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary Advisory Council passed a resolution at 
their August 2011 meeting supporting designation of Snapper Ledge as a Sanctuary 
Preservation Area.  The rectangular area under consideration is approximately 0 .6 
nautical miles long by 0.4 nautical miles wide and will include the unique concentrated 
fish populated ledge and gully area and the hard bottom section currently being used as a 
coral transplantation research and re-population study site (Figure 9).    
 
The area is identified by the following bounding coordinates: 


 Latitude  Longitude  
 24.982537 -80.422863 
 24.974871 -80.433154 
 24.972865 -80.430384 
 24.979988 -80.420789 
 
Under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, the Secretary 
provides the appropriate Regional Fishery Management Council with the opportunity to 
prepare draft regulations for fishing within the EEZ as the Council may deem necessary 
to implement the proposed designation.  Thus, the Council is considering designation of 
Snapper Ledge as a Marine Protected Area (MPA) to implement prohibitions on fishing 
activity in this small area within the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary (Figure 
10).  Designating this area as an MPA would support the Sanctuary Advisory Council’s 
intentions for a future designation of this area as an SPA.     


 Figure 9.  Snapper Ledge, within FL Keys National Marine Sanctuary.  Proposed for 
designation as a Sanctuary Preservation Area.  
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Figure 10.  Proposed Snapper Ledge Marine Protected Area. 
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Action 5.  Develop a recreational tag program for deepwater species 
 
The Council has had preliminary discussions about options to address overages in 
recreational annual catch limits (ACLs) for golden tilefish and snowy grouper, and is 
concerned about the pending wreckfish recreational ACL.  These species have low 
recreational limits that are measured by individual numbers of fish.  Currently, 
recreational ACLs are established for golden tilefish (1,578 fish) and snowy grouper (523 
fish) under Snapper Grouper Amendment 17B.  Under the Comprehensive Annual Catch 
Limit Amendment (under Secretarial review), a proposed recreational ACL would be 
established for the wreckfish fishery (11,750 fish).  Harvest levels must be kept at or 
below the ACL numbers to prevent fish from being removed too quickly.  The 
recreational ACL for golden tilefish was exceeded during the 2010 fishing year (278% of 
ACL taken) and the 2011 fishing year (533% of ACL taken).  As a result, the 2011 
fishing season was closed in early October.   
 
The Council is interested in developing a recreational tag program for these deepwater 
species to prevent continued overages in recreational ACLs.  The Council is interested in 
public input on development of such a tag program. 
 
 
Action 6.  Increase the minimum size limit for hogfish 
 
During the Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel meeting in October 2011, a motion was 
made to recommend an increase in the minimum size limit of hog snapper (hogfish) to 
18” FL.  The current minimum size limit is 12” FL in the South Atlantic EEZ and there is 
a 5 person recreational daily bag limit off of east Florida only.  With a proposed 
recreational allocation of 98,866 lbs. whole weight in the Comprehensive Annual Catch 
Limit Amendment (under Secretarial review), the Advisory Panel’s intent with a 
minimum size increase for this fishery is to avoid future closures associated with 
overages in the proposed allocation.  The Advisory Panel is also concerned about the 
harvest of small hogfish before they have had the opportunity to reproduce.   
 
 
Action 7.  Change the bag and size limit for gray triggerfish 
 
The Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel made a motion during their October 2011 meeting 
to recommend an increase in the size limit of gray triggerfish to 14” TL (both recreational 
and commercial) and establish a recreational bag limit of 5 per person per day.  Currently 
the minimum size limit is 12” TL off of east Florida only. This species is included in the 
recreational 20 fish snapper grouper aggregate bag limit.  The Advisory Panel expressed 
concern of shifts in fishery effort during the shallow-water grouper seasonal closure 
(January 1-April 30), and also concern of exceeding the recreational allocation, 367, 303 
lbs. whole weight, proposed in the Comprehensive Annual Catch Limit Amendment 
(under Secretarial review).  Their recommendation is intended as a proactive measure to 
avoid lengthy closures of this fishery.    
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Action 8.  Add African pompano to the appropriate fishery management unit 
 
The Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel also made a motion during their October 2011 
meeting to add African pompano to the species of jacks managed by South Atlantic 
Council under the snapper grouper fishery management plan.   Currently there are no 
regulations in EEZ waters on African pompano.   In FL waters, a 24” FL minimum size 
limit and a bag limit of 2 per person or per vessel per day is in effect for commercial and 
recreational fishermen.  The Advisory Panel was concerned that African pompano have 
no current protections in the South Atlantic EEZ, and of reports that fishermen may be 
targeting spawning aggregations.    
 
 
Action 9.  Modify permits and data reporting to ensure Annual Catch Limits 
(ACLs) are not exceeded   
 
The South Atlantic Council approved a motion at their December 2011 meeting 
addressing the need for modifications to dealer permits and reporting requirements.  With 
the additional annual catch limits for snapper grouper species forthcoming in the 
Comprehensive Annual Catch Limit Amendment (under Secretarial review), concern was 
expressed over the existing reporting system’s ability to track limits and ensure overages 
do not occur.  The South Atlantic Council has discussed improvements to permits and 
data reporting, including a universal permit versus separate Gulf of Mexico and South 
Atlantic permits; electronic dealer reporting (daily, weekly, or monthly); and 
modifications to penalties and permit renewal requirements.  Modifications to dealer 
permits/reporting will be addressed in a joint Gulf/South Atlantic Council Amendment.  
The South Atlantic Council will address modifications to commercial and for-hire vessel 
permits/reporting in Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 or another 
amendment.   
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COMPREHENSIVE ECOSYSTEM-BASED AMENDMENT 3 
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING SITES AND DATES 


  
Scoping meetings will be held from 4:00 P.M – 7:00 P.M. at the following locations.  
Written comments will be received January 13th – February 15th, 2012.  Written 
comments must be received by 5 P.M on February 15th, 2012.  The Council accepts 
comments sent by mail, fax, or e-mail CEBA3ScopingComment@safmc.net. 
 
January 24, 2012 
Crowne Plaza  
4831 Tanger Outlet Blvd. 
North Charleston, SC 29418 
Phone:  843-744-4422 


January 31, 2012 
Hilton Cocoa Beach 
1550 North Atlantic Ave. 
Cocoa Beach, FL 32931 
Phone:  321-799-0003  


January 26, 2012 
BridgePointe Hotel & Marina  
101 Howell Road   
New Bern, NC  28562   
Phone:  252-636-3637 


February 1, 2012 
Crowne Plaza Jacksonville Riverfront 
1201 Riverplace Boulevard 
Jacksonville, FL  32207 
Phone:  904-398-8800


January 30, 2012 
Hilton Key Largo Resort 
97000 Overseas Highway   
Key Largo, FL  33037    
Phone:  305-852-5553 


February 2, 2012 
Mighty Eighth Air Force Museum 
175 Bourne Avenue 
Pooler, GA  31322 
Phone:  912-748-8888 


 
Council staff and local Council representatives (see Appendix A for Council Members 
and responsible staff members) will be on hand to answer questions concerning 
Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 and other topics covered during this 
series of scoping meetings.  Members of the public will have the opportunity to provide 
comments on the record at any time during the hours posted above.   
 
What Next? 
 
Written comments must be received by 5 P.M. on February 15, 2012.   
All comments will be considered by the Council in drafting Comprehensive Ecosystem-
Based Amendment 3.  There will be a number of opportunities to provide public input if 
the Council moves forward to develop an amendment.  A simplified schematic of the 
Council process is presented in Appendix C. 
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Appendix A.  South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 2012 Membership   
 
Council Chairman: 
David M. Cupka 
P.O. Box 12753 
Charleston, SC 29422 
843/795-8591 (hm) 
843/870-5495 (cell) 
palmettobooks@bellsouth.net  
 
Council Vice-Chairman: 
Ben Hartig 
9277 Sharon Street 
Hobe Sound, FL 33455 
772/546-1541  
bhartig@bellsouth.net  
 
Deirdre Warner-Kramer 
Office of Marine Conservation 
OES/OMC 
2201 C Street, N.W. 
Department of State, Room 5806 
Washington, DC 20520 
202/647-3228 
202/736-7350 (fax) 
warner-kramerDM@state.gov 
 
Robert H. Boyles, Jr. 
S.C. Department of Natural Resources 
Marine Resources Division 
P.O. Box 12559 (217 Ft. Johnson Road) 
Charleston, SC 29422-2559 
843/953-9304 
843/953-9159 (fax) 
boylesr@dnr.sc.gov 
 
 
 
 
 


Dr. Wilson Laney 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
South Atlantic Fisheries Coordinator 
P.O. Box 33683 
Raleigh, NC  27695-7617 
919/515-5019 
919/515-4415(fax) 
Wilson_Laney@fws.gov 
 
Dr. Roy Crabtree 
Regional Administrator 
NOAA Fisheries, Southeast Region 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
727/824-5301 
727/824-5320 (fax) 
roy.crabtree@noaa.gov 
 
Benjamin M. “Mac” Currin 
801 Westwood Drive 
Raleigh, NC  27607 
919/881-0049 
maccurrin@gmail.com 


Tom Burgess 
P.O. Box 33 
Sneads Ferry, NC 28460 
910/327-3528  
tbburgess@embarqmail.com 


John Vince O’Shea 
Executive Director 
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission  
1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200 A-N 
Arlington, VA 20001 
703/842-0740 
703/842-0741(fax) 
voshea@asmfc.org 
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Jessica R. McCawley 
Director, 
Florida Fish & Wildlife  
Conservation Commission 
2590 Executive Center Cir. E. 
Suite 201 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
850/487-0554   
850/487-4847 (fax) 
Jessica.mccawley@myfwc.com  


Charles Duane Harris 
105 Demere Retreat Lane 
St. Simons Island, GA 31522 
912/638-9430  
seageorg@bellsouth.net  


Tom Swatzel 
P.O. Box 1311 
Murrells Inlet, SC 29576 
843/222-7456 
tom@swatzel.com  
 
LT Robert Foos 
U.S. Coast Guard 
Brickell Plaza Federal Building 
909 S.E. First Avenue 
Room 876/DRE 
Miami, FL 33131-3050 
305/415-6768 
305/415-6791 (fax) 
Robert.W.Foos@uscg.mil  
 
Charles Phillips 
Phillips Seafood/Sapelo Sea Farms 
1418 Sapelo Avenue, N.E. 
Townsend, GA 31331 
912/832-3149 
912/832-6228 (fax) 
Ga_capt@yahoo.com 
 


Doug Haymans 
Coastal Resources Division 
GA Dept. of Natural Resources 
One Conservation Way, Suite 300 
Brunswick, GA 31520-8687 
912/264-7218 
912/262-2318 (fax) 
Doug.Haymans@dnr.state.ga.us 
 
John W. Jolley 
4925 Pine Tree Drive 
Boynton Beach, FL 33436 
561/346-8426 
jolleyjw@yahoo.com  
 
Dr. Michelle Duval 
NC Division of Marine Fisheries 
3441 Arendell St. 
P.O. Box 769 
Morehead City, NC 28557 
252/726-7021 
252/726-0254 (fax) 
Michelle.duval@ncdenr.gov  
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Council Staff Responsible for Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3  
 
Anna Martin 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
4055 Faber Place Drive, Suite 201 
North Charleston, SC 29405 
843/571-4366 
Toll Free 866/SAFMC-10 
843/571-4520 (fax) 
Anna.Martin@safmc.net 
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Appendix B.  Species Managed By the Council 
 
SNAPPER GROUPER COMPLEX 
Sea basses and Groupers (Serranidae) ‐ 21 species 
Gag       Mycteroperca microlepis 
Red grouper     Epinephelus morio 
Scamp       Mycteroperca phenax 
Black grouper     Mycteroperca bonaci 
Rock hind     Epinephelus adcensionis 
Red hind     Epinephelus guttatus 
Graysby     Cephalopholis cruentata 
Yellowfin grouper   Mycteroperca venenosa 
Coney       Cephalopholis fulva 
Yellowmouth grouper   Mycteroperca interstitialis 
*Tiger grouper     Mycteroperca tigris 
Goliath grouper   Epinephelus itajara 
Nassau grouper   Epinephelus striatus 
Snowy grouper    Epinephelus niveatus 
Yellowedge grouper   Epinephelus flavolimbatus 
Warsaw grouper   Epinephelus nigritus 
Speckled hind     Epinephelus drummondhayi 
Misty grouper     Epinephelus mystacinus 
Black sea bass     Centropristis striata 
Bank sea bass     Centropristis ocyurus 
Rock sea bass     Centropristis philadelphica 
 
Wreckfish (Polyprionidae) ‐ 1 species 
Wreckfish     Polyprion americanus 
 
Snappers (Lutjanidae) ‐ 14 species 
Queen snapper    Etelis oculatus 
Yellowtail snapper   Ocyurus chrysurus 
Gray snapper     Lutjanus griseus 
Mutton snapper   Lutjanus analis 
Lane snapper     Lutjanus synagris 
Cubera snapper   Lutjanus cyanopterus 
Dog snapper     Lutjanus jocu 
Schoolmaster     Lutjanus apodus 
Mahogany snapper   Lutjanus mahogoni 
Vermilion snapper   Rhomboplites aurorubens 
Red snapper     Lutjanus campechanus 
Silk snapper     Lutjanus vivanus 


Blackfin snapper   Lutjanus buccanella 
Black snapper     Apsilus dentatus 
 
Porgies (Sparidae) ‐ 9 species 
Red porgy     Pagrus pagrus 
*Sheepshead     Archosargus    
      probatocephalus 
Knobbed porgy    Calamus nodosus 
Jolthead porgy     Calamus bajonado 
Scup       Stenotomus chrysops 
Whitebone porgy   Calamus leucosteus 
Saucereye porgy   Calamus calamus 
*Grass porgy     Calamus arctifrons 
Longspine porgy   Stenotomus caprinus 
 
Grunts (Haemulidae) ‐ 11 species 
White grunt     Haemulon plumieri 
*Black margate    Anistotremus surinamensis 
Margate     Haemulon album 
Tomtate     Haemulon aurolineatum 
Sailor’s choice     Haemulon parra 
*Porkfish     Anisotremus virginicus 
*Bluestriped grunt   Haemulon sciurus 
*French grunt    Haemulon flavolineatum 
Cottonwick     Haemulon melanurum 
*Spanish grunt    Haemulon macrostomum 
*Smallmouth grunt   Haemulon chrysargeryum 
 
Jacks (Carangidae) ‐ 8 species 
Greater amberjack   Seriola dumerili 
*Crevalle jack     Caranx hippos 
Blue runner     Caranx crysos 
Almaco jack     Seriola rivoliana 
Banded rudderfish   Seriola zonanta 
Bar jack     Caranx ruber 
Lesser amberjack   Seriola fasciata 
*Yellow jack     Caranx bartholomaei 
 
Tilefishes (Malacanthidae) ‐ 3 species 
Tilefish      Lopholatilus    
      chamaeleonticeps 
Blueline tilefish    Caulolatilus microps 
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Sand tilefish     Malacanthus plumier 
 
Triggerfishes (Balistidae) ‐ 3 species 
Gray triggerfish    Balistes capriscus 
Ocean triggerfish   Canthidermis sufflamen 
*Queen triggerfish   Balistes vetula 
 
Wrasses (Labridae) ‐ 2 species 
Hogfish     Lachnolaimus maximus 
*Puddingwife     Halichoeres radiates 
 
Spadefishes (Eppiphidae) ‐ 1 species 
Atlantic spadefish   Chaetodipterus faber 
 
COASTAL MIGRATORY PELAGICS  
Cero       Scomberomorus regalis  
Cobia       Rachycentron canadum 
King mackerel      Scomberomorus cavalla  
Little tunny     Euthynnus alletteratus  
Spanish mackerel  Scomberomorus maculatus  
 
DOLPHIN WAHOO  
Dolphinfish     Coryphaena hippurus  
Wahoo      Acanthocybium solandri 
 
GOLDEN CRAB 
Golden crab     Chaceon fenneri  
 
SHRIMP 
White shrimp     Litopenaeus setiferus   
Pink shrimp     Farfantepenaeus duorarum  
Brown shrimp     Farfantepenaeus aztecus  
Rock shrimp     Sicyonia brevirostris 
Royal red shrimp  Pleoticus robustus 
 
 SPINY LOBSTER 
Spiny lobster     Panulirus argus 
Slipper lobster    Scyllarides spp. 
 
SARGASSUM 
Sargassum fluitans 
Sargassum natans  


CORAL, CORAL REEFS AND LIVE/HARD BOTTOM 
HABITAT 
Coral belonging to the Class Hydrozoa (fire corals 
and hydrocorals). Coral belonging to the Class 
Anthozoa, Subclass Hexacorallia, Orders Scleractinia 
(stony corals) and Antipatharia (black corals). 
Seafans, Gorgonia flabellum or G. ventalina.  Coral 
in a coral reef, except for allowable octocoral. Coral 
in an HAPC, including allowable octocoral.   
Live rock ‐ living marine organisms, or an 
assemblage thereof, attached to a hard substrate, 
including dead coral or rock (excluding individual 
mollusk shells). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 * Denotes species that are subject to removal 
    from the Snapper Grouper Fishery Management    
    Unit pending final approval of Comprehensive    
    Annual Catch Limit Amendment (under  
    Secretarial review).   







 


 


Appendix C.  A Simplified Schematic of the Council Process and Target Timeline 
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Definitions of Abbreviations and Acronyms Used 
in the Amendment


ABC acceptable biological catch 
 
ACL annual catch limits 
 
AM accountability measures 
 
ACT annual catch target 
 
B  a measure of stock biomass in either 


weight or other appropriate unit 
 
BMSY  the stock biomass expected to exist 


under equilibrium conditions when 
fishing at FMSY 


 
BOY  the stock biomass expected to exist 


under equilibrium conditions when 
fishing at FOY 


 
BCURR  The current stock biomass 
 
 
CPUE  catch per unit effort 
 
 
EA  environmental assessment 
 
EEZ  exclusive economic zone 
 
EFH  essential fish habitat 
 
F  a measure of the instantaneous rate of 


fishing mortality 
 
F30%SPR fishing mortality that will produce a 


static SPR = 30% 
 
FCURR  the current instantaneous rate of 


fishing mortality 
 
FMSY  the rate of fishing mortality expected 


to achieve MSY under equilibrium 
conditions and a corresponding 
biomass of BMSY 


 
FOY  the rate of fishing mortality expected 


to achieve OY under equilibrium 
conditions and a corresponding 
biomass of BOY 


 
FEIS  final environmental impact statement 
 


FMP  fishery management plan 
 
FMU  fishery management unit 
 
M  natural mortality rate 
 
MARMAP Marine Resources Monitoring 


Assessment and Prediction Program 
 
MFMT  maximum fishing mortality threshold 
 
MMPA  Marine Mammal Protection Act 
 
MRFSS  Marine Recreational Fisheries 


Statistics Survey 
 
MRIP  Marine Recreational Information Program 
 
MSFCMA Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 


Conservation and Management Act 
 
MSST   minimum stock size threshold 
 
MSY  maximum sustainable yield 
 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 
 
NMFS  National Marine Fisheries Service 
 
NOAA  National Oceanic and Atmospheric 


Administration 
 
OFL  overfishing limit 
 
OY  optimum yield 
 
RIR  regulatory impact review 
 
SAMFC  South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
 
SEDAR  Southeast Data Assessment and Review 
 
SEFSC  Southeast Fisheries Science Center 
 
SERO  Southeast Regional Office 
 
SIA  social impact assessment 
 
SPR  spawning potential ratio 
 
SSC  Scientific and Statistical Committee 
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Comprehensive Ecosystem -
Based Amendment 3 


Amends the following South Atlantic Fishery Management Plans: 
Shrimp; Coral, Coral Reef, and Live/Hardbottom; Snapper 
Grouper; Dolphin Wahoo; Golden Crab; Coastal Migratory 


Pelagics 
with Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Initial Regulatory 
Flexibility Act Analysis, Regulatory Impact Review, and Fishery 


Impact Statement 
 
Proposed actions: Expand spatially managed areas for the protection 


of deepwater coral resources; implement area 
closures for the protection of speckled hind and 
warsaw grouper; and improve data collection 
methods. 


  
Lead agency: FMP Amendment – South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council 
      EIS - NOAA Fisheries Service 
 
For Further Information Contact:  Robert K. Mahood 
      South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
      4055 Faber Place, Suite 201 
      North Charleston, SC 29405 
      843-571-4366 
      866-SAFMC-10 
      Robert.Mahood@safmc.net 
 
       
      Phil Steele      
      NOAA Fisheries, Southeast Region 


263 13th Avenue South 
      St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
      727-824-5301  
      Phil.Steele@noaa.gov  
 
 
NOI for CE-BA 3:               May 23, 2012 
Scoping meetings held:   January 24, 26, and January 30-February 2, 2012  
Public Hearings held:    August 6-9, 14, and 16, 2012  
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     Abstract 
 
 
Actions in Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 (CE-BA 3) address 
placed-based management and improvements in data collection methods in the 
South Atlantic.  Measures include the expansion of protected areas for deepwater 
coral resources, management measures for the protection of speckled hind and 
warsaw grouper, and improvements in data collection methods in commercial and 
for-hire fisheries.  
 
Actions in CE-BA 3 consider alternatives that could: 
 


• Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern 
(HAPC)  


• Modify the transit provision for the Oculina Bank HAPC 
• Expand the boundaries of the deepwater coral HAPCs  
• Establish Marine Protected Areas for speckled hind and warsaw grouper 
• Modify permits and data reporting for for-hire and commercial sectors 
• Modify bycatch and discard reporting 


 
This Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been prepared to analyze the 
effects of the actions considered in these amendments.    
 
 







 IV


Table of Contents 
 


Table of Contents ..................................................................................................................... IV 
List of Appendices ................................................................................................................ VIII 
List of Figures ............................................................................................................................... IX 
List of Tables ............................................................................................................................. XI 
CE-BA 3 List of Actions ......................................................................................................... XII 
Table of Contents for the Environmental Impact Statement ..................................................... XIII 
SUMMARY .................................................................................................................................... 1 
Chapter 1.  Introduction .................................................................................................................. 1 


1.1  What Actions Are Being Proposed? ............................................................................... 1 
1.2  Who is Proposing the Actions? ....................................................................................... 1 
1.3  Where is the Project Located? ........................................................................................ 2 
1.4  Why is the South Atlantic Council Considering Action? ............................................... 2 


Chapter 2.  Proposed Actions.......................................................................................................... 4 
2.1  Action 1.  Expand Boundaries of Oculina Bank HAPC ................................................. 5 
2.2  Action 2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site 
off Jacksonville ......................................................................................................................... 12 
2.3  Action 3.  Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC ............................................................ 16 
2.4  Action 4.  Designate Habitat Areas of Particular Concern for speckled hind and 
warsaw grouper ......................................................................................................................... 19 
2.5  Action 5.  Establish Marine Protected Areas for additional protections for speckled 
hind and warsaw grouper .......................................................................................................... 20 
2.6   Action 6.  Modify permits and data reporting for for-hire vessels ............................... 21 
2.7  Action 7. Modify permits and data reporting for commercial vessels .......................... 22 
2.8  Action 8.  Modify bycatch and discard reporting ......................................................... 23 


Chapter 3.  Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 24 
3.1  Habitat Environment ..................................................................................................... 25 


3.1.1  Inshore/Estuarine Habitat.......................................................................................... 25 
3.1.2  Offshore Habitat ........................................................................................................ 26 
3.1.3  Essential Fish Habitat ............................................................................................... 31 


3.1.3.1   Habitat Areas of Particular Concern ................................................................ 31 
3.2  Biological and Ecological Environment ....................................................................... 33 


3.2.1  Fish Populations ........................................................................................................ 34 
3.2.1.1  Speckled Hind ................................................................................................... 34 
3.2.1.3  Warsaw Grouper ............................................................................................... 35 


3.2.2  Protected Species ...................................................................................................... 36 
3.3  Human Environment ..................................................................................................... 41 


3.3.1    Economic Description of the Commercial Fishery ................................................... 41 
3.3.1.4  Economic Activity ............................................................................................ 42 


3.3.2     Economic Description of the Recreational Fishery ................................................. 42 
3.3.2.1  Harvest .............................................................................................................. 42 
3.3.2.2  Effort ................................................................................................................. 42 
3.3.2.3  Permits .............................................................................................................. 43 
3.3.2.4  Economic Value and Expenditures ................................................................... 44 
3.3.2.5  Financial Operations of the Charter and Headboat Sectors .............................. 45 







 V


3.4  Social and Cultural Environment .................................................................................. 47 
3.4.1  Fishing Communities ................................................................................................ 48 
3.4.2  Snapper Grouper Fishing Communities.................................................................... 48 
3.4.3  Coastal Pelagic Fishing Communities ...................................................................... 50 
3.4.4  Dolphin-Wahoo Fishing Communities ..................................................................... 51 
3.4.5  Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Fishing Communities ............................................. 52 
3.4.6  Golden Crab Fishing Communities .......................................................................... 57 
3.4.7  Spiny Lobster Fishing Communities ........................................................................ 57 
3.4.8  North Carolina .......................................................................................................... 59 
3.4.2  South Carolina .......................................................................................................... 62 
3.4.3  Georgia ...................................................................................................................... 65 
3.4.4  Florida ....................................................................................................................... 68 
3.4.5  Environmental Justice Considerations ...................................................................... 71 


3.5  Administrative Environment ......................................................................................... 73 
3.5.1  The Fishery Management Process and Applicable Laws ......................................... 73 


3.5.1.1  Federal Fishery Management ............................................................................ 73 
3.5.1.2  State Fishery Management ................................................................................ 74 
3.5.1.3  Enforcement ...................................................................................................... 75 


4.1  Action 1.  Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC .......................................... 77 
4.1.1 Biological Effects ......................................................................................................... 84 
4.1.2  Economic Effects ...................................................................................................... 84 
4.1.3  Social Effects ............................................................................................................ 84 
4.1.4  Administrative Effects .............................................................................................. 84 


4.2  Action 2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site 
off Jacksonville ......................................................................................................................... 85 


4.2.1  Biological Effects ...................................................................................................... 88 
4.2.2  Economic Effects ...................................................................................................... 89 
4.2.3  Social Effects ............................................................................................................ 89 
4.2.4  Administrative Effects .............................................................................................. 89 


4.3  Action 3.  Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC ............................................................ 90 
4.3.1  Biological Effects ...................................................................................................... 92 
4.3.2  Economic Effects ...................................................................................................... 92 
4.3.3  Social Effects ............................................................................................................ 92 
4.3.4  Administrative Effects .............................................................................................. 92 


4.4  Action 4.    Designate Habitat Areas of Particular Concern for speckled hind and 
warsaw grouper ......................................................................................................................... 93 


4.4.1  Biological Effects ...................................................................................................... 95 
4.4.2  Economic Effects ...................................................................................................... 95 
4.4.3  Social Effects ............................................................................................................ 95 
4.4.4  Administrative Effects .............................................................................................. 95 


4.5  Action 5.  Establish Marine Protected Areas for additional protections for speckled 
hind and warsaw grouper .......................................................................................................... 96 


4.5.1  Biological Effects ...................................................................................................... 97 
4.5.2  Economic Effects ...................................................................................................... 97 
4.5.3  Social Effects ............................................................................................................ 97 
4.5.4  Administrative Effects .............................................................................................. 97 







 VI


4.6  Action 6.  Modify permits and data reporting for for-hire vessels ............................... 98 
4.6.1  Biological Effects ...................................................................................................... 99 
4.6.2  Economic Effects .................................................................................................... 100 
4.6.3  Social Effects .......................................................................................................... 100 
4.6.4  Administrative Effects ............................................................................................ 101 


4.7  Action 7.  Modify permits and data reporting for commercial vessels ....................... 102 
4.7.1  Biological Effects .................................................................................................... 102 
4.7.2  Economic Effects .................................................................................................... 105 
4.7.3  Social Effects .......................................................................................................... 105 
4.7.4  Administrative Effects ............................................................................................ 106 


4.8  Action 8.  Modify bycatch and discard reporting ....................................................... 106 
4.8.1  Biological Effects .................................................................................................... 106 
4.8.2  Economic Effects .................................................................................................... 106 
4.8.3  Social Effects .......................................................................................................... 107 
4.8.4  Administrative Effects ............................................................................................ 107 


Chapter 5.  Council’s Choice for the Preferred Alternative ........................................................ 108 
Chapter 6.  Cumulative Effects ................................................................................................... 109 


6.1  Biological .................................................................................................................... 109 
6.2  Socioeconomic ............................................................................................................ 116 


Chapter 7.  Other Things to Consider ......................................................................................... 117 
7.1  Unavoidable Adverse Effects ..................................................................................... 117 
7.2  Effects of the Fishery on Essential Fish Habitat ......................................................... 117 
7.3  Damage to Ocean and Coastal Habitats ...................................................................... 117 
7.4  Relationship of Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivity................................. 119 
7.5  Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources ......................................... 119 
7.6  Unavailable or Incomplete Information ...................................................................... 119 


Chapter 8.  Other Applicable Law .............................................................................................. 120 
8.1  Administrative Procedures Act ................................................................................... 120 
8.2  Information Quality Act .............................................................................................. 120 
8.3  Coastal Zone Management Act ................................................................................... 120 
8.4  Endangered Species Act .................................................................................................. 121 
8.5  Executive Order 12612:  Federalism .......................................................................... 121 
8.6  Executive Order 12866:  Regulatory Planning and Review ....................................... 121 
8.7  Executive Order 12962:  Recreational Fisheries ........................................................ 122 
8.8  Executive Order 13089:  Coral Reef Protection ......................................................... 123 
8.9  Executive Order 13158:  Marine Protected Areas ...................................................... 123 
8.10  Marine Mammal Protection Act ................................................................................. 123 
8.11  Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186 ............................................. 124 
8.12  National Environmental Policy Act ............................................................................ 125 
8.13  National Marine Sanctuaries Act ................................................................................ 125 
8.14  Paperwork Reduction Act ........................................................................................... 126 
8.15  Regulatory Flexibility Act .......................................................................................... 126 
8.16  Small Business Act ..................................................................................................... 126 
8.17  Public Law 99-659:  Vessel Safety ............................................................................. 127 


Chapter 10.  List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Consulted....................................... 130 
Chapter 11.  References .............................................................................................................. 131 







 VII


Chapter 12.  Index ....................................................................................................................... 137 







  VIII


List of Appendices 
 


 
Appendix A. Alternatives the Council Considered But Eliminated From 


Detailed Study  
 
Appendix B. Glossary 
 
Appendix C. Essential Fish Habitat and Movement towards Ecosystem-


Based Management 
 
Appendix D.   Initial Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis 
 
Appendix E.  Regulatory Impact Review 
 
Appendix F. Fishery Impact Statement  
 
Appendix G.  Other Applicable Law 
 
Appendix H.   Bycatch Practicability Analysis 
 
Appendix I. History of Management 
 
    
 
 
  







  IX


List of Figures 
 
Figure S-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 


Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter 
and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. ....................... 6 


Figure S-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter 
and 90 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. ......................... 7 


Figure S-3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter 
and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. ....................... 8 


Figure S-4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter 
and 90 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. ......................... 9 


Figure S-5.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Modification to the western boundary of the Oculina Bank 
HAPC.  The west boundary would follow the 80° 03’W longitude between 28° 30’N and 
28° 16’N which is the western border of the Oculina HAPC satellite regions, and would 
follow the 60 meter contour as represented in the simplified polygon. ................................ 10 


Figure S-6.  Action 2, Alternative 2, the Coral Advisory Panel’s original proposed expansion of 
the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC western boundary. ......................................................... 13 


Figure S-7.  Action 2, Alternative 3, modifications to the Coral AP’s original recommendation 
for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC based on suggestions from shrimp 
industry representatives during the CE-BA 3 public scoping process.  This figure includes 
area of mapped habitat within the Coral AP’s original proposed extension and excludes 
areas of royal red fishery activity based on VMS data. ........................................................ 14 


Figure S-8.  Action 3, Alternative 2.  Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion of the Cape 
Lookout Coral HAPC northern boundary. ............................................................................ 17 


Figure 1-1.  Jurisdictional boundaries of the South Atlantic Council ............................................ 2 
Figure 2-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a. ..................................................................................... 7 
Figure 2-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b. .................................................................................... 8 
Figure 2-3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2c. ..................................................................................... 9 
Figure 2-4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2d. .................................................................................. 10 
Figure 2-5.  Action 1, Alternative 3. ............................................................................................ 11 
Figure 2-6.  Action 2, Alternative 2 ............................................................................................. 13 
Figure 2-7.  Action 2, Alternative 3 ............................................................................................. 14 
Figure 2-8.  Action 3, Alternative 2. ............................................................................................ 17 
Figure 3-1.  Two components of the biological environment described in this amendment ....... 33 
Figure 3-2.  The top eleven South Atlantic communities ranked by Pounds and Value Regional 


Quotient (RQ) of Snapper Grouper species .......................................................................... 49 
Figure 3-3. The top South Atlantic communities ranked by Pounds and Value Regional Quotient 


(RQ) of coastal migratory pelagic species ............................................................................ 50 
Figure 3-4. The top South Atlantic communities ranked by Pounds and Value Regional Quotient 


(RQ) of dolphin and wahoo .................................................................................................. 52 
Figure 3-5.  The top twenty fishing communities with South Atlantic shrimp permits in 2010 . 53 







  X


Figure 3-6. Top twenty fishing communities in the South Atlantic by regional quotient (RQ) of 
brown shrimp landings and value in 2010 ............................................................................ 54 


Figure 3-7. Top twenty fishing communities in the South Atlantic by Regional Quotient of white 
shrimp landings and value .................................................................................................... 55 


Figure 3-8. Top twenty fishing communities in the South Atlantic by Regional Quotient of pink 
shrimp landings and value .................................................................................................... 56 


Figure 3-9. Commercial engagement and reliance for the top South Atlantic shrimp communities
............................................................................................................................................... 57 


Figure 3-10. The top South Atlantic communities ranked by Pounds and Value Regional 
Quotient (RQ) of spiny lobster ............................................................................................. 58 


Figure 3-11.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to North Carolina Coastal Counties. ....... 59 
Figure 3-12.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to South Carolina Coastal Counties. ....... 62 
Figure 3-13.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to Georgia Coastal Counties. .................. 65 
Figure 3-14.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to South Atlantic Florida Counties. ........ 68 
Figure 4-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 


Bank HAPC. ......................................................................................................................... 79 
Figure 4-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 


Bank HAPC .......................................................................................................................... 80 
Figure 4-3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 


Bank HAPC .......................................................................................................................... 81 
Figure 4-4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 


Bank HAPC .......................................................................................................................... 82 
Figure 4-5.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Modification to the western boundary of the Oculina Bank 


HAPC .................................................................................................................................... 83 
Figure 4-6.  Action 2, Alternative 2, the Coral Advisory Panel’s original proposed expansion of 


the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC western boundary .......................................................... 86 
Figure 4-7.  Action 2, Alternative 3, modifications to the Coral AP’s recommendation for 


expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC based on suggestions from shrimp 
industry representatives during the CE-BA 3 public scoping process .................................. 87 


Figure 4-8.  Action 3, Alternative 2. Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion of the Cape 
Lookout Coral HAPC northern boundary ............................................................................. 91 


 







  XI


 
List of Tables 


 
Table 2-1.  Summary of effects under Action 1. ......................................................................... 12 
Table 2-2.  Summary of effects under Action 2. ......................................................................... 15 
Table 2-3.  Summary of effects under Action 3. ......................................................................... 18 
Table 2-4.  Summary of effects under Action 4. ......................................................................... 20 
Table 2-5.  Summary of effects under Action 5. ......................................................................... 20 
Table 2-6.  Summary of effects under Action 6. ......................................................................... 21 
Table 2-7.  Summary of effects under Action 7. ......................................................................... 22 
Table 2-8.  Summary of effects under Action 8. ......................................................................... 23 
Table 3-20.  Number of South Atlantic for-hire snapper-grouper vessel permits, 2005-2010. ... 43 
Table 3-21. Federal snapper grouper charter permits in the South Atlantic region (2012) ......... 49 
Table 3-22. Federal CMP charter permits in the South Atlantic region ...................................... 51 
Table 3-24. South Atlantic shrimp permits for top ten communities by South Atlantic state ..... 53 
Table 3-24.  Federal commercial fishing permits in North Carolina coastal counties ................. 60 
Table 3-25.  Federal dealer permits in North Carolina coastal counties ...................................... 60 
Table 3-26.  Coastal recreational fishing license sales by year and type. .................................... 61 
Table 3-27.  Federal charter permits in North Carolina coastal counties ..................................... 61 
Table 3-28(a).  Federal commercial finfish permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012). 63 
Table 3-28(b).  Federal commercial lobster and shrimp permits in South Carolina coastal 


counties (2012)...................................................................................................................... 63 
Table 3-29.  Federal dealer permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012). ......................... 63 
Table 3-30.  Federal charter permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012). ........................ 64 
Table 3-31.  Sales of all saltwater recreational license types in South Carolina. ......................... 64 
Table 3-32.  Federal commercial fishing permits in Georgia coastal counties (2012). ............... 65 
Table 3-33.  Federal dealer permits in Georgia coastal communities (2012). ............................. 66 
Table 3-34.  Federal charter permits in Georgia coastal counties (2012). ................................... 66 
Table 3-35.  Sales of recreational fishing license types that include saltwater in Georgia. ......... 66 
Table 3-36(a).  Federal commercial finfish permits in Florida coastal counties (2012). ............. 69 
Table 3-36(b).  Federal commercial crab, lobster and shrimp permits in Florida coastal counties 


(2012). ................................................................................................................................... 70 
Table 3-37.  Federal dealer permits in Florida (2012). ................................................................ 70 
Table 3-38.  Federal charter permits in Florida coastal counties (2012). ..................................... 71 
Table 3-39.  Environmental Justice thresholds (2010 U.S. Census data) for counties in the South 


Atlantic region. Only coastal counties (east coast for Florida) with minority and/or poverty 
rates that exceed the state threshold are listed. ..................................................................... 72 


Table 6-1.  The cause and effect relationship of fishing and regulatory actions within the time 
period of the Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA). ............................................................ 113 


Table 8-1.  List of Amendment 18B preparers. .......................................................................... 128 
Table 8-2.  List of Amendment 18B interdisciplinary plan team members. .............................. 129 







  XII


CE-BA 3 List of Actions 
 
Action 1.  Expand the Boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
Action 2. Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC to Incorporate a 


Lophelia Site off Jacksonville 
 
Action 3.  Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC  
 
Action 4.  Designate Habitat Areas of Particular Concern for Speckled 


Hind and Warsaw Grouper 
 
Action 5.  Establish Marine Protected Areas for Additional Protections for 
  Speckled Hind and Warsaw Grouper 
 
Action 6.  Modify Permits and Data Reporting for For-Hire Vessels 
 
Action 7.  Modify Permits and Data Reporting for Commercial Vessels 
 
Action 8. Modify Bycatch and Discard Reporting 
 
 







XIII 
 


Table of Contents for the Environmental Impact 
Statement 


  
 
Purpose and need……………………………………….................................3 
     
 
Alternatives………………………………………………………………….4 
     
 
Affected environment………………………………………………………29 
      
 
Environmental effects……………………………………………………...83   
   
 
List of preparers…………………………………………………………..185        
 
 
List of agencies and persons consulted…………………...........................187       
  
 
 
 
 







S-1 
South Atlantic Comprehensive  Summary 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 


 


SUMMARY 


of 
Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based 


Amendment 3  
to the Fishery Management Plans for the  


Coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources; Coral, 
Coral Reef, and Live/Hardbottom Habitats; 
Dolphin Wahoo; Golden Crab; Shrimp; and 


Snapper Grouper Fisheries of the South 
Atlantic Region 
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Why is the South Atlantic Council taking 
Action? 
 
{To Be Completed} 


  
 
IPT recommendation for the Purpose and Need. 
 


 


Purpose for Action 
 
The purpose of Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 
(CE-BA 3) is to implement management measures for additional 
protections for deepwater coral ecosystems and to reduce bycatch 
of speckled hind and warsaw grouper.  Measures in CE-BA 3 also 
intend to improve data collection methods and tracking of annual 
limits to ensure overages do not occur in the South Atlantic 
fisheries.  
  
CE-BA 3 would increase protections for deepwater coral through 
expansion of the boundaries of the Coral Habitat Areas of 
Particular Concerns; implement management measures to reduce 
bycatch associated with speckled hind and warsaw grouper; and 
modify commercial and for-hire permits and reporting 
requirements and bycatch requirements to enhance data 
collection throughout the South Atlantic.  
  


Need for Action 
 
The need for action in CE-BA 3 is to address recent discoveries of 
deepwater coral resources; reduce bycatch mortality associated 
with speckled hind and warsaw grouper and improve data tracking 
methods and limit overages in annual catch limits.  
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What Are the Proposed 
Actions? 
 
There are 8 actions being proposed in CE-BA 
3.  Each action has a range of alternatives, 
including a ‘no action alternative’ and a 
‘preferred alternative’. 
 
 
  
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Proposed Actions in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the Oculina Bank 


HAPC 
 


2. Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site off 
Jacksonville 


 
3. Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 


 
4. Designate HAPCs for Speckled Hind and 


Warsaw Grouper 
 


5. Establish MPAs for Additional 
Protections for Speckled Hind and 
Warsaw Grouper 


 
6. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 


For-Hire Vessels 
 


7. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 
Commercial Vessels 


 
8. Modify Bycatch and Discard Reporting 
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What Are the 
Alternatives? 
 
 
1.  Expand Boundaries of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC  
 
 Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not modify 
the boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC.   
 
The existing Oculina Bank HAPC is delineated 
by the following boundaries:  on the north by 
28°30' N, on the south by 27°30' N., on the east 
by the 100-fathom (183-m) contour, and on the 
west by 80°00' W.; and two adjacent satellite 
sites: the first bounded on the north by 28°30' 
N., on the south by 28°29' N., on the east by 
80°00' W., and on the west by 80°03' W.; and 
the second bounded on the north by 28°17' N., 
on the south by 28°16' N., on the east by 80°00 
W., and on the west by 80°03' W. 
 
Alternative 2.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC. 
 


Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  
from the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 
43.5’W. The west and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter 
depth contour lines, respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 
S-1). 


 
Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  
from the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 
43.5’W. The west and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 90 meter 
depth contour lines, respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 
S-2).  


 
Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  
from the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 
43.5’W. The west and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 100 meter 
depth contour lines, respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 
S-3). 


 


Proposed Actions in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the Oculina 


Bank HAPC 
 


2. Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site off 
Jacksonville 


 
3. Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 


 
4. Designate HAPCs for Speckled Hind and 


Warsaw Grouper 
 


5. Establish MPAs for Additional 
Protections for Speckled Hind and 
Warsaw Grouper 


 
6. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 


For-Hire Vessels 
 


7. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 
Commercial Vessels 


 
8. Modify Bycatch and Discard Reporting 
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Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  
from the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 
43.5’W. The west and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 90 meter 
depth contour lines, respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 
S-4).    


 
Alternative 3.  Modify the western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 28° 4.5’N 
to the north boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary 
would coincide with the current western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W). The 
west boundary could either use the 60 meter contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude 
(Figure S-5).  
 
Alternative 4.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC based on 
recommendations by the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel: 
Consult CFR §622.35 (i)(2) for reference to stowing gear and transit (pertains to MPAs 
but language can be adopted and altered accordingly to be applicable to the deepwater 
shrimp fisheries). 
If transit is allowed through the HAPC, request that industry increase ping rate for VMS. 
 
NOTE: IPT recommendation to remove Alternative 4 under Action 1 and designate this 
as a separate Action.  Suggested wording for the transit provision action: 
 
Action 2.  Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC. 
 


Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not implement a transit provision through 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  Currently, possession of rock shrimp in or from the area on 
board a fishing vessel is prohibited. 


 
Alternative 2.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  When 
transiting the Oculina Bank, gear must be stowed in accordance with CFR Section 
622.35 (i)(2).  Vessels must maintain a minimum speed of 5 knots while in transit 
through the Oculina HAPC.  In the event minimal speed is not sustainable, vessel 
must communicate to appropriate contact.  
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Figure S-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modification to the northern 
boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east 
boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, as 
represented in the simplified polygon.
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Figure S-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modification to the northern 
boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east 
boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, as 
represented in the simplified polygon.
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Figure S-3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow 
the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure S-4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow 
the 60 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure S-5.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Modification to the western boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  The west boundary would follow the 80° 03’W longitude between 
28° 30’N and 28° 16’N which is the western border of the Oculina HAPC satellite 
regions, and would follow the 60 meter contour as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Summary of Effects 
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2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace 
Coral HAPC to incorporate a 
Lophelia site off Jacksonville 
 
Note:  IPT recommendation: reword the 
language of Action 2 to read:  
Action 2.  Expand boundaries of the Stetson-
Miami Terrace Coral HAPC.  
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action) Do not expand 
the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Coral 
HAPC 
 
The existing Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC is delineated by the coordinates 
identified in CFR §633.35 (n)(iii).   


  
Alternative 2.  Expand Stetson-Miami 
Terrace Coral HAPC in the area west of the 
existing boundary approximately by the 200 
meter depth contour between latitude 
30°45.0’ to the north  and latitude 29°52.0’ to 
the south (Figure S-6). 
 
Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation for expanding the Stetson-Miami 
Terrace Coral HAPC to include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and exclude 
areas of royal red fishery activity based on VMS data (Figure S-7).  
 


Proposed Actions in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the Oculina Bank 


HAPC 
 


2. Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site 
off Jacksonville 


 
3. Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 


 
4. Designate HAPCs for Speckled Hind and 


Warsaw Grouper 
 


5. Establish MPAs for Additional 
Protections for Speckled Hind and 
Warsaw Grouper 


 
6. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 


For-Hire Vessels 
 


7. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 
Commercial Vessels 


 
8. Modify Bycatch and Discard Reporting 
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Figure S-6.  Action 2, Alternative 2, the Coral Advisory Panel’s original proposed 
expansion of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC western boundary.  
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Figure S-7.  Action 2, Alternative 3, modifications to the Coral AP’s original 
recommendation for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC based on 
suggestions from shrimp industry representatives during the CE-BA 3 public scoping 
process.  This figure includes area of mapped habitat within the Coral AP’s original 
proposed extension and excludes areas of royal red fishery activity based on VMS data. 
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Summary of Effects 
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3.  Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 
 
Note:  IPT recommendation to reword the language of Action 3 to read:  Action 3.  
Expand boundaries of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC. 
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action) Do not modify the boundaries of the Cape Lookout Coral 
HAPC.  
 
The existing Cape Lookout Coral HAPC is 
identified by the following coordinates: 
 
  Latitude     Longitude  
 34°24’37”            75°45’11” 
 34°10’26”     75°58’44” 
 34°05’47”     75°54’54” 
 34°21’02”     75°41’25” 
 
Alternative 2.  Extend the northern 
boundary to encompass the area identified by 
the following coordinates (Figure S-8): 
 
 Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24.6166’          75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’      75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’      75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’      75°41.5’ 
 


Proposed Actions in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of Oculina Bank 


HAPC 
 


2. Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site off 
Jacksonville 


 
3. Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 


 
4. Designate HAPCs for Speckled Hind and 


Warsaw Grouper 
 


5. Establish MPAs for Additional 
Protections for Speckled Hind and 
Warsaw Grouper 


 
6. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 


For-Hire Vessels 
 


7. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 
Commercial Vessels 


 
8. Modify Bycatch and Discard Reporting 
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Figure S-8.  Action 3, Alternative 2.  Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion of the 
Cape Lookout Coral HAPC northern boundary.  
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Summary of Effects 
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4.  Designate HAPCs for speckled hind 
and warsaw grouper 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).   Do not designate 
EFH-HAPCs for speckled hind and warsaw 
grouper.  
 
Essential Fish Habitat(EFH)-HAPCs for species 
in the South Atlantic snapper grouper 
management unit have been defined as shown 
below: 
 
Areas which meet the criteria for EFH-HAPCs 
for species in the snapper-grouper management 
unit include medium to high profile offshore 
hard bottoms where spawning normally occurs; 
localities of known or likely periodic spawning 
aggregations; nearshore hard bottom areas; The 
Point, The Ten Fathom Ledge, and Big Rock 
(North Carolina); The Charleston Bump (South 
Carolina); mangrove habitat; seagrass habitat; 
oyster/shell habitat; all coastal inlets; all state-
designated nursery habitats of particular importance to snapper grouper (e.g., Primary and 
Secondary Nursery Areas designated in North Carolina); pelagic and benthic Sargassum; 
Hoyt Hills for wreckfish; the Oculina Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern; all 
hermatypic coral habitats and reefs; manganese outcroppings on the Blake Plateau; and 
Council-designated Artificial Reef Special Management Zones (SMZs).   
 
EFH-HAPCs for golden tilefish include irregular bottom comprised of troughs and 
terraces inter-mingled with sand, mud, or shell hash bottom. Mud-clay bottoms in depths 
of 150-300 meters are HAPC. Golden tilefish are generally found in 80-540 meters, but 
most commonly found in 200-meter depths. 
 
EFH-HAPCs for blueline tilefish include irregular bottom habitats along the shelf edge in 
45-65 meters depth; shelf break; or upper slope along the 100-fathom contour (150-225 
meters); hardbottom habitats characterized as rock overhangs, rock outcrops, manganese-
phosphorite rock slab formations, or rocky reefs in the South Atlantic Bight; and the 
Georgetown Hole (Charleston Lumps) off Georgetown, SC. 
 
EFH-HAPCs for the snapper grouper complex include the following deepwater Marine 
Protected Areas (MPAs) as designated in Snapper Grouper Amendment 14; Snowy 
Grouper Wreck MPA, Northern South Carolina MPA, Edisto MPA, Charleston Deep 


Proposed Actions in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the Oculina Bank 


HAPC 
 


2. Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site off 
Jacksonville 


 
3. Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 


 
4. Designate HAPCs for Speckled Hind 


and Warsaw Grouper 
 


5. Establish MPAs for Additional 
Protections for Speckled Hind and 
Warsaw Grouper 


 
6. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 


For-Hire Vessels 
 


7. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 
Commercial Vessels 


 
8. Modify Bycatch and Discard Reporting 
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Artificial Reef MPA, Georgia MPA, North Florida MPA, St. Lucie Hump MPA and East 
Hump MPA. 
 
 
Alternative 2.  Designate new and/or expanded MPAs as EFH-HAPCs for speckled hind 
and warsaw grouper.    
 
 
 
Summary of Effects 
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5.  Establish Marine Protected Areas for 
speckled hind and warsaw grouper 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).   
 
 
 
 
 
Summary of Effects 
 
  


Proposed Actions in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the Oculina Bank 


HAPC 
 


2. Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site off 
Jacksonville 


 
3. Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 


 
4. Designate HAPCs for Speckled Hind and 


Warsaw Grouper 
 


5. Establish MPAs for Additional 
Protections for Speckled Hind and 
Warsaw Grouper 


 
6. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 


For-Hire Vessels 
 


7. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 
Commercial Vessels 


 
8. Modify Bycatch and Discard Reporting 
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6.  Modify permits and data reporting for 
for-hire vessels 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  
 
  
 
Summary of Effects 
 
  


Proposed Actions in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the Oculina Bank 


HAPC 
 


2. Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site off 
Jacksonville 


 
3. Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 


 
4. Designate HAPCs for Speckled Hind and 


Warsaw Grouper 
 


5. Establish MPAs for Additional 
Protections for Speckled Hind and 
Warsaw Grouper 


 
6. Modify Permits and Data Reporting 


for For-Hire Vessels 
 


7. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 
Commercial Vessels 


 
8. Modify Bycatch and Discard Reporting 
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7.  Modify permits and data-reporting for 
commercial vessels 
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action)  Do not modify permits 
and data reporting for commercial vessels.   
 
Retain existing permits and data reporting systems for 
the commercial sector. 
 
Alternative 2.  Modify permits and data-reporting for 
commercial vessels similarly to how  this was done in 
SG Amendment 18A (Council chose No Action as their 
preferred at that time).  
 


Sub-Alternative 2a.  Require all vessels with a 
Federal snapper grouper commercial permit to 
have an electronic logbook tied to the vessel’s 
GPS onboard the vessel.  


  
 Sub-Alternative 2b.  Provide the option for 
 fishermen to submit their logbook entries  
 electronically via an electronic version of the 
 logbook made available online.  
 
 Sub-Alternative 2c.  Require that commercial landings and catch/effort data be 
 submitted in accordance with ACCSP standards, using the SAFIS system. 
 
 
  
Summary of Effects 
 
  


Proposed Actions in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the Oculina Bank 


HAPC 
 


2. Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site off 
Jacksonville 


 
3. Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 


 
4. Designate HAPCs for Speckled Hind and 


Warsaw Grouper 
 


5. Establish MPAs for Additional 
Protections for Speckled Hind and 
Warsaw Grouper 


 
6. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 


For-Hire Vessels 
 


7. Modify Permits and Data Reporting 
for Commercial Vessels 


 
8. Modify Bycatch and Discard Reporting 
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8.  Modify bycatch and discard reporting 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).      
 
Summary of Effects 
 
  


Proposed Actions in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 


 
1.  Expand Boundaries of the Oculina Bank   
     HAPC 


 
2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral   
     HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site off    
     Jacksonville 


 
3.  Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 


 
4.  Designate HAPCs for Speckled Hind and  
     Warsaw Grouper 


 
5.  Establish MPAs for Additional Protections 
     for Speckled Hind and Warsaw Grouper 


 
6.  Modify Permits and Data Reporting for      
     For-Hire Vessels 


 
7.  Modify Permits and Data Reporting for  
     Commercial Vessels 


 
8.  Modify Bycatch and Discard Reporting
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 
 
 


1.1 What Actions Are Being 
Proposed? 


 
Fishery managers are proposing changes to 


regulations through Comprehensive Ecosystem-
Based Amendment 3 (CE-BA 3).  Actions 
included in CE-BA 3 would implement 
management measures for the protection of 
deepwater coral ecosystems, the reduce bycatch 
of speckled hind and warsaw grouper; and 
improvements to data collection and tracking of 
annual catch limits.   
 


1.2 Who is Proposing the 
Actions? 


 
The South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council (South Atlantic Council) is proposing the 
actions contained within this document.  The 
South Atlantic Council recommends management 
measures and submits them to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries Service) 
who ultimately approves, disapproves, or partially approves, and implements the actions in the 
amendment on behalf of the Secretary of Commerce.  NOAA Fisheries Service is an agency in 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of Commerce. 
 
 


                              
 
 


 


 


South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council 


 
• Is responsible for conservation and 


management of fish stocks in the South 
Atlantic Region 
 


• Consists of 13 voting members who are 
appointed by the Secretary of Commerce 
 


• Manages the waters from 3 to 200 miles off the 
coasts of North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Georgia, and Florida 


 
• Develops management plans and 


recommends regulations to NOAA Fisheries 
Service for implementation 
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1.3 Where is the Project Located? 
Management of the federal fisheries is located off the South Atlantic in the 3-200 nautical 


miles (nm) U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) is conducted under the FMP for the Snapper 
Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region (SAFMC 1983) (Figure 1-1).  The management 
area is from 3 to 200 miles off the coasts of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and 
Florida. [Revise] 


 
 


1.4 Why is the South Atlantic 
Council Considering 
Action? 
 


   
 


Figure 1-1.  Jurisdictional boundaries 
of the South Atlantic Council 
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NOTE:  IPT recommendation for CE-BA 3 Purpose and Need  
 
 
 
  Purpose for Action 


 
The purpose of Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based 
Amendment 3 (CE-BA 3) is to implement management 
measures for additional protections for deepwater coral 
ecosystems and the reduce bycatch of speckled hind and 
warsaw grouper.  Measures in CE-BA 3 also intend to 
improve data collection methods and tracking of annual limits 
to ensure overages do not occur in the South Atlantic 
fisheries.  
 
CE-BA 3 would increase protections for deepwater coral 
through expansion of the boundaries of the Coral Habitat 
Areas of Particular Concerns; implementation of  
management measures to reduce bycatch associated with 
speckled hind and warsaw grouper, and  modify commercial 
and for-hire permits and reporting requirements and bycatch 
requirements to enhance data collection throughout the 
South Atlantic.  
  


Need for Action 
 
The need for action in CE-BA 3 is to address recent 
discoveries of deepwater coral resources; reduce bycatch 
mortality associated with speckled hind and Warsaw grouper 
and improve data tracking methods and limit overages in 
annual catch limits.  
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Chapter 2.  Proposed 
Actions 


This section contains the proposed actions being 
considered to meet the purpose and need.  Each 
action contains a range of alternatives, including the 
no action (status-quo).  Alternatives the South 
Atlantic Council considered but eliminated from 
detailed study during the development of this 
amendment are described in Appendix A. 


 


Proposed Actions in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the Oculina Bank 


HAPC 
 


2. Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site off 
Jacksonville 


 
3. Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 


 
4. Designate HAPCs for Speckled Hind and 


Warsaw Grouper 
 


5. Establish MPAs for Additional 
Protections for Speckled Hind and 
Warsaw Grouper 


 
6. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 


For-Hire Vessels 
 


7. Modify Permits and Data Reporting for 
Commercial Vessels 


 
8. Modify Bycatch and Discard Reporting 
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2.1 Action 1.  Expand Boundaries of Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
 Alternative 1.  (No Action)  Do not revise boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
The existing Oculina Bank HAPC is delineated by the following boundaries:  on the north by 28°30' N, 
on the south by 27°30' N., on the east by the 100-fathom (183-m) contour, and on the west by 80°00' W.; 
and two adjacent satellite sites: the first bounded on the north by 28°30' N., on the south by 28°29' N., on 
the east by 80°00' W., and on the west by 80°03' W.; and the second bounded on the north by 28°17' N., 
on the south by 28°16' N., on the east by 80°00 W., and on the west by 80°03' W. 
Alternative 2.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC. 
 
 Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from the 
 current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west and 
 east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, respectively, as 
 represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 2-1). 
 
 Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from the 
 current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west and 
 east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, respectively, as 
 represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 2-2). 
 
 Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from the 
 current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west and 
 east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, respectively, as 
 represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 2-3). 
  
 Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from the current 
 northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west and east boundaries 
 would follow the 60 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, respectively, as represented in the 
 simplified polygon (Figure 2-4). 
  
Alternative 3.  Modify the western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 28° 4.5’N to the north 
boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary would coincide with the current 
western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W). The west boundary could either use the 60 meter 
contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude (Figure 2-5).        
 
Alternative 4.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC based on recommendations by the Law 
Enforcement Advisory Panel: 


• Consult CFR §622.35 (i)(2) for reference to stowing gear and transit (pertains to MPAs but 
language can be adopted and altered accordingly to be applicable to the deepwater shrimp 
fisheries). 


• If transit is allowed through the HAPC, request that industry increase ping rate for VMS. 
• Stowing of gear is recommended by the LE AP instead of corridors for transiting Oculina Bank 


HAPC, in addition to speed restrictions (no less than 5 knots).  In the event minimal speed is not 
sustainable, vessel must communicate to appropriate contact. 
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 NOTE: IPT recommendation to remove Alternative 4 under Action 1 and designate this as a separate 
Action.  Suggested wording for the transit provision action: 
 
Action 2.  Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC. 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not implement a transit provision through Oculina Bank HAPC.  
Currently, possession of rock shrimp in or from the area on board a fishing vessel is prohibited. 
 
Alternative 2.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  When transiting the Oculina Bank, 
gear must be stowed in accordance with CFR Section 622.35 (i)(2).  Vessels must maintain a minimum 
speed of 5 knots while in transit through the Oculina HAPC.  In the event minimal speed is not 
sustainable, vessel must communicate to appropriate contact.  
 
Note:  IPT recommendation for inclusion of transit provision definitions in amendment. 
 
Definitions for Alternatives in Action 2 
 
The term “Transit” means: Underway, making way, not anchored, and a direct, non-stop progression 
through any snapper grouper closed area in the South Atlantic EEZ on a constant heading, along a 
continuous straight line course, while making way by means of a source of power at all times.   
 
The term “Gear appropriately stowed” includes but is not limited to: Terminal gear (i.e., hook, leader, 
sinker, flasher, or bait) used with an automatic reel, bandit gear, buoy gear, trolling gear, hand-line, or rod 
and reel must be disconnected and stowed separately from such fishing gear.  Rod and reel must be 
removed from the rod holder and stowed securely on or below deck. Longline gear may be left on the 
drum if all gangions and hooks are disconnected and stowed below deck, hooks cannot be baited, and all 
buoys must be disconnected from the gear; however, buoys may remain on deck. Trawl and try net gear 
may remain on deck, but trawl doors must be disconnected from such net and must be secured. Gill nets, 
stab nets, or trammel nets must be left on the drum, and any additional such nets not attached to the drum 
must be stowed below deck.  Crustacean traps or golden crab traps cannot be baited and all buoys must 
be disconnected from the gear; however, buoys may remain on deck.  Other methods of stowage 
authorized in writing by the Regional Administrator, and subsequently published in the Federal Register, 
may also be utilized under this definition.    
 


The term “Not available for immediate use” means: gear that is shown to not have been in recent use 
and that is stowed in conformance with the definitions included under “gear appropriately stowed”. 
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Figure 2-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modification to the northern 
boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east 
boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, as 
represented in the simplified polygon.
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Figure 2-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modification to the northern 
boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east 
boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, as 
represented in the simplified polygon.
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Figure 2-3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow 
the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure 2-4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow 
the 60 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure 2-5.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Modification to the western boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  The west boundary would follow the 80° 03’W longitude between 
28° 30’N and 28° 16’N which is the western border of the Oculina HAPC satellite 
regions, and would follow the 60 meter contour as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Comparison of Alternatives 


 
  
Table 2-1.  Summary of effects under Action 1. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
Alternative 2        
Alternative 3   
Alternative 4   
 
 


2.2 Action 2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC to incorporate a 
Lophelia site off Jacksonville 
 
Note:  IPT recommendation - reword the language of Action 2 to read:  Action 2.  Expand boundaries of 
the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC.  
 
 Alternative 1.  (No Action)  Do not revise the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
 HAPC.  The existing Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC is delineated by the coordinates 
 identified in CFR §633.35 (n)(iii).   
  
 Alternative 2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC in the area west of the existing 
 boundary approximately by the 200 meter depth contour between latitude 30°45.0’ to the north 
 and latitude 29°52.0’ to the south (Figure 2-6). 
 
 Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
 Coral HAPC to include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and exclude areas of royal 
 red fishery activity based on VMS data (Figure 2-7). 
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Figure 2-6.  Action 2, Alternative 2, the Coral Advisory Panel’s original proposed 
expansion of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC western boundary.  
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Figure 2-7.  Action 2, Alternative 3, modifications to the Coral AP’s original 
recommendation for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC based on 
suggestions from shrimp industry representatives during the CE-BA 3 public scoping 
process.  This figure includes area of mapped habitat within the Coral AP’s original 
proposed extension and excludes areas of royal red fishery activity based on VMS data.  
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Comparison of Alternatives 
 


  
 
Table 2-2.  Summary of effects under Action 2. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)    
Alternative 2   
Alternative 3   
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2.3 Action 3.  Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC  
 
NOTE:  IPT recommendation - reword the language of Action 3 to read: Action 3.  Expand boundaries of 
the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC.    


  
 Alternative 1 (No Action).  The existing Cape Lookout Coral HAPC is identified by the 
 following coordinates: 
  Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24’37”               75°45’11” 
 34°10’26”     75°58’44” 
 34°05’47”     75°54’54” 
 34°21’02”     75°41’25” 
 
 Alternative 2.  Extend the northern boundary to encompass the area identified by the following 
 coordinates (Figure 2-8): 
 Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24.6166’            75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’     75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’          75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’          75°41.5’ 
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Figure 2-8.  Action 3, Alternative 2.  Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion of the 
Cape Lookout Coral HAPC northern boundary.  
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Comparison of Alternatives 
 
  
Table 2-3.  Summary of effects under Action 3. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
Alternative 2       
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2.4 Action 4.  Designate Habitat Areas of Particular Concern for speckled hind and 
warsaw grouper 


 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Essential Fish Habitat(EFH)-HAPCs for species in the South Atlantic 
snapper grouper management unit have been defined as shown below: 


 
Areas which meet the criteria for EFH-HAPCs for species in the snapper-grouper management 
unit include medium to high profile offshore hard bottoms where spawning normally occurs; 
localities of known or likely periodic spawning aggregations; nearshore hard bottom areas; The 
Point, The Ten Fathom Ledge, and Big Rock (North Carolina); The Charleston Bump (South 
Carolina); mangrove habitat; seagrass habitat; oyster/shell habitat; all coastal inlets; all state-
designated nursery habitats of particular importance to snapper grouper (e.g., Primary and 
Secondary Nursery Areas designated in North Carolina); pelagic and benthic Sargassum; Hoyt 
Hills for wreckfish; the Oculina Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern; all hermatypic coral 
habitats and reefs; manganese outcroppings on the Blake Plateau; and Council-designated 
Artificial Reef Special Management Zones (SMZs).   
 
EFH-HAPCs for golden tilefish include irregular bottom comprised of troughs and terraces inter-
mingled with sand, mud, or shell hash bottom. Mud-clay bottoms in depths of 150-300 meters 
are HAPC. Golden tilefish are generally found in 80-540 meters, but most commonly found in 
200-meter depths. 


 
EFH-HAPCs for blueline tilefish include irregular bottom habitats along the shelf edge in 45-
65 meters depth; shelf break; or upper slope along the 100-fathom contour (150-225 meters); 
hardbottom habitats characterized as rock overhangs, rock outcrops, manganese-phosphorite 
rock slab formations, or rocky reefs in the South Atlantic Bight; and the Georgetown Hole 
(Charleston Lumps) off Georgetown, SC. 


 
EFH-HAPCs for the snapper grouper complex include the following deepwater Marine Protected 
Areas (MPAs) as designated in Snapper Grouper Amendment 14; Snowy Grouper Wreck MPA, 
Northern South Carolina MPA, Edisto MPA, Charleston Deep Artificial Reef MPA, Georgia 
MPA, North Florida MPA, St. Lucie Hump MPA and East Hump MPA. 


 
 
Alternative 2.  Designate new and/or expanded MPAs as EFH-HAPCs for speckled hind and warsaw 
grouper.   
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Comparison of Alternatives 
 
 
 
 
  
  
Table 2-4.  Summary of effects under Action 4. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action) Status quo.   Status quo. 
Alternative 2     
Alternative 3     
Alternative 4      
 
 
 


2.5 Action 5.  Establish Marine Protected Areas for additional protections for 
speckled hind and warsaw grouper 


 
Alternative 1 (No Action).    
 
   


  
 


 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
  
Table 2-5.  Summary of effects under Action 5. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
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2.6  Action 6.  Modify permits and data reporting for for-hire vessels 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Retain existing permits and data reporting systems for the for-hire sector. 
 
Alternative 2.  Data Collection Committee motion says modify as per Attachment 4, which is the Code of 
Federal Regulations excerpt pasted below: 
 
* Code of Federal Regulations: Title 50  
§ 622.2 Definitions and acronyms. Science and Research Director (SRD), for the purposes of this part, 
means the Science and Research Director, Southeast Fisheries Science Center, NMFS (see Table 1 of § 
600.502 of this chapter).  
§ 622.4 Permits and fees.  
  
Amendment, Proposed Changes:  
I. Timing  
(2) Reporting deadlines--(i) Charter vessels and headboats. Completed fishing records required by 
paragraph (b)(1) of this section for charter vessels and headboats must be submitted to the SRD weekly, 
or at intervals shorter than a week if notified by the SRD. These records must be electronically stamped 
or postmarked not later than 7 days after the end of each week (Sunday). Information to be reported is 
indicated on the form and its accompanying instructions.  
Option 1. Weekly.  
Option 2. Daily.  
Option 3. Weekly or at intervals shorter than a week if notified by the SRD.  
 
 
 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 


  
 


Table 2-6.  Summary of effects under Action 6. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)         
Alternative 2        
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2.7 Action 7. Modify permits and data reporting for commercial vessels 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Retain existing permits and data reporting systems for the commercial sector. 
 
Alternative 2.  Modify permits and data-reporting for commercial vessels similarly to how this was done 
in SG Amendment 18A (Council chose No Action as their preferred at that time).  
 
 Sub-Alternative 2a.  Require all vessels with a Federal snapper grouper commercial   
 permit to have an electronic logbook tied to the vessel’s GPS onboard the vessel.  
 
 (Note:  Sub-Alternative 2a would require 100% of vessels to have an electronic logbook;  
 whereas, current data reporting programs only require electronic logbooks if selected.) 
 
 Sub-Alternative 2b.  Provide the option for fishermen to submit their logbook entries   
 electronically via an electronic version of the logbook made available online.  
 
 Sub-Alternative 2c.  Require that commercial landings and catch/effort data be    
 submitted in accordance with ACCSP standards, using the SAFIS system. 
 
 
 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
  
Table 2-7.  Summary of effects under Action 7. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
Alternative 2       
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2.8 Action 8.  Modify bycatch and discard reporting 
 
Alternative  1 (No Action).  Adopt the Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program (ACCSP) 
Release, Discard and Protected Species Module as the preferred methodology.  Until this module is fully 
funded, require the use of a variety of sources to assess and monitor bycatch including: observer coverage 
on vessels; logbooks; electronic logbook; video monitoring; MRFSS; state cooperation; and grant funded 
projects.  After the ACCSP Bycatch Module is implemented, continue the use of technologies to augment 
and verify observer data.  Require that commercial vessels with a snapper grouper permit, for-hire vessels 
with a for-hire permit, and private recreational vessels if fishing for snapper grouper species in the EEZ, if 
selected, shall use observer coverage, logbooks, electronic logbooks, video monitoring, or any other 
method deemed necessary to measure bycatch by NOAA Fisheries. 
 
Alternative 2.  Adopt the Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program Release, Discard and Protected 
Species Module as the preferred methodology.  Require that commercial vessels with a snapper grouper 
permit, for-hire vessels with a for-hire permit, and private recreational vessels if fishing for snapper 
grouper species in the EEZ, if selected, shall use observer coverage, logbooks, electronic logbooks, video 
monitoring, or any other method deemed necessary to measure bycatch by NOAA Fisheries. 
 
Alternative 3.  Require the use of a variety of sources to assess and monitor bycatch including: observer 
coverage on vessels; logbooks; electronic logbook; video monitoring; MRFSS; state cooperation; and 
grant funded projects. Require that commercial vessels with a snapper grouper permit, for-hire vessels 
with a for-hire permit, and private recreational vessels if fishing for snapper grouper species in the EEZ, if 
selected, shall use observer coverage, logbooks, electronic  logbooks, video monitoring, or any other 
method deemed necessary to measure bycatch by NOAA Fisheries. 
 
 
 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
 Table 2-8.  Summary of effects under Action 8. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
Alternative 2     
Alternative  3     
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Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
 
This section describes the affected environment in the proposed project area.  The affected environment is 
divided into four major components: 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


• Habitat environment (Section 3.1) 
 


Examples include coral reefs and sea grass beds 
 
 


• Biological environment (Section 3.2) 
 


Examples include populations of golden tilefish, 
corals, turtles 


 
 


• Human environment (Sections 3.3 & 3.4) 
 


Examples include fishing communities and 
economic descriptions of the fisheries 


 
 


• Administrative environment (Section 3.5) 
 


Examples include the fishery management 
process and enforcement activities 
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3.1 Habitat Environment 
 
The Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 addresses management measures to protect 
deepwater coral ecosystems, including Oculina, to reduce bycatch of speckled hind and warsaw 
grouper as well as modification of reporting requirements in all of the South Atlantic Council 
managed fisheries.  Chapter 3 details the biological environment for the species that will be most 
affected by this amendment including speckled hind and warsaw grouper, as well as deepwater 
coral ecosystems including Oculina.   
 
Detailed information on the life history of the other species affected by this amendment through 
the data collection action can be found in previous amendments and the habitat and biological 
environment can be found in the Fishery Ecosystem Plan (SAFMC, 2009).    
 
Information on the habitat utilized by species in the Snapper Grouper Complex is included in 
Volume II of the Fishery Ecosystem Plan (SAFMC 2009b) and incorporated here by reference. 
The FEP can be found at: 
http://www.safmc.net/ecosystem/Home/EcosystemHome/tabid/435/Default.aspx 
 
The affected environment for the snapper grouper fishery has recently been described in the 
Comprehensive Annual Catch Limit (ACL) Amendment (SAFMC 2011c), Amendment 17B 
(Amendment 17B) to the Fishery Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper of the South 
Atlantic Region (SAMFC 2010b), and the Fishery Ecosystem Plan (FEP) of the South Atlantic 
Region (SAMFC 2009).  Those descriptions of the biological, social, economic, and 
administrative environments are herein incorporated by reference 
 
The affected environment for the coral fishery has recently been described in the Comprehensive 
Ecosystem Based Amendment 2 (SAFMC, 2010) and the descriptions of the biological, social, 
economic and administrative environments are herein incorporated by reference.   


 
Copies are available from the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s (South 
Atlantic Council) Web site (www.safmc.net).  
 


3.1.1 Inshore/Estuarine Habitat  
 
Snapper-Grouper 
 
Many deepwater snapper grouper species utilize both pelagic and benthic habitats during several 
stages of their life histories; larval stages of these species live in the water column and feed on 
plankton.  Most juveniles and adults are demersal (bottom dwellers) and associate with hard 
structures on the continental shelf that have moderate to high relief (e.g., coral reef systems and 
artificial reef structures, rocky hard-bottom substrates, ledges and caves, sloping soft-bottom 
areas, and limestone outcroppings).  Juvenile stages of some snapper grouper species also utilize 
inshore seagrass beds, mangrove estuaries, lagoons, oyster reefs, and embayment systems.  In 
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many species, various combinations of these habitats may be utilized during daytime feeding 
migrations or seasonal shifts in cross-shelf distributions.  More detail on these habitat types can 
be found in Volume II of the Fishery Ecosystem Plan (SAFMC 2009b).   
 
Coral 
 


3.1.2 Offshore Habitat  
 
Snapper Grouper 
 
Predominant snapper grouper offshore fishing areas are located in live bottom and shelf-edge 
habitats, where water temperatures range from 11º to 27º C (52º to 81º F) due to the proximity of 
the Gulf Stream, with lower shelf habitat temperatures varying from 11º to 14º C (52º to 57º F).  
Water depths range from 16 to 27 meters (54 to 90 feet) or greater for live-bottom habitats, 55 to 
110 meters (180 to 360 feet) for the shelf-edge habitat, and from 110 to 183 meters (360 to 600 
feet) for lower-shelf habitat areas. 
 
The exact extent and distribution of productive snapper grouper habitat on the continental shelf 
north of Cape Canaveral is unknown.  Current data suggest from 3 to 30% of the shelf is suitable 
habitat for these species.  These live-bottom habitats may include low relief areas, supporting 
sparse to moderate growth of sessile (permanently attached) invertebrates, moderate relief reefs 
from 0.5 to 2 meters (1.6 to 6.6 feet), or high relief ridges at or near the shelf break consisting of 
outcrops of rock that are heavily encrusted with sessile invertebrates such as sponges and sea fan 
species.  Live-bottom habitat is scattered irregularly over most of the shelf north of Cape 
Canaveral, Florida, but is most abundant offshore from northeastern Florida.  South of Cape 
Canaveral, the continental shelf narrows from 56 to 16 kilometers (35 to 10 miles) wide, thence 
reducing off the southeast coast of Florida and the Florida Keys.  The lack of a large shelf area, 
presence of extensive, rugged living fossil coral reefs, and dominance of a tropical Caribbean 
fauna are distinctive benthic characteristics of this area. 
 
Rock outcroppings occur throughout the continental shelf from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to 
Key West, Florida (MacIntyre and Milliman 1970; Miller and Richards 1979; Parker et al. 1983), 
which are principally composed of limestone and carbonate sandstone (Newton et al. 1971), and 
exhibit vertical relief ranging from less than 0.5 to over 10 meters (33 feet).  Ledge systems 
formed by rock outcrops and piles of irregularly sized boulders are also common.  Parker et al. 
(1983) estimated that 24% (9,443 km2) of the area between the 27 and 101 meters (89 and 331 
feet) depth contours from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to Cape Canaveral, Florida is reef 
habitat.  Although the bottom communities found in water depths between 100 and 300 meters 
(328 and 984 feet) from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to Key West, Florida is relatively small 
compared to the whole shelf, this area, based upon landing information of fishers, constitutes 
prime reef fish habitat and probably significantly contributes to the total amount of reef habitat in 
this region. 
 
Artificial reef structures are also utilized to attract fish and increase fish harvests; however, 
research on artificial reefs is limited and opinions differ as to whether or not these structures 
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promote an increase of ecological biomass or merely concentrate fishes by attracting them from 
nearby, natural un-vegetated areas of little or no relief. 
 
The distribution of coral and live hard bottom habitat as presented in the Southeast Marine 
Assessment and Prediction (SEAMAP) Bottom Mapping Project is a proxy for the distribution of 
the species within the snapper grouper complex.  The method used to determine hard bottom 
habitat relied on the identification of reef obligate species including members of the snapper 
grouper complex.  The Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute (FWRI), using the best 
available information on the distribution of hard bottom habitat in the south Atlantic region, 
prepared ArcView maps for the four-state project.  These maps, which consolidate known 
distribution of coral, hard/live bottom, and artificial reefs as hard bottom, are available on the 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s (South Atlantic Council) Internet Mapping 
System website:  http://ocean.floridamarine.org/efh_coral/ims/viewer.htm. 
 
Plots of the spatial distribution of offshore species were generated from the Marine Resources 
Monitoring, Assessment, and Prediction Program (MARMAP) data. The plots serve as point 
confirmation of the presence of each species within the scope of the sampling program.  These 
plots, in combination with the hard bottom habitat distributions previously mentioned, can be 
employed as proxies for offshore snapper grouper complex distributions in the south Atlantic 
region.  Maps of the distribution of snapper grouper species by gear type based on Marine 
Assessment Monitoring and Prediction Program (MARMAP) data can also be generated through 
the Council’s Internet Mapping System at the above address. 
 
Coral 


 
Stony Corals (Class Anthozoa, Order Scleractinia)  
The southeast U.S. slope area, including the slope off the Florida Keys, appears to have a unique 
assemblage of deepwater Scleractinia (Cairns and Chapman 2001). The warm temperate assemblage 
identified by Cairns and Chapman (2001) contained about 62 species, four endemic to the region. 
This group was characterized by many free-living species, a few species living deeper than 1,000 
meters (3,281 feet), and many species with amphi-Atlantic distributions. For the southeastern U.S., in 
areas deeper than 200 meters (656 feet), they reported a similar assemblage, consisting of 57 species 
of scleractinians (including 47 solitary and ten colonial structure-forming corals), four antipatharians, 
one zoanthid, 44 octocorals, one pennatulid, and seven stylasterids. Thus, the region contains at least 
114 species of deepwater corals (Classes Hydrozoa and Anthozoa). This list is conservative; 
however, it is expected that more species will be discovered in the region as exploration and 
sampling increase. The major structure-forming corals that most contribute to reef-like habitats in the 
southeastern U.S. are discussed below.  
 
Lophelia pertusa  
Although Lophelia may occur in small scattered colonies attached to various hard substrata, it also 
forms complex, high profile features. For instance, off North Carolina, Lophelia forms what may be 
considered classic mounds that appear to be a sediment/coral rubble matrix topped with almost 
monotypic stands of L. pertusa. Along the sides and around the bases of these banks are rubble zones 
of dead, gray coral pieces which may extend large distances away from the mounds. To the south, 
sediment/coral mounds vary in size, and L. pertusa and other hard and soft corals populate the 
abundant hard substrata of the Blake Plateau in great numbers.  
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Data are lacking on how Lophelia coral banks in the southeastern U.S. are formed. Hypotheses for 
coral mound formation in the northeastern Atlantic were proposed (Hovland et al. 1998; Hovland and 
Risk 2003; Masson et al. 2003), but it is unclear how relevant these are off the southeastern U.S. The 
mounds off North Carolina and those in other locations off the southeastern U.S. (particularly east of 
south-central Florida) appear to be formed by successive coral growth, collapse, and sediment 
entrapment (Wilson 1979; Ayers and Pilkey 1981; Paull et al. 2000; Popenoe and Manheim 2001). 
Other coral formations in the area (especially on the Blake Plateau) seem to form by coral 
colonization of appropriate hard substrates, without mound formation by the corals. If bottom 
currents are too strong, mound formation may be prevented (Popenoe and Manheim 2001) because 
sediments cannot be trapped. Ayers and Pilkey (1981) suggested that Gulf Stream currents may erode 
coral mounds, and that present coral bank sizes may be related to historical displacements of that 
current. Assuming currents also carry appropriate foods, it may be that currents with variable speeds 
or at least currents of moderate speeds (fast enough to facilitate filter feeding but not too fast to 
prevent sediment entrapment) coupled with a supply of sediment are the conditions necessary to 
facilitate coral mound formation (Rogers 1999). Regardless of how coral formations are created, 
Masson et al. (2003) suggest that elevated topography appears to be an important attribute for well 
developed coral communities. 
 
Reproduction  
 
Lophelia pertusa has been studied more extensively than other species, using samples from Norway, 
the Gulf of Mexico, and the Florida Straits. Seasonality of gametogenesis appears to vary with 
location. The gametogenic cycle of samples collected from the Norwegian Fjords began in April and 
terminated with spawning in March the following year (Brooke and Jarnegren in prep.). In the Gulf 
of Mexico; however, gametogenesis begins in November and spawning probably occurs in late 
September/October (S. Brooke unpubl.). Fecundity of both sets of samples is high but quantified data 
have not yet been compiled. Research into reproduction of octocorals from Alaska and New England 
is also underway (Simpson unpubl.), and some work has been done on reproduction in Alaskan 
stylasterines, which are all brooders and produce short-lived planulae (Brooke and Stone in press). 
Larval biology has been described for O. varicosa (Brooke and Young 2005) but not for any of the 
other deepwater corals. 
 
Development and growth  
 
The growth of L. pertusa has been measured using various methods (Duncan 1877; Dons 1944; 
Freiwald 1998; Gass and Roberts 2006), which have estimated growth rates between 4-26 
millimeters (0.2-1.23 inches) per year, with the most likely estimates at approximately 5 millimeters 
(2 inches) per year (Mortensen and Rapp 1998). These methods have measured linear extension 
rather than calcification rates, but the latter could potentially be calculated from growth rates and 
skeletal density. Growth rates of some gorgonians and antipatharians have also been measured using 
rings in the gorgonian skeleton and isotopic analysis (e.g., Sherwood et al. 2005, Andrews et al. 
2002, Risk et al. 2002; Williams et al. 2006) and in some cases the colonies are extremely old 
(hundreds to thousands of years) and have very slow growth rates (e.g., Druffel et al. 1995; C. 
Holmes et al. unpubl. data).  
 
Field observations on distribution of L. pertusa indicate that the upper thermal limit for survival is 
approximately 12°C (54°F), and laboratory studies on L. pertusa tolerance to temperature extremes 
corroborate these observations (S. Brooke unpubl. data). Preliminary experiments with heat shock 
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proteins show expression of HSP-70 in response to exposure of temperature greater than 10°C (50 
°F) (S. Brooke unpubl. data). Experiments on tolerance to sediment load indicate that samples of L. 
pertusa from the Gulf of Mexico show >50% survival in sediment loads of 103 mgL-1 for 14 days, 
and can survive complete burial for up to 2 days (Continental Shelf Associates in review). Given the 
proximity of some coral habitats to oil and gas extraction sites, tolerance to drilling fluids and fossil 
fuels should also be investigated.  
 
Further laboratory and field experiments are needed to examine the individual and interactive effects 
of environmental conditions such as temperature, sedimentation, and toxins. A range of responses or 
endpoints should be examined including more modern techniques such as cellular diagnostics. These 
include examination of levels of stress proteins produced by cells in response to external conditions 
such as heat shock proteins, ubiquitin, etc. There are general classes of cellular products that are 
known to be indicative of specific stressors such as nutritional stress, xenobiotics, metals, and 
temperature. These techniques are being increasingly used in shallow coral systems as a more 
sensitive organismal response to stress (i.e., more sensitive than mortality). These responses should 
be measured in combination with more standard parameters such as growth, respiration, and 
fecundity.  
 
Coral growth rates provide information on the rates of habitat production in deepwater coral 
ecosystems while coral mortality and bioerosion counterbalance this production with destruction. 
Understanding the positive and negative sides of this balance, particularly under the changes in 
environmental conditions that are anticipated in the coming decade or two, is crucial to the 
management and conservation of deepwater coral habitat and habitat function (e.g., fishery 
production). 
 
Although Lophelia is the dominant hard coral off North Carolina, other scleractinians contribute to 
the overall complexity of the habitat (Table 3-3). Overall, species diversity of scleractinians 
increases south of Cape Fear, NC, but L. pertusa is still dominant. For example, the colonial corals 
Madrepora oculata and Enallopsammia profunda, rare off Cape Lookout, NC, are relatively 
common south of Cape Fear, NC. These hard corals tend not to occur singly or as species-specific 
mounds, but rather live on or adjacent to the Lophelia mounds. A variety of solitary corals are also 
found off the southeastern U.S. Individuals are often attached to coral rubble or underlying hard 
substrata. Most species appear to be either uncommon or rare. But, in some instances, particularly in 
the central portion of the region, local abundance can be high. For example, aggregations of 
Thecopsammia socialis and Bathypsammia fallosocialis carpet the bottom adjacent to reef habitat at 
study sites off South Carolina and northern Florida (Ross et al. unpublished data). 
 
Black corals (Class Anthozoa, Order Antipatharia)  
Black corals (Families Leiopathidae and Schizopathidae, ca. four species) are important structure-
forming corals on the southeastern U.S. slope (Table 3-3). These corals occur locally in moderate 
abundances, but their distributions seem to be limited to the region south of Cape Fear, NC. Colonies 
may reach heights of 1-2 meters (2-3 feet). Black coral colonies, occurring singly or in small 
aggregations, may be observed either in association with hard coral colonies or as separate entities. 
Some of these living components of the deep reefs attain ages of hundreds to thousands of years 
(Williams et al. 2006; Williams et al. in press; C. Holmes and S.W. Ross, unpublished data), and 
thus, along with gold corals, are among the oldest known animals on Earth. Black corals form annual 
or regular bands, and these bands contain important chemical records on past climates, ocean 
physics, ocean productivity, pollution, and data relevant to global geochemical cycles. An effort to 
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investigate these geochemical data is underway by U.S. Geological Survey (C. Holmes and S.W. 
Ross).  
 
Gold corals (Class Anthozoa, Order Zoanthidae)  
Gerardia spp. colonies are found most often singly away from other coral structure, but these corals 
are also found associated with colonies of other structure-forming corals such as Lophelia pertusa, 
Keratoisis spp., or antipatharians (Leiopathes spp.). Very little is known about this group of 
organisms. They apparently exhibit slow growth, reaching ages of at least 1,800 years old (Griffin 
and Druffel 1989; Druffel et al. 1995) and may be valuable in paleo-ecology studies. 
 
Gorgonians (Class Anthozoa, Order Gorgonacea)  
The gorgonians are by far the most diverse taxon on the southeastern U.S. slope represented by seven 
families, 17 genera, and 32 species. The diversity of gorgonians increases dramatically south of Cape 
Fear, NC. Additional sampling is likely to increase the numbers of known species in this group for 
this region. To date, material collected off Jacksonville, FL represented a newly described species 
(Thourella bipinnata Cairns 2006); the specimen of Chrysogorgia squamata also collected off 
Jacksonville represented the fifth known specimen of this species and increased our knowledge of its 
geographic range (previously known only from the Caribbean). 
 
Bamboo corals (Family Isididae, four species), possibly the best known members of this group 
because of their larger size and distinctive morphology, are also important structure-forming corals 
off the southeast region (Table 3-3). They occur locally in moderate abundances and their 
distributions also seem to be limited to the region south of Cape Fear, NC. Colonies may reach 
heights of 1-2 meters (3-6 feet). Bamboo coral colonies occur either singly or in small aggregations 
and may be observed either in association with hard coral colonies or as separate entities.  
 
True soft corals (Class Anthozoa, Order Alcyonacea)  
Three Families --Alcyoniidae, Nephtheidae, and Nidaliidae-- comprise the Alcyonacea off the 
southeastern U.S. No family is speciose; total known diversity for this group is only six species. The 
most abundant species observed in the region is Anthomastus agassizi, which is relatively abundant 
at sites off Florida. It is usually attached to dead Lophelia, but some individuals have also been 
observed on dermosponges and coral rubble. The majority of the alcyonacean species are smaller in 
size, both in vertical extent and diameter, than the gorgonians. Thus, these corals add to the overall 
structural complexity of the habitat by attaching to hard substrata such as dead scleractinian skeletons 
and coral rubble.  
 
Stoloniferans, a suborder (Stolonifera) within the Alcyonacea, are represented by one family 
(Clavulariidae) off the southeast region. Six species from four genera have been reported from the 
region. One species, Clavularia modesta, is widespread throughout the western Atlantic; the other 
five species are known from North Carolina southward to the Caribbean.  
 
Pennatulaceans (Class Anthozoa, Order Pennatulacea)  
Little is known about pennatulids (sea pens) off the southeastern U.S. It is unlikely that this group 
contributes significantly to the overall complexity and diversity of the system. No sea pens have been 
observed during recent surveys (Ross et al. unpublished data) and based on museum records, only 
one species (Kophobelemnon sertum) is known in the region.  
 
Stylasterids (Class Hydrozoa, Order Anthoathecatae)  
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Although not found in great abundances, stylasterids (lace corals) commonly occur off the 
southeastern U.S. Seven species representing four genera have been reported from the region. 
Individuals observed in situ are often attached to dead scleractinian corals or coral rubble. 
Abundance and diversity of stylasterids increase southward from the Carolinas. 


3.1.3 Essential Fish Habitat  
 
Snapper Grouper 
 
Essential fish habitat (EFH) is defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) as “those waters and substrates necessary to fish for 
spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity” (16 U.S. C. 1802(10)).  Specific categories 
of EFH identified in the South Atlantic Bight, which are utilized by federally managed fish and 
invertebrate species, include both estuarine/inshore and marine/offshore areas.  Specifically, 
estuarine/inshore EFH includes:  Estuarine emergent and mangrove wetlands, submerged aquatic 
vegetation, oyster reefs and shell banks, intertidal flats, palustrine emergent and forested 
systems, aquatic beds, and estuarine water column.  Additionally, marine/offshore EFH includes:  
Live/hard bottom habitats, coral and coral reefs, artificial and manmade reefs, Sargassum 
species, and marine water column.   
 
EFH utilized by snapper grouper species in this region includes coral reefs, live/hard bottom, 
submerged aquatic vegetation, artificial reefs and medium to high profile outcroppings on and 
around the shelf break zone from shore to at least 183 meters [600 feet (but to at least 2,000 feet 
for wreckfish)] where the annual water temperature range is sufficiently warm to maintain adult 
populations of members of this largely tropical fish complex.  EFH includes the spawning area in 
the water column above the adult habitat and the additional pelagic environment, including 
Sargassum, required for survival of larvae and growth up to and including settlement. In 
addition, the Gulf Stream is also EFH because it provides a mechanism to disperse snapper 
grouper larvae. 
 
For specific life stages of estuarine- dependent and near shore snapper grouper species, EFH 
includes areas inshore of the 30 meter (100-foot) contour, such as attached macroalgae; 
submerged rooted vascular plants (seagrasses); estuarine emergent vegetated wetlands 
(saltmarshes, brackish marsh); tidal creeks; estuarine scrub/shrub (mangrove fringe); oyster reefs 
and shell banks; unconsolidated bottom (soft sediments); artificial reefs; and coral reefs and 
live/hard bottom habitats. 
 
Coral 
 


3.1.3.1  Habitat Areas of Particular Concern  
 
Snapper Grouper 
 
Areas which meet the criteria for Essential Fish Habitat-Habitat Areas of Particular Concern 
(EFH-HAPCs) for species in the snapper grouper management unit include medium to high 
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profile offshore hard bottoms where spawning normally occurs; localities of known or likely 
periodic spawning aggregations; near shore hard bottom areas; The Point, The Ten Fathom 
Ledge, and Big Rock (North Carolina); The Charleston Bump (South Carolina); mangrove 
habitat; seagrass habitat; oyster/shell habitat; all coastal inlets; all state-designated nursery 
habitats of particular importance to snapper grouper(e.g., Primary and Secondary Nursery Areas 
designated in North Carolina); pelagic and benthic Sargassum; Hoyt Hills for wreckfish; the 
Oculina Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern; all hermatypic coral habitats and reefs; 
manganese outcroppings on the Blake Plateau; and Council-designated Artificial Reef Special 
Management Zones (SMZs).   
 
Areas that meet the criteria for EFH-HAPCs include habitats required during each life stage 
(including egg, larval, postlarval, juvenile, and adult stages).  In addition to protecting habitat 
from fishing related degradation though fishery management plan (FMP) regulations, the South 
Atlantic Council, in cooperation with NOAA Fisheries Service, actively comments on non-
fishing projects or policies that may impact essential fish habitat.  With guidance from the 
Habitat Advisory Panel, the South Atlantic Council has developed and approved policies on: 
energy exploration, development, transportation and hydropower re-licensing; beach dredging 
and filling and large-scale coastal engineering; protection and enhancement of submerged 
aquatic vegetation; alterations to riverine, estuarine and near shore flows; offshore aquaculture; 
marine invasive species and estuarine invasive species.
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3.2 Biological and Ecological Environment  
 
The reef environment in the South Atlantic management area affected by actions in this 
amendment is defined by two components (Figure 3-1).  Each component will be described in 
detail in the following sections. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
Figure 3-1.  Two components of the biological environment described in this amendment
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3.2.1 Fish Populations 
 
The waters off the South Atlantic coast are home to a diverse population of fish.  The snapper 
grouper fishery management unit currently contains 73 species of fish, many of them neither 
“snappers” nor “groupers”.   These species live in depths from a few feet (typically as juveniles) 
to hundreds of feet.  As far as north/south distribution, the more temperate species tend to live in 
the upper reaches of the South Atlantic management area (black sea bass, red grouper) while the 
tropical variety’s core residence is in the waters off south Florida waters, Caribbean Islands, and 
northern South America (black grouper, mutton snapper).  
 
These are reef-dwelling species that live amongst each other.  These species rely on the reef 
environment for protection and food.  There are several reef tracts that follow the southeastern 
coast.  The fact that these fish populations congregate together dictates the nature of the fishery 
(multi-species) and further forms the type of management regulations proposed in this 
amendment. 
 
Snapper grouper species commonly taken with red grouper could be affected by actions in this 
amendment.  Snapper grouper species most likely to be affected by the proposed actions include 
many species that occupy the same habitat at the same time.  Therefore, snapper grouper species 
are likely to be caught when regulated since they will be incidentally caught when fishermen 
target other co-occurring species. 
 


3.2.1.1 Speckled Hind 
 
Life History Information 
 
Speckled hind occur in the Western Atlantic Ocean from North Carolina and Bermuda to the 
Florida Keys, and in the northern and eastern Gulf of Mexico (Heemstra and Randall 1993).  The 
speckled hind is solitary and found in depths from 25 m (98 ft) (Heemstra and Randall 1993) to 
400 m (1,312 ft) (Bullock and Smith 1991).  Heemstra and Randall (1993) reported that it most 
commonly occurs at depths of 60-120 m (197-394 ft).  Bullock and Smith (1991) indicated that 
most commercial catches are taken from depths of 50 m (164 ft) or more.  Juveniles occur in 
shallower waters.  
 
Maximum reported size is 110 cm (43.3 in) TL and 30 kg (66 lbs) (Heemstra and Randall 1993).  
The maximum size and age of individuals examined by Matheson and Huntsman (1984) in the 
South Atlantic Bight was 110 cm (43.3 in) and 15 years, respectively.  Heemstra and Randall 
(1993) reported a maximum age of 25 years.  Estimated size at maturity is 81.1 cm (32 in), and 
M (natural mortality) is estimated at 0.14 (Froese and Pauly 2003) to 0.15 (Potts et al. 1998).   
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The speckled hind is believed to form spawning aggregations (G. Gilmore, Dynamac 
Corporation, personal communication).  Spawning reportedly occurs from July to September 
(Heemstra and Randall 1993).  Prey items include fishes, crustaceans, and squids (Bullock and 
Smith 1991; Heemstra and Randall 1993). 
 
Speckled hind probably migrate to deeper water as they grow and mature (Ziskin, 2008).  Ziskin 
(2008) reported there was a positive relationship between depth and length for speckled hind 
examined during 1977 to 1993. Furthermore, like other grouper species, speckled hind change 
sex from female to male as they age (Ziskin 2008). 
 
A study conducted by Ziskin (2008) indicated that total mortality and fishing mortality of 
speckled hind had increased since 1977-1993 suggesting that speckled hind continues to be 
overexploited, despite the 1994 regulation that limited commercial and recreational catch to one 
speckled hind per trip, and may not be reproductively resilient enough to recover from depressed 
population levels. 
 
 3.2.1.2 Stock Status of Speckled Hind 


 
 


 


3.2.1.3 Warsaw Grouper 
 
Life History Information 
 
Warsaw grouper occur in the Western Atlantic from Massachusetts to southeastern Brazil 
(Robins and Ray 1986), and in the Gulf of Mexico (Smith 1971).  The warsaw grouper is a 
solitary species (Heemstra and Randall 1993), usually found on rocky ledges and seamounts 
(Robins and Ray 1986), at depths from 55 to 525 m (180-1,722 ft) (Heemstra and Randall 1993).  
Juveniles are sometimes observed in inshore waters (Robins and Ray 1986), on jetties and 
shallow reefs (Heemstra and Randall 1993). 
 
Maximum reported size is 230 cm (91 in) TL (Heemstra and Randall 1993) and 263 kg (580 lbs) 
(Robins and Ray 1986).  The oldest specimen was 41 years old (Manooch and Mason 1987).  
Natural mortality was estimated by the SouthEast Data Assessment and Review (SEDAR) group 


Speckled Hind 
Stock Status 


 
• Undergoing overfishing 
• Overfished status unknown 
• ABC=0 (landings only) 
• ACL=0 (landings only; 


commercial and recreational)  







 
 
South Atlantic Comprehensive   Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 
 


36


during November 2003 to range from 0.05 to 0.12 (SEDAR 4 2004).  The warsaw grouper 
spawns during August, September, and October in the Gulf of Mexico (Peter Hood, NOAA 
Fisheries, personal communication), and during April and May off Cuba (Naranjo 1956).  Adults 
feed on benthic invertebrates and on fishes (Heemstra and Randall 1993). 
 
 
 
 3.2.1.4 Stock Status of Warsaw Grouper 
 
 


 
 
 3.2.1.5 Other Fish Species Affected 
 


  


3.2.2 Protected Species 
There are 31 different species of marine mammals that may occur in the EEZ of the South 


Atlantic region.  All 31 species are protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) 
and six are also listed as endangered under the ESA (i.e., sperm, sei, fin, blue, humpback, and 
North Atlantic right whales).  In addition to those six marine mammals, five species of sea turtle 
, the smalltooth sawfish, and two Acropora coral species (elkhorn [Acropora palmata] and 
staghorn [A. cervicornis]) are protected under the ESA.  Also, since the completion of the June 7, 
2006 Biological Opinion, Atlantic sturgeon has been listed under the ESA, effective April 6, 
2012 [77 FR 5914; February 6, 2012].  Portions of designated critical habitat for North Atlantic 
right whales and Acropora corals also occur within the South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction.  
Descriptions of the life history characteristics of the protected species can be found in the FEP 
(SAMFC 2009b) and in Comprehensive ACL Amendment (SAFMC 2011c), and are herein 
incorporated by reference.   


 
Species listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA, along with any designated critical 
habitat(s) in the action area, are listed below. A review of the species‘ biology, population status, 
distribution, and on-going threats is provided in order to evaluate potential effects of the fishery 
and proposed action(s) on the listed species, as required by Section 7 of the ESA.  


Warsaw Grouper 
Stock Status 


 
• Undergoing overfishing 
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• ABC=0 (landings only) 
• ACL=0 (landings only; 
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Section 7(a)(2) requires federal agencies ensure any activity they authorize, fund, or carry out is 
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or result in destruction or 
adverse modification of designated critical habitat.  


 
List of Species and Designated Critical Habitat in the Action Area 
Endangered 
Blue whale Balaenoptera musculus 
Humpback whale Megaptera novaeangliae 
Fin whale Balaenoptera physalus 
North Atlantic right whale Eubalaena glacialis 
Sei whale Balaenoptera borealis 
Sperm whale Physeter macrocephalus 
Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea 
Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys imbricata 
Kemp‘s Ridley turtle Lepidochelys kempii 
Green turtle* Chelonia mydas (Green turtles in U.S. waters are listed as threatened except 
the Florida breeding population, which is listed as endangered.) 
Smalltooth sawfish (U.S. distinct population segment) Pristis pectinata 
Atlantic Sturgeon 
Threatened 
Loggerhead turtle Caretta caretta 
Elkhorn coral Acropora palmata 
Staghorn coral A. cervicornis 
 
Critical Habitat: Right Whale Critical Habitat 
 


North Atlantic right whale critical habitat has been designated in the U.S. Southeast Atlantic 
from the mouth of the Altamaha River, Georgia, to Jacksonville, Florida, out 27 kilometers (15 
nautical miles) and from Jacksonville, Florida, to Sebastian Inlet, Florida, out 9 kilometers (5 
nautical miles). A portion of this area lies within the EEZ. 


 
 


Species under U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Jurisdiction:  
Endangered  
Bermuda Petrel Pterodrama cahow  
Roseate Tern*** Sterna dougallii  
*** North American populations federally listed under the ESA: endangered on Atlantic coast south 
to NC, threatened elsewhere.  
 
ESA-Listed Sea Turtles  
Green, hawksbill, Kemp‘s ridley, leatherback, and loggerhead sea turtles are all highly migratory and 
travel widely throughout the South Atlantic. The following sections are a brief overview of the 
general life history characteristics of the sea turtles found in the South Atlantic region. Several 
volumes exist that cover more thoroughly the biology and ecology of these species (i.e., Lutz and 
Musick (eds.) 1997, Lutz et al. (eds.) 2002).  
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Green sea turtle hatchlings are thought to occupy pelagic areas of the open ocean and are often 
associated with Sargassum rafts (Carr 1987, Walker 1994). Pelagic stage green sea turtles are 
thought to be carnivorous. Stomach samples of these animals found ctenophores and pelagic snails 
(Frick 1976, Hughes 1974). At approximately 20 to 25 centimeters (8-10 inches) carapace length, 
juveniles migrate from pelagic habitats to benthic foraging areas (Bjorndal 1997). As juveniles move 
into benthic foraging areas a diet shift towards herbivory occurs. They consume primarily seagrasses 
and algae, but are also know to consume jellyfish, salps, and sponges (Bjorndal 1980, 1997; Paredes 
1969; Mortimer 1981, 1982). The diving abilities of all sea turtles species vary by their life stages. 
The maximum diving range of green sea turtles is estimated at 110 meters (360 feet) (Frick 1976), 
but they are most frequently making dives of less than 20 meters (65 feet) (Walker 1994). The time 
of these dives also varies by life stage. The maximum dive length is estimated at 66 minutes with 
most dives lasting from 9 to 23 minutes (Walker 1994).  
 
The hawksbill’s pelagic stage lasts from the time they leave the nesting beach as hatchlings until 
they are approximately 22-25 centimeters (8-10 inches) in straight carapace length (Meylan 1988, 
Meylan and Donnelly 1999). The pelagic stage is followed by residency in developmental habitats 
(foraging areas where juveniles reside and grow) in coastal waters. Little is known about the diet of 
pelagic stage hawksbills. Adult foraging typically occurs over coral reefs, although other hard-
bottom communities and mangrove-fringed areas are occupied occasionally. Hawksbills show 
fidelity to their foraging areas over several years (van Dam and Diéz 1998). The hawksbill‘s diet is 
highly specialized and consists primarily of sponges (Meylan 1988). Gravid females have been noted 
ingesting coralline substrate (Meylan 1984) and calcareous algae (Anderes Alvarez and Uchida 
1994), which are believed to be possible sources of calcium to aid in eggshell production. The 
maximum diving depths of these animals are not known, but the maximum length of dives is 
estimated at 73.5 minutes. More routinely, dives last about 56 minutes (Hughes 1974).  
 
Kemp’s ridley hatchlings are also pelagic during the early stages of life and feed in surface waters 
(Carr 1987, Ogren 1989). Once the juveniles reach approximately 20 centimeters (8 inches) carapace 
length they move to relatively shallow (less than 50 meters; 164 feet.) 
benthic foraging habitat over unconsolidated substrates (Márquez-M. 1994). They have also been 
observed transiting long distances between foraging habitats (Ogren 1989). Kemp‘s ridleys feeding 
in these nearshore areas primarily prey on crabs, though they are also known to ingest mollusks, fish, 
marine vegetation, and shrimp (Shaver 1991). The fish and shrimp Kemp‘s ridleys ingest are not 
thought to be a primary prey item but instead may be scavenged opportunistically from bycatch 
discards or from discarded bait (Shaver 1991). Given their predilection for shallower water, Kemp‘s 
ridleys most routinely make dives of 50 m or less (Soma 1985, Byles 1988). Their maximum diving 
range is unknown. Depending on the life stage Kemp‘s ridleys may be able to stay submerged 
anywhere from 167 minutes to 300 minutes, though dives of 12.7 minutes to 16.7 minutes are much 
more common (Soma 1985, Mendonca and Pritchard 1986, Byles 1988). Kemp‘s ridleys may also 
spend as much as 96% of their time underwater (Soma 1985, Byles 1988).  
 
Leatherbacks are the most pelagic of all ESA-listed sea turtles and spend most of their time in the 
open ocean although they will enter coastal waters and are seen over the continental shelf on a 
seasonal basis to feed in areas where jellyfish are concentrated. Leatherbacks feed primarily on 
cnidarians (medusae, siphonophores) and tunicates. Unlike other sea turtles, leatherbacks‘ diets do 
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not shift during their life cycles. Because leatherbacks‘ ability to capture and eat jellyfish is not 
constrained by size or age, they continue to feed on these species regardless of life stage (Bjorndal 
1997). Leatherbacks are the deepest diving of all sea turtles. It is estimated that these species can dive 
in excess of 1000 meters (Eckert et al. 1989) but more frequently dive to depths of 50 to 84 meters 
(Eckert et al. 1986). Dive times range from a maximum of 37 minutes to more routines dives of 4 to 
14.5 minutes (Standora et al. 1984, Eckert et al. 1986, Eckert et al. 1989, Keinath and Musick 1993). 
Leatherbacks may spend 74% to 91% of their time submerged (Standora et al. 1984).  
 
Loggerhead hatchlings forage in the open ocean and are often associated with Sargassum rafts 
(Hughes 1974, Carr 1987, Walker 1994, Bolten and Balazs 1995). The pelagic stage of these sea 
turtles are known to eat a wide range of things including salps, jellyfish, amphipods, crabs, 
syngnathid fish, squid, and pelagic snails (Brongersma 1972). Stranding records indicate that when 
pelagic immature loggerheads reach 40-60 centimeters (16-23 inches) straight-line carapace length 
they begin to live in coastal inshore and nearshore waters of the continental shelf throughout the U.S. 
Atlantic (Witzell 2002). Here they forage over hard- and soft-bottom habitats (Carr 1986). Benthic 
foraging loggerheads eat a variety of invertebrates with crabs and mollusks being an important prey 
source (Burke et al. 1993). Estimates of the maximum diving depths of loggerheads range from 211 
to 233 meters (692-764 feet.) (Thayer et al. 1984, Limpus and Nichols 1988). The lengths of 
loggerhead dives are frequently between 17 and 30 minutes (Thayer et al. 1984, Limpus and Nichols 
1988, Limpus and Nichols 1994, Lanyan et al. 1989) and they may spend anywhere from 80 to 94% 
of their time submerged (Limpus and Nichols 1994, Lanyan et al. 1989).  
 
ESA-Listed Marine Fish  
 
Smalltooth Sawfish 
 
The historical range of the smalltooth sawfish in the U.S. ranged from New York to the Mexico 
border. Their current range is poorly understood but believed to have contracted from these historical 
areas. In the South Atlantic region, they are most commonly found in Florida, primarily off the 
Florida Keys (Simpfendorfer and Wiley 2004). Only two smalltooth sawfish have been recorded 
north of Florida since 1963 (the first was captured off North Carolina in 1999 (Schwartz 2003) and 
the other off Georgia 2002 [Burgess unpublished data]). Historical accounts and recent encounter 
data suggest that immature individuals are most common in shallow coastal waters less than 25 
meters (Bigelow and Schroeder 1953, Adams and Wilson 1995), while mature animals occur in 
waters in excess of 100 meters (Simpfendorfer pers. comm. 2006). Smalltooth sawfish feed primarily 
on fish. Mullet, jacks, and ladyfish are believed to be their primary food resources (Simpfendorfer 
2001). Smalltooth sawfish also prey on crustaceans (mostly shrimp and crabs) by disturbing bottom 
sediment with their saw (Norman and Fraser 1938, Bigelow and Schroeder 1953).  
NMFS convened the Smalltooth Sawfish Recovery Team, comprising sawfish scientists, managers, 
and environmental managers, to develop a plan to recover the U.S. distinct population segment 
(DPS) of smalltooth sawfish. The plan recommends specific steps to recover the DPS, focusing on 
reducing fishing impacts, protecting important habitats, and educating the public. The draft recovery 
plan was made available for public comment in August 2006 and can be found at 
www.nmfs.noaa.gov.  
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On May 1, 2009, the Southeast Regional Office, Sustainable Fisheries Division, requested 
reinitiation of the Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation on the South Atlantic shrimp 
fishery and its effects on smalltooth sawfish because the amount of authorized incidental take for 
smalltooth sawfish had been exceeded. The most recent biological opinion on shrimp fishing under 
the Shrimp Fishery Management Plan for the South Atlantic, completed on February 25, 2005, 
concluded the continued authorization of the South Atlantic shrimp fishery is not likely to jeopardize 
the continued existence of smalltooth sawfish. An incidental take statement was issued authorizing 
the annual incidental lethal take of up to one smalltooth sawfish. A smalltooth sawfish take was 
observed in a shrimp trawl in the South Atlantic exclusive economic zone (EEZ) on July 26, 2008. It 
was in poor condition and believed not to have survived the interaction. Three additional smalltooth 
sawfish were observed taken in a shrimp trawls in the South Atlantic EEZ during a fishing trip from 
March 5-9, 2009. One of the smalltooth sawfish is thought to have died from the interaction; the 
other two were released alive and assumed to have survived.  
 
Under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), it is illegal to catch or harm an endangered sawfish. 
However, some fishermen catch sawfish incidentally while fishing for other species. NMFS and the 
Smalltooth Sawfish Recovery Team have developed guidelines to fishermen telling them how to 
safely handle and release any sawfish they catch.  
 
Atlantic Sturgeon 
 
ESA-Listed Marine Invertebrates  
 
Elkhorn (Acropora palmata) and staghorn (A. cervicornis) coral were listed as threatened under the 
ESA on May 9, 2006. The Atlantic Acropora Status Review (Acropora Biological Review Team 
2005) presents a summary of published literature and other currently available scientific information 
regarding the biology and status of both these species.  
 
Elkhorn and staghorn corals are two of the major reef-building corals in the wider Caribbean. In the 
South Atlantic region, they are found most commonly in the Florida Keys; staghorn coral occurs the 
furthest north with colonies documented off Palm Beach, Florida (26°3'N). The depth range for these 
species ranges from <1 meter (3 feet) to 60 meters (197 feet). The optimal depth range for elkhorn is 
considered to be 1 to 5 meters (3-16 feet) depth (Goreau and Wells 1967), while staghorn corals are 
found slightly deeper, 5 to 15 meters (16-49 feet) (Goreau and Goreau 1973).  
 
All Atlantic Acropora species (including elkhorn and staghorn coral) are considered to be 
environmentally sensitive, requiring relatively clear, well-circulated water (Jaap et al. 1989). Optimal 
water temperatures for elkhorn and staghorn coral range from 25° to 29°C (77-84°F) (Ghiold and 
Smith 1990, Williams and Bunkley-Williams 1990). Both species are almost entirely dependent upon 
sunlight for nourishment, contrasting the massive, boulder-shaped species in the region (Porter 1976, 
Lewis 1977) that are more dependent on zooplankton. Thus, Atlantic Acropora species are much 
more susceptible to increases in water turbidity than some other coral species.  
 
Fertilization and development of elkhorn and staghorn corals is exclusively external. Embryonic 
development culminates with the development of planktonic larvae called planulae (Bak et al. 1977, 
Sammarco 1980, Rylaarsdam 1983). Unlike most other coral larvae, elkhorn and staghorn planulae 
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appear to prefer to settle on upper, exposed surfaces, rather than in dark or cryptic ones (Szmant and 
Miller 2006), at least in a laboratory setting. Studies of elkhorn and staghorn corals indicated that 
larger colonies of both species3 had higher fertility rates than smaller colonies (Soong and Lang 
1992).  
 
Species of Concern  
 
NOAA Fisheries Service has created a list of Species of Concern as a publicly available list 
identifying other species of concern. These are species about which NOAA Fisheries Service has 
some concerns regarding status and threats, but for which insufficient information is available to 
indicate a need to list the species under the ESA. NOAA Fisheries Service uses the list to draw 
proactive attention and conservation action to these species. No federal mandate protects species of 
concern under the ESA although voluntary protection of these species is urged. To date, no incidental 
capture of any of these species has been reported in the shrimp fishery or golden crab fishery in the 
South Atlantic region.  
 
List of Marine Species of Concern in the Southeastern U. S.  
Dusky shark Carcharhinus obscurus  
Sand tiger shark Odontaspis taurus  
Night shark Carcharhinus signatus  
Atlantic sturgeon Acipenser oxyrhynchus oxyrhynchus  
Mangrove rivulus Rivulus mamoratus  
Oposum pipefish Microphis barchyurus lineatus  
Key silverside Menidia conchorum  
Goliath grouper Epinephelus itajara  
Speckled hind Epinephelus drummondhayi  
Warsaw grouper Epinephelus nigritus  
Nassau grouper Epinephelus striatus  
Atlantic white marlin Tetrapturus albidus 
Ivory Tree Coral Oculina varicosa 


3.3 Human Environment 
 
Additional information on the commercial snapper grouper fishery is contained in previous 
amendments [Amendment 17B (SAFMC 2010b); Regulatory Amendment 9 (SAFMC 2011b); 
Amendment 25 (Comprehensive ACL Amendment) (SAFMC 2011c)] and is incorporated herein 
by reference.  Additional information on deepwater coral ecosystems can be found in the 
Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 1 and the Comprehenisve ACL Amendment and 
is herein incorporated by reference.  


3.3.1    Economic Description of the Commercial Fishery 
 


Additional information on the commercial snapper grouper fishery is contained in previous 
amendments [Amendment 13C (SAFMC 2006), Amendment 15A (SAFMC 2008a), Amendment 
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15B (SAFMC 2008b), Amendment 16 (SAFMC 2009a), and Amendment 18A (SAFMC 2011] 
and is incorporated herein by reference 
 


3.3.1.4 Economic Activity 
 


3.3.2     Economic Description of the Recreational Fishery 
 
Additional information on the recreational sector of the snapper grouper fishery contained in 
previous or concurrent amendments is incorporated herein by reference [see Amendment 13C 
(SAFMC 2006), Amendment 15A (SAFMC 2008a), Amendment 15B (SAFMC 2008b), 
Amendment 16 (SAFMC 2009a), Amendment 17A (SAFMC 2010a), Amendment 17B (SAFMC 
2010b), Regulatory Amendment 9 (SAFMC 2011b), Comprehensive ACL Amendment for the 
South Atlantic Region (SAFMC 2011c), Amendment 24 (SAFMC 2011d)].  The following 
description of the recreational sector focuses on speckled hind and warsaw grouper, as well as 
co-located snapper grouper species including  as this is the main species considered in this 
amendment.  
 
The recreational sector is comprised of the private sector and for-hire sector.  The private sector 
includes anglers fishing from shore (all land-based structures) and private/rental boats.  The for-
hire sector is composed of the charterboat and headboat (also called partyboat) sectors.  
Charterboats generally carry fewer passengers and charge a fee on an entire vessel basis, whereas 
headboats carry more passengers and payment is per person. 
 


3.3.2.1      Harvest 
  


3.3.2.2      Effort  
 
Recreational effort derived from the MRFSS database can be characterized in terms of the 
number of trips as follows:  
 


1. Target effort - The number of individual angler trips, regardless of trip duration, where 
the intercepted angler indicated that the species was targeted as either the first or the 
second primary target for the trip.  The species did not have to be caught. 


2. Catch effort - The number of individual angler trips, regardless of trip duration and target 
intent, where the individual species was caught.  The fish caught did not have to be kept. 


3. All recreational trips - The total estimated number of recreational trips taken, regardless 
of target intent or catch success. 
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3.3.2.3      Permits  
 
For-hire vessels are required to have a for-hire snapper grouper permit to fish for or possess 
snapper grouper species in the South Atlantic EEZ.  The number of vessels with for-hire snapper 
grouper permits for the period 2005-2010 is provided in Table 3-20.  This sector operates as an 
open access fishery and not all permitted vessels are necessarily active in the fishery. Some 
vessel owners obtain open access permits as insurance for uncertainties in the fisheries in which 
they currently operate. 
 
The number of for-hire permits issued for the South Atlantic snapper grouper fishery increased 
from 1,904 permits in 2005 to 2,104 permits in 2008, but subsequently decreased to 2,091 in 
2009 and 1,815 in 2010.  The majority of snapper grouper for-hire permitted vessels were home-
ported in Florida; a relatively high proportion of these permitted vessels were also home-ported 
in North Carolina and South Carolina.  Many vessels with South Atlantic for-hire snapper-
grouper permits were homeported in states outside of SAFMC’s area of jurisdiction, particularly 
in the Gulf states of Alabama through Texas.  Although the number of vessels with South 
Atlantic for-hire snapper grouper permits homeported in states outside of SAFMC’s area of 
jurisdiction increased from 2005 to 2009, they still accounted for approximately the same 
proportion (9-10%) of the total number of permits.  For-hire snapper-grouper permits in these 
other areas fell in 2010. 
 
Table 3-20.  Number of South Atlantic for-hire snapper-grouper vessel permits, 2005-2010.  


Home Port State 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
 


2010 Avg. 
North Carolina 294 317 353 399 391 333 348 
South Carolina 136 142 152 160 167 147 151 
Georgia 37 36 37 35 36 28 35 
Florida 1,267 1,304 1,312 1,310 1,280 1,110 1,264 
Gulf States (AL-TX) 102 84 79 84 87 84 87 
Other States 68 84 93 116 130 113 101 
Total 1,904 1,967 2,026 2,104 2,091 1,815 1,985 


 
For hire permits do not distinguish charterboats from headboats.  Based on a 1997 survey, 
Holland et al. (1999) estimated that a total of 1,080 charter vessels and 96 headboats supplied 
for-hire services in all South Atlantic fisheries during 1997.  By 2010, the estimated number of 
headboats supplying for-hire services in all South Atlantic fisheries had fallen to 85, indicating a 
decrease in fleet size of approximately 11% between 1997 and 2010 (K. Brennan, Beaufort 
Laboratory, SEFSC, personal communication, Feb. 2011). 
 
There are no specific permitting requirements for recreational anglers to harvest snapper 
grouper.  Instead, anglers are required to possess either a state recreational fishing permit that 
authorizes saltwater fishing in general, or be registered in the federal National Saltwater Angler 
Registry system, subject to appropriate exemptions. 
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3.3.2.4      Economic Value and Expenditures  
 
Participation, effort, and harvest are indicators of the value of saltwater recreational fishing.  
However, a more specific indicator of value is the satisfaction that anglers experience over and 
above their costs of fishing.  The monetary value of this satisfaction is referred to as consumer 
surplus.  The value or benefit derived from the recreational experience is dependent on several 
quality determinants, which include fish size, catch success rate, and the number of fish kept.  
These variables help determine the value of a fishing trip and influence total demand for 
recreational fishing trips.  
 
While anglers receive economic value as measured by the consumer surplus associated with 
fishing, for-hire businesses receive value from the services they provide.  Producer surplus is the 
measure of the economic value these operations receive.  Producer surplus is the difference 
between the revenue a business receives for a good or service, such as a charter or headboat trip, 
and the cost the business incurs to provide that good or service.  Estimates of the producer 
surplus associated with for-hire trips are not available.  However, proxy values in the form of net 
operating revenues are available (David Carter, NMFS SEFSC, personal communication, August 
2010).  These estimates were culled from several studies – Liese et al. (2009), Dumas et al. 
(2009), Holland et al. (1999), and Sutton et al. (1999).  Estimates of net operating revenue per 
angler trip (2009 dollars) on representative charter trips (average charter trip regardless of area 
fished) are $146 for Louisiana through east Florida, $135 for east Florida, $156 for northeast 
Florida, and $128 for North Carolina.  For charter trips into the EEZ only, net operating revenues 
are $141 in east Florida and $148 in northeast Florida.  For full-day and overnight trips only, net 
operating revenues are estimated to be $155-$160 in North Carolina.  Comparable estimates are 
not available for Georgia, South Carolina, or Texas. 
 
Net operating revenues per angler trip are lower for headboats than for charterboats.  Net 
operating revenue estimates for a representative headboat trip are $48 in the Gulf of Mexico (all 
states and all of Florida), and $63-$68 in North Carolina.  For full-day and overnight headboat 
trips, net operating revenues are estimated to be $74-$77 in North Carolina.  Comparable 
estimates are not available for Georgia and South Carolina. 
 
The foregoing value estimates should not be confused with angler expenditures or the economic 
activity (impacts) associated with these expenditures.  While expenditures for a specific good or 
service may represent a proxy or lower bound of value (a person would not logically pay more 
for something than it was worth to them), they do not represent the net value (benefits minus 
cost), nor the change in value associated with a change in the fishing experience.   
 
Estimates of the economic activity (impacts) associated with recreational fishing for any species 
could be derived using average coefficients for recreational angling across all fisheries (species), 
as derived by an economic add-on to the MRFSS, and described and utilized in NMFS (2009).  
Business activity is characterized in the form of FTE jobs, income impacts (wages, salaries, and 
self-employed income), output (sales) impacts (gross business sales), and value-added impacts 
(difference between the value of goods and the cost of materials or supplies).  Job and output 
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(sales) impacts are equivalent metrics across both the commercial and recreational sectors.  
Income and value-added impacts are not equivalent, though similarity in the magnitude of 
multipliers may result in roughly equivalent values.  Neither income nor value-added impacts 
should be added to output (sales) impacts because this would result in double counting.  Job and 
output (sales) impacts, however, may be added across sectors. 
 
The current model to derive business activity is based on the number of recreational trips for a 
species.  Because these trips for golden tilefish are relatively sparse (see Tables 3-14 through 3-
17), estimates of economic activity generated by the recreational sector for the golden tilefish 
portion of the snapper grouper fishery reflect such sparse data.  Estimates of the average golden 
tilefish recreational effort (2005-2010) and associated economic impacts (2008 dollars) are 
provided in Table 3-21.  Target trips were used as the measure of recreational effort.  As 
previously discussed, more trips may catch a species than target the species.  Where such occurs, 
estimates of the economic activity associated with the average number of catch trips can be 
calculated based on the ratio of catch trips to target trips because the average output impact and 
jobs per trip cannot be differentiated by trip intent. 
 
It should be noted that output impacts and value added impacts are not additive and the impacts 
for individual species should not be added because of possible duplication (some trips may target 
multiple species).  Also, the estimates of economic activity should not be added across states to 
generate a regional total because state-level impacts reflect the economic activity expected to 
occur within the state before the revenues or expenditures “leak” outside the state, possibly to 
another state within the region.  Under a regional model, economic activity that “leaks” from, for 
example, Florida into Georgia would still occur within the region and continue to be tabulated.  
As a result, regional totals would be expected to be greater than the sum of the individual state 
totals.  Regional estimates of the economic activity associated with golden tilefish recreational 
fishing are unavailable at this time. 
 
Because the headboat sector in the Southeast is not covered by the MRFSS, the current model 
used in deriving estimates could not provide this sector’s estimates of economic activity.  In the 
particular case of golden tilefish, estimating economic activity of the headboat sector is also 
unnecessary because this sector did not report any landings of the species during the period 
considered. 
 


3.3.2.5      Financial Operations of the Charter and Headboat Sectors  
 
Holland et al. (1999) estimated that the charterboat fee in the South Atlantic ranged from $292 to 
$2,000.  The actual cost depended on state, trip length, and the variety of services offered by the 
charter operation.  Depending on the state, the average fee for a half-day trip ranged from $296 
to $360, for a full day trip the range was $575 to $710, and for an overnight trip the range was 
$1,000 to $2,000.  Most (>90%) Florida charter operators offered half-day and full-day trips and 
about 15% of the fleet offered overnight trips.  In comparison, only about 3% of operations in the 
other South Atlantic states offered overnight trips.   
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For headboats, the average fee in Florida was $29 for a half-day trip and $45 for a full day trip.  
For North and South Carolina, the average base fee was $34 per person for a half-day trip and 
$61 per person for a full day trip.  Most of these headboat trips operated in Federal waters in the 
South Atlantic (Holland et al. 1999). 
 
Capital investment in charter vessels averaged $109,301 in Florida, $79,868 for North Carolina, 
$38,150 for South Carolina and $51,554 for Georgia (Holland et al. 1999).  Charterboat owners 
incur expenses for inputs such as fuel, ice, and tackle in order to offer the services required by 
their passengers.  Most expenses incurred in 1997 by charter vessel owners were on crew wages 
and salaries and fuel.  The average annual charterboat business expenditures incurred was 
$68,816 for Florida vessels, $46,888 for North Carolina vessels, $23,235 for South Carolina 
vessels, and $41,688 for vessels in Georgia in 1997.  The average capital investment for 
headboats in the South Atlantic was approximately $220,000 in 1997.  Total annual business 
expenditures averaged $135,737 for headboats in Florida and $105,045 for headboats in other 
states in the South Atlantic.  
 
The 1999 study on the for-hire sector in the Southeastern U.S. presented two sets of average 
gross revenue estimates for the charter and headboat sectors in the South Atlantic (Holland et al., 
1999).  The first set of estimates were those reported by survey respondents and were as follows: 
$51,000 for charterboats on the Atlantic coast of Florida; $60,135 for charterboats in North 
Carolina; $26,304 for charterboats in South Carolina; $56,551 for charterboats in Georgia; 
$140,714 for headboats in Florida; and $123,000 for headboats in the other South Atlantic states 
(Holland et al., 1999).  The authors generated a second set of estimates using the reported 
average trip fee, average number of trips per year, and average number of passengers per trip (for 
the headboat sector) for each vessel category for Florida vessels.  Using this method, the 
resultant average gross revenue figures were $69,268 for charterboats and $299,551 for 
headboats.  Since the calculated estimates were considerably higher than the reported estimates 
(22% higher for charterboats and 113% higher for headboats), the authors surmised that this was 
due to sensitivity associated with reporting gross receipts, and subsequent under reporting.  
Alternatively, the respondents could have overestimated individual components of the calculated 
estimates.  Although the authors only applied this methodology to Florida vessels, assuming the 
same degree of under reporting in the other states results in the following estimates in average 
gross revenues:  $73,365 for charterboats in North Carolina, $32,091 for charterboats in South 
Carolina; $68,992 for charterboats in Georgia; and $261,990 for headboats in the other South 
Atlantic states. 
 
It should be noted that the study’s authors were concerned that while the reported gross revenue 
figures may be underestimates of true vessel income, the calculated values could overestimate 
gross income per vessel from for-hire activity (Holland et al., 1999).  Some of these vessels are 
also used in commercial fishing activities and that income is not reflected in these estimates.  
 
A more recent study of the North Carolina for-hire fishery provides some updated information on 
the financial status of the for-hire fishery in the state (Dumas et al., 2009).  Depending on vessel 
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length, regional location, and season, charter fees per passenger per trip ranged from $168.14 to 
$251.59 for a full-day trip and from $93.63 to $123.95 for a half-day trip; headboat fees ranged 
from $72.50 to $81.78 for a full-day trip and from $38.08 to $45 for a half-day trip.  Charterboats 
generated a total of $55.7 million in passenger fees, $3.2 million in other vessel income (e.g., 
food and beverages), and $4.8 million in tips.  The corresponding figures for headboats were 
$9.8 million in passenger fees, $0.2 million in other vessel income, and $0.9 million in tips.  
Non-labor expenditures (e.g., boat insurance, dockage fees, bait, ice, fuel) amounted to $43.6 
million for charterboats and $5.3 million for headboats.  Summing across vessel lengths and 
regions, charter vessels had an aggregate value (depreciated) of $120.4 million and headboats 
had an aggregate value (depreciated) of $10.2 million. 
 


3.4 Social and Cultural Environment 
 
The proposed actions in this amendment may affect fishermen and communities associated with 
the snapper grouper fishery, the coastal migratory pelagic fisheries, the dolphin and wahoo 
fisheries, the shrimp and deepwater shrimp fisheries, the golden crab fishery, and the spiny 
lobster fishery. Communities associated with each of the fisheries will be described in the 
sections below and previous amendments with detailed descriptions of social environments of 
these fisheries are incorporated as references.  
 
In general, the people who may be directly affected by the proposed regulations include captain 
and crew of commercial and for-hire vessels, vessel owners, fish houses and dealers, restaurants, 
recreational anglers, businesses associated with recreational fishing, businesses associated with 
coastal tourism, and coastal communities.  In addition to regulatory change, individuals who may 
be affected by proposed actions also live and work in an environment with natural, economic, 
social and political dynamics.   


 
Coastal growth and development affects many coastal communities, especially those with either 
or both commercial and recreational working waterfronts.  The rapid disappearance of these 
types of waterfronts has important implications as the disruption of various types of fishing-
related businesses and employment.  The process of “gentrification,” which tends to push those 
of a lower socio-economic class out of traditional communities as property values and taxes rise 
has become common along coastal areas of the U.S. and around the world.  Working waterfronts 
tend to be displaced with development that is often stated as the “highest and best” use of 
waterfront property, but often is not associated with water-dependent occupations.  However, 
with the continued removal of these types of businesses over time the local economy becomes 
less diverse and more reliant on the service sector and recreational tourism.  As home values 
increase, people within lower socio-economic strata find it difficult to live within these 
communities and eventually must move.  Consequently they spend more time and expense 
commuting to work, if jobs continue to be available.  Newer residents often have no association 
with the water-dependent employment and may see that type of work and its associated 
infrastructure as unappealing.  They often do not see the linkage between those occupations and 
the aesthetics of the community that produced the initial appeal for many migrants.  The 
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demographic trends within counties can provide some indication as to whether these types of 
coastal change may be occurring if an unusually high rate of growth or change in the 
demographic character of the population is present.  A rise in education levels, property values, 
fewer owner occupied properties and an increase in the median age can at times indicate a 
growing process of gentrification (Colburn and Jepson 2012). Demographic profiles of coastal 
communities can be found in the Comprehensive Annual Catch Limit Amendment (SAFMC 
2011).  


3.4.1 Fishing Communities 
 
The communities displayed in the figures in Sections 3.4.2-7  below represent a categorization of 
communities based upon their overall value of local commercial landings divided by the overall 
value of commercial landings referred to as a “regional quotient”  (RQ). These data were 
assembled from the accumulated landings system which includes all species from both state and 
federal waters landed in 2010.  All communities were ranked on this “RQ” and divided by those 
who were above the mean and those below.  This breakdown of fisheries involvement is similar 
to the how communities were categorized in the community profiling of South Atlantic fishing 
communities (Jepson et al. 2005).  However, the categorization within the community profiles 
included other aspects associated with fishing such as infrastructure and other measures to 
determine a community’s status with regard to reliance upon fishing.   
 
The social vulnerability index (SoVI) was created to understand social vulnerability of 
communities to coastal environmental hazards and can also be interpreted as a general measure 
of vulnerability to other social disruptions, such as adverse regulatory change or manmade 
hazards.  Detailed information about the SoVI can be found in Comprehensive ACL Amendment 
(SAFMC 2011). High social vulnerability does not necessarily mean that there will be adverse 
effects of proposed actions in this amendment, only that there may be a potential for adverse 
effects under the right circumstances.  Fishing communities in these counties may have more 
difficulty adjusting to regulatory changes if those impacts affect employment or other critical 
social capital. The SoVI for counties in each state is illustrated in the maps in Sections 3.4.8-11.  
 


3.4.2 Snapper Grouper Fishing Communities 
 
Figure 3-1 presents the top communities based upon a regional quotient of combined commercial 
landings and value for all snapper grouper species in the South Atlantic snapper grouper 
complex.  There were 154 communities with snapper grouper landings but the 11 communities 
included in Figure 3-2 were those with Pounds RQ larger than 3 percent.  Therefore, because so 
many communities have snapper grouper landings, many had low RQs and are not included in 
the figure.   There are also communities that have high landings of a particular species, such as 
black sea bass in Sneads Ferry, NC, or golden tilefish in Port Orange, FL.   
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Key West, FL, has the highest landings of combined snapper grouper species, followed by 
Murrell’s Inlet, SC, and Miami FL. No Georgia communities made up more than 3% of the 
snapper grouper landings. 
 


 
Figure 3-2.  The top eleven South Atlantic communities ranked by Pounds and Value Regional 
Quotient (RQ) of Snapper Grouper species. Only communities with Pounds RQ larger than 3% 
were included. Data source: ALS 2010.  
 
The recreational sector of the snapper grouper fishery is very important throughout the region, 
and recreational landings estimate vary depending on the region and species. Black sea bass, 
tilefish, vermilion snapper, silk snapper, red grouper, black grouper and gray triggerfish are some 
of the more important species for private recreational anglers.   
 
The for-hire recreational fleet is also important in each state, and there is a federal charter permit 
required for snapper grouper.   The distribution of charter permits at the county level is included 
in Sections 3.4.8-11.  Overall, Florida has the largest number of charter permits (Table 3-21). 
The primary communities in North Carolina are part of Dare County, New Hanover County, 
Brunswick County, and Carteret County.  Communities in South Carolina with significant for-
hire fleets are in Charleston County and Horry County, and in Georgia most of the permits are 
associated with communities in Chatham County and Glynn County.  In Florida, almost half of 
the permits are from Monroe County, and a majority of the permits are associated with 
communities in south Florida (Brevard, Palm Beach and Miami-Dade Counties).   
 
 
Table 3-21. Federal snapper grouper charter permits in the South Atlantic region (2012).  


State Number of Snapper Grouper 
Charter Permits 


North Carolina 253 
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South Carolina 
 


105 


Georgia 
 


25 
 


Florida  641 
TOTAL  1,024 


 


3.4.3 Coastal Pelagic Fishing Communities 
Detailed demographic information on communities that target coastal migratory pelagic (CMP) 
species is available in CMP Amendment 18 (GMFMC/SAFMC 2011a).  Figure 3-3 shows the 
top communities ranked by combined pounds and value for king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, 
and cobia. Cocoa and Fort Pierce have the largest proportion of CMP landings. Only one North 
Carolina community (Hatteras) had more than 3% of CMP landings, and no South Carolina or 
Georgia communities had at least 3% of the regional CMP landings.  
 


 
Figure 3-3. The top South Atlantic communities ranked by Pounds and Value Regional Quotient 
(RQ) of coastal migratory pelagic species. Only communities with Pounds RQ larger than 3% 
were included. Data source: ALS 2010. 
 
The recreational sector of the CMP fishery is very important throughout the region, and 
recreational landings estimate vary depending on the region and species. There is a federal 
charter permit required for CMP species.  The distribution of charter permits at the county level 
is included in Sections 3.4.8-11.  Overall, Florida has the largest number of charter permits 
(Table 3-22). The primary communities in North Carolina are part of Dare County, New 
Hanover County, Brunswick County, and Carteret County.  Communities in South Carolina with 
significant for-hire fleets are Charleston and Horry Counties, with some permits associated with 
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Beaufort County and Georgetown County.  Most Georgia permits are in Chatham and Glynn 
County. Almost half of the Florida permits are associated with Monroe County, followed by 
Palm Beach, Brevard, and Broward Counties.   
 
Table 3-22. Federal CMP charter permits in the South Atlantic region (2012).  


State Number of CMP  
Charter Permits 


North Carolina 265 
 


South Carolina 
 


114 


Georgia 
 


21 
 


Florida  600 
TOTAL  1,006 


 


3.4.4 Dolphin-Wahoo Fishing Communities 
 
Detailed demographic information on communities that target dolphin and wahoo is available in 
the Comprehensive ACL Amendment (SAFMC 2011).  Figure 3-4 shows the top communities 
ranked by commercial pounds and value for dolphin and wahoo.  Wanchese, NC makes up the 
significant proportion of commercial dolphin and wahoo landings and value.  The value of 
dolphin and wahoo varies in the communities.  
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Figure 3-4. The top South Atlantic communities ranked by Pounds and Value Regional Quotient 
(RQ) of dolphin and wahoo. Only communities with Pounds RQ larger than 3% were included. 
Data source: ALS 2010. 
 
Although there are commercial landings, almost all landings are from the recreational sector of 
the dolphin-wahoo fishery and the recreational quota is 97% of the total dolphin-wahoo ACL. 
Most of the recreational landings are from Florida and distributed between charter and private 
angling trips.  
 
There is a federal charter permit required for dolphin-wahoo and the distribution of charter 
permits at the county level is included in Sections 3.4.8-11.  Overall, Florida has the largest 
number of charter permits (Table 3-23). The primary communities in North Carolina are part of 
Dare County, New Hanover County, Brunswick County, and Carteret County.  Communities in 
South Carolina with significant for-hire fleets are in Charleston County, and in Georgia most of 
the permits are associated with communities in Chatham County and Glynn County.  In Florida, 
almost half of the permits are from Monroe County, and a majority of the permits are associated 
with communities in south Florida (Brevard, Palm Beach and Broward Counties).   
 
Table 3-23. Federal dolphin-wahoo charter permits in the South Atlantic region (2012).  


State Number of Dolphin-Wahoo 
Charter Permits 


North Carolina 292 
 


South Carolina 
 


111 


Georgia 
 


21 
 


Florida  608 
TOTAL  1,032 


 


3.4.5 Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Fishing Communities 
 
Because recent South Atlantic shrimp amendments do not address penaeid shrimp, contemporary 
descriptions of the social environment of this particular fishery are lacking.  Blount (2007) 
documents changes in the Georgia shrimp fishery highlighting the effects of an increasing global 
market for shrimp and the stresses placed upon fishermen and their communities.  Whether all 
South Atlantic penaeid shrimp fishermen are experiencing the same types of stress is unknown.  
Yet, because they are exposed to the same market pressures, it is likely that those same factors 
are having similar impacts on South Atlantic shrimpers from other states.  In fact, Griffith (2011) 
describes South Carolina shrimp fishermen as experiencing comparable effects from increasing 
imports and utilizing similar marketing strategies as those used by Georgia shrimp fishermen to 
combat lower prices and increase sales.  These same issues were reflected in recent surveys 
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conducted among North Carolina fishermen who cited rising fuel costs and low prices for 
seafood as their primary challenges (Crosson 2007a, 2007b). 
  
While it is difficult to ascertain the current condition of the South Atlantic shrimp fishery from 
secondary data, over the past few years there has been a decline in the number of permits.  
Whether this is due to current market forces or the more general economic downturn that has 
affected the economy overall is unknown, however, the industry is likely facing difficult times as 
the economy recovers at a slow pace and it still faces high fuel prices and continuing competition 
from imports for market share.   
 


 
Figure 3-5.  The top twenty fishing communities with South Atlantic 
shrimp permits in 2010 (SERO 2010). 
 
As seen in Fig. 3-5, fishing communities with the majority of South Atlantic shrimp permits are 
not confined to the this region.  Several communities located in the Gulf region are among the 
top twenty communities with South Atlantic shrimp permits.  These Gulf vessels are likely 
participants in the rock shrimp fishery who seasonally migrate to South Atlantic waters and have 
so since the mid-1990’s and are limited participants in the South Atlantic penaeid shrimp fishery.  
For South Atlantic states, the majority of permits are in located in Florida, North Carolina and 
Georgia. 
 
Table 3-24. South Atlantic shrimp permits for top ten communities by South Atlantic state 
(SERO 2010) 
South Carolina Sum North Carolina Sum Georgia Sum Florida Sum


Charleston 11 Sneads Ferry 28 Brunswick 27 Jacksonville 20 
McClellanville 9 Swan Quarter 18 Darien 24 Fort Myers Beach 18 
Frogmore 4 New Bern 15 Savannah 20 Miami 18 
Georgetown 4 Beaufort 14 Townsend 7 Key West 14 
Mount Pleasant 4 Wanchese 10 Valona 4 Tampa 14 
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Bluffton 3 Belhaven 8 Sunbury 3 Port Canaveral 11 
Hilton Head 3 Lowland 8 Lyons 2 Fernandina Beach 9 
Edisto Beach 2 Supply 7 Meridian 2 Fort Myers 7 
Murrells Inlet 2 Engelhard 5 Saint Marys 2 Hickory Island 5 
Port Royal 2 Southport 5 Saint Simons Isl 2 Tarpon Springs 5 


 
The top communities within each state for South Atlantic shrimp permits are listed in Table 3-24, 
although these are not necessarily permits associated with vessels active in the shrimp fisheries.  
In fact, it is only when landings by species are reported that those communities most actively 
involved become apparent. 
 


 
Figure 3-6. Top twenty fishing communities in the South Atlantic by 
regional quotient (RQ) of brown shrimp landings and value in 2010 (ALS 
2011). 
 
Most brown shrimp in the South Atlantic are landed in North Carolina with four communities 
having the highest regional quotients1 (Fig. 3-6).  Engelhard and Oriental have the highest RQs 
for pounds and value respectively.  Mayport, FL is next while both Beaufort, NC and Wanchese, 
NC complete the top five.  The rest of the communities have less than 5% of the regional 
quotient of landings and value for brown shrimp. 
 
For white shrimp, the communities with the highest regional quotient tend to be further south in 
Florida and Georgia as shown in Fig. 3-7.  Mayport, FL has the highest RQ of pounds and value 
of white shrimp landed for the region.  The next closest communities are Savannah, GA and 
                                                 
1 Regional quotient is the share of pounds and value landed for a particular species within a community in relation to 
all landings and value in the region. 
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Darien, GA.  McClellanville, SC is fourth with Fernandina Beach, FL and Jacksonville, FL even 
with regard to value of landed pounds but Jacksonville has a higher pounds RQ than Fernandina. 
 


 
Figure 3-7. Top twenty fishing communities in the South Atlantic by 
Regional Quotient of white shrimp landings and value (ALS 2011). 
 
For pink shrimp, it is not possible to separate Gulf landings from South Atlantic landings at the 
community level; therefore, Fig. 3-8 shows Key West as leading all communities in pounds 
landed and value for regional quotient of pink shrimp.  Opa-Locka, FL, near north Miami, is a 
distant second.   
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Figure 3-8. Top twenty fishing communities in the South Atlantic by 
Regional Quotient of pink shrimp landings and value (ALS 2011). 
 


To examine South Atlantic shrimp fishing communities in terms of their fishing engagement and 
reliance, an index was created for both categories of fishing activity (Colburn and Jepson 2012; 
Jacob et al. 2012).  Using a principal component, single solution factor analysis on the variables 
numbers of commercial permits, value and pounds of landings, two indices were created for each 
community, which can be ranked on factor scores for each index.  Fishing reliance has many of 
the same variables as engagement but population divides each variable.  Each community’s 
factor score is located on the axis radiating out from the center of the graph to its name.  Factor 
scores are connected by colored lines and are standardized, therefore the mean is zero. A 
threshold of one standard deviation above the mean was chosen.  Although most communities 
are near the threshold in Fig. 3-9, several communities have factor scores on both indices that 
exceed 1 standard deviation above the mean.  The communities of Key West, FL; Marathon, FL; 
Darien, GA; Beaufort, NC; Wanchese, NC; and McClellan, SC all exceed the threshold of 1 
standard deviation above the mean for both commercial fishing engagement and reliance.  These 
communities can be considered dependent upon commercial fishing and therefore more reactive 
to changes in fishing regulations 
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Figure 3-9. Commercial engagement and reliance for the top South 
Atlantic shrimp communities (SERO 2012). 


 


3.4.6 Golden Crab Fishing Communities 
 
The Golden Crab fishery exists off the coast of southeast Florida and has relatively few vessels 
and participants.  Golden crab permits are under moratorium and currently there are 11 permits, 
all associated with Palm Beach, Broward, and Monroe Counties in Florida.  Almost 80% of 
regional landings and value are from West Palm Beach, FL and Fort Lauderdale, FL (ALS 
2010). The RQ chart is not included because landings information is confidential at the 
community level.  


3.4.7 Spiny Lobster Fishing Communities 
 
Approximately 90-95% of commercial spiny lobster is landed in the Florida Keys annually, and 
the trap fishery has been established in the communities since at least the 1950s.  In recent 
decades, tourism has become the primary economic driver in the Florida Keys, but commercial 
fishing has a deeply rooted sociocultural tie to the communities in the Florida Keys.  
Intergenerational fishing families are common and in communities such as Marathon, the 
industry is an important part of economy and social environment of the towns.  Some long-term 
commercial fishermen are regarded as community leaders and are actively involved.  Overall, the 
commercial spiny lobster fishery is significant to the Florida Keys communities economically, 
but likely more so because of its social, cultural and historical value to the area. Detailed 
demographic information can be found in Spiny Lobster Amendment 10 (GMFMC/SAFMC 
2011b).  Marathon, Miami, and Key West make up a majority of regional landings and value for 
spiny lobster (Table 3-c).  
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Figure 3-10. The top South Atlantic communities ranked by Pounds and Value Regional 
Quotient (RQ) of spiny lobster. Only communities with Pounds RQ larger than 3% were 
included. Data source: ALS 2010. 
 
The recreational sector of the spiny lobster fishery is also economically and socially important to 
the Florida Keys, and recreational spiny lobster fishing affects in almost every community in 
Monroe County.  However, the actions in this amendment will likely have little impact on the 
recreational spiny lobster fishery.
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3.4.8 North Carolina  
 
There are a number of North Carolina counties classified as being either medium high or high on 
the social vulnerability scale and within those counties there are numerous fishing communities 
(Figure 3-11).  Those counties that are considered to be either medium high or high on the SoVI 
are: New Hanover, Onslow, Carteret, Washington, Bertie, Chowan, Pasquotank, and 
Perquimans. 
 
Many fishermen in North Carolina work under the dual jurisdiction of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council and the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  
 


 
 
Figure 3-11.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to North Carolina Coastal Counties. 
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
There has been a steady decline in the number of federal commercial permits North Carolina and 
in 2012 there were 1,194 permits to fish commercial species (Table 3-24).  Brunswick County, 
Carteret County, New Hanover County and Dare County have the largest number of permits, 
making up over half of all federal permits in North Carolina.  Mackerel permits (Spanish 
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mackerel and King mackerel) and dolphin wahoo permits are the most commonly held 
commercial permits in North Carolina. Snapper grouper permits make up about one-tenth of 
commercial permits in the state.  
 
 
Table 3-24.  Federal commercial fishing permits in North Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Snapper 
Grouper 


Mackerels Dolphin-
Wahoo 


Rock 
Shrimp 


Penaeid 
Shrimp 


Spiny 
Lobster** 


Total 


Beaufort 0 2 4 1 4 0 11 
Brunswick 32 56 69 2 17 22 198 


Carteret 21 30 55 4 12 7 129 
Craven 0 0 2 12 12 0 26 
Dare 19 77 108 1 6 2 213 
Hyde 1 6 6 7 24 1 45 
New 


Hanover 
18 35 42 0 1 5 101 


Onslow 11 19 13 17 27 2 89 
Pamlico 0 2 9 14 17 19 61 


Pasquotank 0 8 3 0 0 0 11 
Pender 9 11 10 1 1 2 34 
Total 111 246 321 59 121 60 1,194 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes non-Florida permits and tailing permits.  
 
Most dealer permits are associated with Carteret, Dare and New Hanover Counties (Table 3-25). 
Almost all of the dealer permits are snapper grouper and dolphin-wahoo permits.   
 
Table 3-25.  Federal dealer permits in North Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Snapper 
Grouper 


Dolphin- 
Wahoo 


Rock 
Shrimp 


Golden 
Crab 


Wreckfish Total 


Beaufort 1 1 0 0 1 3 
Brunswick 5 5 0 0 0 10 


Carteret 10 10 1 0 1 22 
Craven 2 2 2 0 1 7 
Dare 9 11 2 1 4 27 
Hyde 1 2 0 0 1 4 
New 


Hanover 
7 7 0 0 0 14 


Onslow 4 5 0 0 1 10 
Pamlico 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Pasquotank 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pender 2 2 0 0 0 4 
Total 41 45 5 1 9 101 
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* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
Recreational Fishing 
 
Recreational fishing is well developed in North Carolina and, due to natural geography, is not 
limited to areas along the coast.  North Carolina offers several types of private recreational 
licenses for residents and visitors, and for different durations (10-day, annual, and lifetime).  
Non-resident recreational license sales are high, indicating how coastal recreational fishing is 
tied to coastal tourism in the state. In general recreational license sales have remained stable or 
increased, with the exception of annual non-resident license sales, which have declined in recent 
years (Table 3-26) 
 
Table 3-26.  Coastal recreational fishing license sales by year and type. 
License Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 


Annual 
Resident 


23,793 19,222 19,398 20,254 19,270 


Annual non-
Resident 


179,923 143,810 142,569 141,475 130,743 


10-day 
Resident 


40,255 39,110 45,724 47,619 45,467 


10-day 
Non-Resident 


131,105 125,564 132,193 137,066 130,026 


Source: NC Division of Marine Fisheries 
 
In 2012 there were 663 South Atlantic federal charter permits for dolphin wahoo, mackerel and 
cobia and snapper grouper registered to individuals in North Carolina coastal counties (Table 3-
27). A majority of the charter permits are from Dare County, Brunswick County, and Carteret 
County. It is common for charter vessels to hold all three federal charter permits.  


 
Table 3-27.  Federal charter permits in North Carolina coastal counties (2012). 


County* Dolphin 
Wahoo 


Mackerels
and Cobia


Snapper
Grouper


Total


Beaufort 1 1 1 3 
Brunswick 46 46 44 136 


Carteret 40 34 34 108 
Craven 3 2 2 7 
Dare 89 83 78 250 
Hyde 4 4 4 12 


New Hanover 36 33 29 98 
Onslow 6 7 7 20 


Pasquotank 3 3 2 8 
Pamlico 0 0 0 0 
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Pender 7 7 7 21 
Total 235 220 208 663 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 


3.4.2 South Carolina 
 
Coastal South Carolina had no counties that were either medium or highly vulnerable (Figure 3-
12).  This does not mean that communities could not be vulnerable to adverse impacts because of 
regulatory action.  It may suggest that coastal South Carolina is more resilient and capable of 
absorbing such impacts without substantial social disruption.  South Carolina had no 
communities with landings or value over 3% for any coastal pelagic. While there were no 
substantial commercial landings within the state, the recreational fishery may be important.   
 


 
Figure 3-12.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to South Carolina Coastal Counties. 
 
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
While pockets of commercial fishing activities remain in the state, most are being displaced by 
the development forces and associated changes in demographics.  There are 190 commercial 
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permits in South Carolina coastal counties (Table 3-28).  Horry, Georgetown, and Charleston 
Counties have the majority of finfish permits, and Beaufort County and Charleston County have 
the highest number of shrimp permits. 
 
Table 3-28(a).  Federal commercial finfish permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Dolphin- 
Wahoo 


King 
Mackerel 


Snapper
Grouper


Spanish 
Mackerel


Wreckfish Total 


Beaufort 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Berkeley 1 1 1 0 0 3 


Charleston 17 4 9 2 2 34 
Georgetown 17 11 12 4 0 44 


Horry 21 7 20 6 0 54 
Total 56 23 43 12 2 136 


 
Table 3-28(b).  Federal commercial lobster and shrimp permits in South Carolina coastal 
counties (2012).  


County* Spiny 
Lobster** 


Rock 
Shrimp 


Penaeid
Shrimp 


Total


Beaufort 0 1 13 14 
Charleston 0 5 20 25 


Georgetown 2 0 3 5 
Horry 8 1 1 10 
Total 10 7 37 54 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes non-Florida permits and tailing permits.  
 
There are 27 dealer permits registered to South Carolina coastal counties (Table 3-29).  Most are 
in Charleston County. There are no federal dealer permits in Beaufort or Berkeley Counties.  
 
Table 3-29.  Federal dealer permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Dolphin-
Wahoo 


Snapper 
Grouper 


Wreckfish Total 


Charleston 7 6 2 15 
Georgetown 2 2 1 5 


Horry 3 4 0 7 
Total 12 12 3 27 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
Recreational Fishing 
 
Many areas that used to be dedicated to commercial fishing endeavors are now geared towards 
the private recreational angler and for-hire sector.  Most of the charter permits are associated 
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with vessels from Charleston, Horry, and Georgetown Counties (Table 3-30). It is common for 
charter vessels to have all three federal charter permits.  
 
Table 3-30.  Federal charter permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Dolphin-
Wahoo 


Mackerels 
and Cobia


Snapper 
Grouper


Total 


Beaufort 10 17 14 41 
Berkeley 0 1 1 2 


Charleston 43 38 36 117 
Georgetown 18 19 19 56 


Horry 28 28 25 81 
Total 99 103 95 297 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder.  
 
The majority of South Carolina saltwater anglers target coastal pelagic species such as king 
mackerel, Spanish mackerel, tunas, dolphins, and billfish.  A lesser number focus primarily on 
bottom fish such as snapper and groupers and often these species are the specialty of the 
headboats that run out of Little River, Murrells Inlet, and Charleston.  There are 35 coastal 
marinas in the state and 34 sport fishing tournaments.  South Carolina offers private recreational 
licenses for residents and visitors, and sales of all license types have more than doubled since 
2006 (Table 3-31). 
 
Table 3-31.  Sales of all saltwater recreational license types in South Carolina.  
Year Number of Licenses 


Sold 
2006 106,385 
2007 119,255 
2008 132,324 
2009 124,193 
2010 208,204 
2011 218,834 


Source: SC DNR 
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3.4.3 Georgia 
 
Overview 


 
Figure 3-13.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to Georgia Coastal Counties. 
 
There were two counties in Georgia with medium high vulnerability and those were Liberty and 
Chatham (Figure 3-13).  The fishing communities located in those counties are Savannah, 
Thunderbolt, Tybee Island and Skidaway Island in Chatham County, and Midway in Liberty 
County.   
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
Overall Georgia has much lower numbers of permits than other states.  McIntosh County has the 
most permits (Table 3-32).  Many Georgia fishermen target shrimp or hold state commercial 
fishing permits. 
 
Table 3-32.  Federal commercial fishing permits in Georgia coastal counties (2012).  
County* Dolphin-


Wahoo 
King 


Mackerel 
Spiny 


Lobster**
Rock 


Shrimp 
Snapper
Grouper


Spanish 
Mackerel 


Penaeid 
Shrimp 


Total 
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Camden 1 1 4 2 1 1 4 14 
Chatham 2 1 0 1 1 1 17 23 


Glynn 1 1 0 2 1 1 15 21 
Liberty 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 


McIntosh 3 3 4 5 3 2 34 54 
Total 7 6 8 10 6 5 72 114 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes non-Florida permits and tailing permits.  
 
There are only seven federal dealer permits associated with Georgia coastal communities, and 
only in Glynn and McIntosh County (Table 3-33).  
 
Table 3-33.  Federal dealer permits in Georgia coastal communities (2012).  
County* Dolphin-


Wahoo 
Rock 


Shrimp 
Snapper 
Grouper


Wreckfish Total 


Glynn 1 1 1 0 3 
McIntosh 1 1 1 1 4 


Total 2 2 2 1 7 
* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
 
Recreational Fishing 
 
Most federal charter permits are associated with Chatham and Glynn County (Table 3-34). 
Private recreational licenses in Georgia are included in a combination saltwater/freshwater 
license and offered in short-term and long-term licenses.  Although license holders may or may 
not fish for saltwater species, license sales over the past five years (Table 3-35) suggest that in 
general, private recreational fishing in Georgia has stayed fairly steady with the exception of 
2009, when license sales dropped for one year.   
 
Table 3-34.  Federal charter permits in Georgia coastal counties (2012).  
County Dolphin-


Wahoo 
Mackerels 
and Cobia 


Snapper
Grouper


Total 


Chatham 9 10 9 28 
Glynn 4 5 5 14 


McIntosh 1 1 1 3 
Total 14 16 15 45 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
 
Table 3-35.  Sales of recreational fishing license types that include saltwater in Georgia.   
Year Number of Licenses 


Sold 
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2007 592,633 
2008 526,294 
2009 325,189 
2010 567,175 
2011 529,850 


Source: GA DNR 
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3.4.4 Florida 


 
Figure 3-14.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to South Atlantic Florida Counties. 
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A good portion of Florida’s east coast (Figure 3-14) is considered either medium high or highly 
vulnerable in terms of social vulnerability.  In fact, the only counties not included in those two 
categories are Nassau, St. John’s and Monroe.   
 
Commercial and recreational fishermen in the Florida Keys commonly fish both Gulf and 
Atlantic sides, and work under dual jurisdiction of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council and the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. 
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
Despite the high population growth rates and emphasis on a tourism economy in Florida, the 
commercial fishing sector in Florida is still robust in some areas.  There are several important 
communities that target snapper grouper species such as Mayport, Jacksonville, and Cocoa 
Beach, along with Key West, Marathon and Tavernier in the Florida Keys. Additional detailed 
information about Florida fishing communities can be found in the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment (SAFMC 2011).  
 
Florida has the largest number of commercial permits in the region (Table 3-36). The southern 
counties (Monroe, Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm Beach, and Duval) generally have the most 
commercial permits, especially finfish. The northern counties have the highest number of 
penaeid shrimp permits in the state.  The federal spiny lobster permits are most commonly 
associated with Monroe County in addition to the more than 900 Florida spiny lobster 
endorsement holders (pers. comm, FWC). 
 
Table 3-36(a).  Federal commercial finfish permits in Florida coastal counties (2012).  
County* Dolphin-


Wahoo 
King 


Mackerel 
Snapper
Grouper


Spanish 
Mackerel


Wreckfish Total 


Brevard 98 84 28 85 0 295 
Broward 87 47 13 60 0 207 


Duval 37 27 27 26 0 117 
Indian 
River 


53 51 11 54 0 169 


Martin 62 59 7 72 0 200 
Miami-
Dade 


163 82 77 153 0 475 


Monroe 365 163 217 245 2 992 
Nassau 8 5 4 5 0 22 
Palm 
Beach 


173 150 43 156 0 522 


St Johns 12 6 10 7 0 35 
St Lucie 60 52 9 69 0 190 
Volusia 24 15 16 17 3 75 
Total 1,142 741 462 949 5 3,299 
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Table 3-36(b).  Federal commercial crab, lobster and shrimp permits in Florida coastal counties 
(2012).  
 
County* Golden 


Crab 
Spiny 


Lobster** 
Rock 


Shrimp
Penaeid
Shrimp 


Total 


Brevard 0 25 5 9 39 
Broward 4 10 4 8 26 


Duval 0 20 10 32 62 
Indian 
River 


0 7 0 1 8 


Martin 0 12 2 2 16 
Miami-
Dade 


0 30 3 7 40 


Monroe 2 137 3 8 150 
Nassau 0 4 7 13 24 
Palm 
Beach 


3 21 0 4 28 


St Johns 0 2 0 4 6 
St Lucie 0 11 1 2 14 
Volusia 0 13 0 2 15 
Total 9 292 35 92 428 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes only federal tailing permits, not Florida crawfish endorsements. 
 
Florida is the only state that has permit holders for all federal dealer permits. Most deals are 
associated with Monroe, Miami-Dade, and Broward Counties (Table 3-37).  
 
Table 3-37.  Federal dealer permits in Florida (2012).  
County* Dolphin- 


Wahoo 
Golden 
Crab 


Rock 
Shrimp


Snapper 
Grouper


Wreckfish Total 


Brevard 5 3 4 6 2 20 
Broward 14 6 0 13 1 34 


Duval 2 1 2 3 1 9 
Indian 
River 


2 0 0 2 0 4 


Martin 2 1 0 2 0 5 
Miami-
Dade 


10 2 3 10 6 31 


Monroe 23 6 5 24 9 67 
Nassau 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Palm 7 3 1 6 1 18 







 
 
South Atlantic Comprehensive   Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 
 


71


Beach 
St Johns 2 0 0 2 1 5 
St Lucie 2 0 0 2 0 4 
Volusia 6 0 1 7 2 16 
Total 75 22 17 77 23 214 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
Recreational Fishing 
 
Recreational fishing is economically and socially important for all Florida coastal counties, and 
for both residents and tourists.  Most charter permits are associated with the southern counties 
(Table 3-38), but there are at least 20 permits in all counties.  
 
Table 3-38.  Federal charter permits in Florida coastal counties (2012).  


County* Dolphin-Wahoo Mackerels and 
Cobia 


Snapper
Grouper


Total


Brevard 66 65 65 196 
Broward 58 57 59 174 


Duval 17 16 17 50 
Indian River 18 18 20 56 


Martin 10 10 11 31 
Miami-Dade 39 38 42 119 


Monroe 285 278 294 857 
Nassau 6 7 7 20 


Palm Beach 49 49 63 161 
St Johns 23 23 23 69 
St Lucie 7 6 8 21 
Volusia 30 33 32 95 
Total 608 600 641 1,849


*Based on mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
In 2010/2011, there were approximately 860,000 resident marine recreational licenses and 
394,000 non-resident marine recreational licenses sold in Florida (FWC 2012).  Eastern Florida 
recreational anglers took 10 million fishing trips: 5.4 million by private/rental boats, 4.5 million 
from shore, and 180,000 by party/charter boat (NMFS 2009) 
 


3.4.5 Environmental Justice Considerations 
 
Executive Order 12898 requires federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, 
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policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.  This executive 
order is generally referred to as environmental justice (EJ). 
 
To evaluate EJ considerations for the proposed actions, information on poverty and minority 
rates is examined at the county level. Information on the race and income status for groups at the 
different participation levels (vessel owners, crew, dealers, processors, employees, employees of 
associated support industries, etc.) is not available.  Because the proposed actions would be 
expected to affect fishermen and associated industries in several communities along the South 
Atlantic coast and not just those profiled, it is possible that other counties or communities have 
poverty or minority rates that exceed the EJ thresholds.   
 
In order to identify the potential for EJ concern, the rates of minority populations (non-white, 
including Hispanic) and the percentage of the population that was below the poverty line were 
examined.  The threshold for comparison that was used was 1.2 times the state average for 
minority population rate and percentage of the population below the poverty line. If the value for 
the community or county was greater than or equal to 1.2 times the state average, then the 
community or county was considered an area of potential EJ concern.  Census data for the year 
2000 was used.  Estimates of the state minority and poverty rates, associated thresholds, and 
community rates are provided in Table 3-39; note that only communities that exceed the 
minority threshold and/or the poverty threshold are included in the table. 
 
While some communities expected to be affected by this proposed amendment may have 
minority or economic profiles that exceed the EJ thresholds and, therefore, may constitute areas 
of concern, significant EJ issues are not expected to arise as a result of this proposed amendment.  
No adverse human health or environmental effects are expected to accrue to this proposed 
amendment, nor are these measures expected to result in increased risk of exposure of affected 
individuals to adverse health hazards.  The proposed management measures would apply to all 
participants in the affected area, regardless of minority status or income level, and information is 
not available to suggest that minorities or lower income persons are, on average, more dependent 
on the affected species than non-minority or higher income persons.  
 
Table 3-39.  Environmental Justice thresholds (2010 U.S. Census data) for counties in the South 
Atlantic region. Only coastal counties (east coast for Florida) with minority and/or poverty rates 
that exceed the state threshold are listed. 


State County Minority Minority Poverty Poverty 
  Rate Threshold* Rate Threshold*


Florida  47.4 56.88 13.18 15.81 


 


Broward 52.0 -4.6 11.7 4.11 
Miami-Dade 81.9 -34.5 16.9 -1.09 


Orange County 50.3 -2.9 12.7 3.11 
Osceola  54.1 -6.7 13.3 2.51 


Georgia  50.0 60.0 15.0 18.0 
 Liberty 53.2 -3.2 17.5 0.5 


South Carolina  41.9 50.28 15.82 18.98 
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State County Minority Minority Poverty Poverty 
  Rate Threshold* Rate Threshold*
 Colleton 44.4 -2.5 21.4 -2.42 
 Georgetown 37.6 4.3 19.3 -0.32 
 Hampton 59.0 -17.1 20.2 -1.22 
 Jasper 61.8 -19.9 9.9 -0.92 


North Carolina  39.1 46.92 15.07 18.08 


 


Bertie 64.6 -25.50 22.5 -4.42 
Chowan 39.2 -0.1 18.6 -0.52 


Gates 38.8 0.3 18.3 -0.22 
Hertford 65.3 -26.2 23.5 -5.42 


Hyde 44.5 -5.4 16.2 1.88 
Martin 48.4 -9.3 23.9 -5.82 


Pasquotank 43.4 -4.3 16.3 1.78 
Perquimans 27.7 11.4 18.6 -0.52 


Tyrrell 43.3 -4.2 19.9 -1.82 
Washington 54.7 -15.6 25.8 -7.72 


*The county minority and poverty thresholds are calculated by comparing the county 
minority rate and poverty estimate to 1.2 times the state minority and poverty rates. A 
negative value for a county indicates that the threshold has been exceeded. 


 
All of the fisheries affected by the proposed actions are economically and socially important to 
coastal counties in the South Atlantic region.  The actions in this proposed amendment are 
expected to incur social and economic benefits to users and communities by implementing 
management measures that would contribute to conservation of fish stocks and to protection of 
important habitat. Although there may be some impacts on vessels due to area closures and to 
permit holders due to reporting requirements, the overall long-term benefits are expected to 
contribute to the social and economic health of South Atlantic communities.  
 
Finally, the general participatory process used in the development of fishery management 
measures (e.g., scoping meetings, public hearings, and open South Atlantic Council meetings) is 
expected to provide sufficient opportunity for meaningful involvement by potentially affected 
individuals to participate in the development process of this amendment and have their concerns 
factored into the decision process. Public input from individuals who participate in the fishery 
has been considered and incorporated into management decisions throughout development of the 
amendment. 


3.5 Administrative Environment  


3.5.1 The Fishery Management Process and Applicable Laws 


3.5.1.1 Federal Fishery Management 
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Federal fishery management is conducted under the authority of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.), originally 
enacted in 1976 as the Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  The Magnuson-Stevens Act 
claims sovereign rights and exclusive fishery management authority over most fishery resources 
within the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), an area extending 200 nautical miles from the 
seaward boundary of each of the coastal states, and authority over U.S. anadromous species and 
continental shelf resources that occur beyond the U.S. EEZ. 
 
Responsibility for Federal fishery management decision-making is divided between the U.S. 
Secretary of Commerce and eight regional fishery management councils that represent the 
expertise and interests of constituent states.  Regional councils are responsible for preparing, 
monitoring, and revising management plans for fisheries needing management within their 
jurisdiction.  The Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) is responsible for collecting and providing 
the data necessary for the councils to prepare fishery management plans and for promulgating 
regulations to implement proposed plans and amendments after ensuring that management 
measures are consistent with the Magnuson-Stevens Act and with other applicable laws.  In most 
cases, the Secretary has delegated this authority to NOAA Fisheries Service. 
 
The South Atlantic Council is responsible for conservation and management of fishery resources 
in Federal waters of the U.S. South Atlantic.  These waters extend from 3 to 200 miles offshore 
from the seaward boundary of the States of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and east 
Florida to Key West.  The South Atlantic Council has thirteen voting members:  one from 
NOAA Fisheries Service; one each from the state fishery agencies of North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Georgia, and Florida; and eight public members appointed by the Secretary.  On the 
South Atlantic Council, there are two public members from each of the four South Atlantic 
States.  Non-voting members include representatives of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. 
Coast Guard, State Department, and Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC).  
The South Atlantic Council has adopted procedures whereby the non-voting members serving on 
the Council Committees have full voting rights at the Committee level but not at the full Council 
level.  South Atlantic Council members serve three-year terms and are recommended by State 
Governors and appointed by the Secretary of Commerce from lists of nominees submitted by 
State governors.  Appointed members may serve a maximum of three consecutive terms.  
 
Public interests also are involved in the fishery management process through participation on 
Advisory Panels and through council meetings, which, with few exceptions for discussing 
personnel matters, are open to the public.  The South Atlantic Council uses a Scientific and 
Statistical Committee to review the data and science being used in assessments and fishery 
management plans/amendments.  In addition, the regulatory process is in accordance with the 
Administrative Procedures Act, in the form of “notice and comment” rulemaking. 
 


3.5.1.2 State Fishery Management 
The state governments of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida have the 
authority to manage fisheries that occur in waters extending three nautical miles from their 
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respective shorelines.  North Carolina’s marine fisheries are managed by the Marine Fisheries 
Division of the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources.  The Marine 
Resources Division of the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources regulates South 
Carolina’s marine fisheries.  Georgia’s marine fisheries are managed by the Coastal Resources 
Division of the Department of Natural Resources.  The Marine Fisheries Division of the Florida 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission is responsible for managing Florida’s marine 
fisheries.  Each state fishery management agency has a designated seat on the South Atlantic 
Council.  The purpose of state representation at the Council level is to ensure state participation 
in Federal fishery management decision-making and to promote the development of compatible 
regulations in state and Federal waters.  
 
The South Atlantic States are also involved through the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (ASMFC) in management of marine fisheries.  This commission was created to 
coordinate state regulations and develop management plans for interstate fisheries.  It has 
significant authority, through the Atlantic Striped Bass Conservation Act and the Atlantic 
Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act, to compel adoption of consistent state 
regulations to conserve coastal species.  The ASFMC also is represented at the Council level, but 
does not have voting authority at the Council level. 
 
NOAA Fisheries Service’ State-Federal Fisheries Division is responsible for building 
cooperative partnerships to strengthen marine fisheries management and conservation at the 
state, inter-regional, and national levels.  This division implements and oversees the distribution 
of grants for two national (Inter-jurisdictional Fisheries Act and Anadromous Fish Conservation 
Act) and two regional (Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act and Atlantic 
Striped Bass Conservation Act) programs.  Additionally, it works with the ASMFC to develop 
and implement cooperative State-Federal fisheries regulations.  
 


3.5.1.3 Enforcement 
 
Both the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries Office for Law 
Enforcement (NOAA/OLE) and the United States Coast Guard (USCG) have the authority and 
the responsibility to enforce South Atlantic Council regulations.   NOAA/OLE agents, who 
specialize in living marine resource violations, provide fisheries expertise and investigative 
support for the overall fisheries mission.  The USCG is a multi-mission agency, which provides 
at sea patrol services for the fisheries mission. 
 
Neither NOAA/OLE nor the USCG can provide a continuous law enforcement presence in all 
areas due to the limited resources of NOAA/OLE and the priority tasking of the USCG.  To 
supplement at sea and dockside inspections of fishing vessels, NOAA entered into Cooperative 
Enforcement Agreements with all but one of the States in the Southeast Region (North Carolina), 
which granted authority to State officers to enforce the laws for which NOAA/OLE has 
jurisdiction.  In recent years, the level of involvement by the States has increased through Joint 
Enforcement Agreements, whereby States conduct patrols that focus on Federal priorities and, in 
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some circumstances, prosecute resultant violators through the State when a state violation has 
occurred.    
 
NOAA General Counsel issued a revised Southeast Region Magnuson-Stevens Act Penalty 
Schedule in June 2003, which addresses all Magnuson-Stevens Act violations in the Southeast 
Region.  In general, this Penalty Schedule increases the amount of civil administrative penalties 
that a violator may be subject to up to the current statutory maximum of $120,000 per violation.  
NOAA General Counsel requested public comment through December 20 2010, on a new draft 
policy. 
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  Chapter 4.  Environmental Consequences 
 


4.1 Action 1.  Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC 
  
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not modify the boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  The existing 
Oculina Bank HAPC is delineated by the following boundaries:  on the north by 28°30' N, on the south by 
27°30' N., on the east by the 100-fathom (183-m) contour, and on the west by 80°00' W.; and two 
adjacent satellite sites: the first bounded on the north by 28°30' N., on the south by 28°29' N., on the east 
by 80°00' W., and on the west by 80°03' W.; and the second bounded on the north by 28°17' N., on the 
south by 28°16' N., on the east by 80°00 W., and on the west by 80°03' W. 
  
Alternative 2.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC. 
 
 Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from the 
 current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west and 
 east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, respectively, as 
 represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 4-1).   
 
 Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from the 
 current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west and 
 east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, respectively, as 
 represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 4-2).   
 
 Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from the 
 current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west and 
 east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, respectively, as 
 represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 4-3).   
 
 Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from the 
 current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west and 
 east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, respectively, as 
 represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 4-4).   
  
Alternative 3.  Modify the western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 28° 4.5’N to the north 
boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary would coincide with the current 
western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W). The west boundary could either use the 60 meter 
contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude (Figure 4-5).  
 
Alternative 4.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC based on recommendations by the Law 
Enforcement Advisory Panel: 


• Consult CFR §622.35 (i)(2) for reference to stowing gear and transit (pertains to MPAs but 
language can be adopted and altered accordingly to be applicable to the deepwater shrimp 
fisheries). 


• If transit is allowed through the HAPC, request that industry increase ping rate for VMS. 
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• Stowing of gear is recommended by the LE AP instead of corridors for transiting Oculina Bank 
HAPC, in addition to speed restrictions (no less than 5 knots).  In the event minimal speed is not 
sustainable, vessel must communicate to appropriate contact. 


 
NOTE:  IPT recommendation - Remove Alternative 4 under Action 1 and designate this as a separate 
Action.  Suggested wording for the transit provision action: 
 
Action 2.  Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC. 
 


Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not implement a transit provision through Oculina Bank HAPC.  
Currently, possession of rock shrimp in or from the area on board a fishing vessel is prohibited. 


 
Alternative 2.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  When transiting the Oculina 
Bank, gear must be stowed in accordance with CFR Section 622.35 (i)(2).  Vessels must maintain 
a minimum speed of 5 knots while in transit through the Oculina HAPC.  In the event minimal 
speed is not sustainable, vessel must communicate to appropriate contact.  
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 Figure 4-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow 
the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure 4-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modification to the northern boundary of 
the Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would 
follow the 70 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified 
polygon. 
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Figure 4-3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 
100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure 4-4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 
60 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure 4-5.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Modification to the western boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  The west boundary would follow the 80° 03’W longitude between 
28° 30’N and 28° 16’N which is the western border of the Oculina HAPC satellite 
regions, and would follow the 60 meter contour as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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4.1.1 Biological Effects  
 
Within the Oculina Bank HAPC, the following prohibitions are in place: anchoring or use of grapples; 
trawling, use of fish traps, or bottom-longlines; fishing for or possession of rock shrimp; possession of 
coral or bottom habitat, including Oculina.  Under Alternative 1 (No Action) these actions would 
continue to be prohibited.  Alternatives 2, and associated sub-alternatives and Alternative 3, propose 
increasing the size of the Oculina Bank HAPC and extending the prohibitions to a larger area.  As the size 
of the Oculina HAPC is increased, the biological benefit increases for the coral in the area, including 
Oculina; the species that use the bottom substrate as habitat; and for the rock shrimp populations in the 
HAPC.   
 


4.1.2 Economic Effects 
  
   


4.1.3 Social Effects  
 
Closed areas can have significant negative social effects on fishermen if any fishing grounds are no longer 
open to harvest.  Fishermen would need to fish other areas in order to maintain operations, which may 
result in user conflicts or overcrowding issues.  Additionally, increased economic costs associated with 
travel to other fishing grounds could affect crew employment opportunities on vessels.  Long-term social 
benefits may be associated with the long-term biological benefits of closed areas, as long as the closures 
are appropriately selected and include a periodic evaluation of effectiveness.   
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would have minimal social effects because the fleet is already harvesting in 
open areas and prohibited from working in the closed areas. Sub-alternatives 2a-2d under Alternative 2 
and Alternative 3 would impact the rock shrimp fleet by closing some historic fishing grounds, and larger 
closed areas would cause more significant impacts.  However, closing some areas may have broad social 
benefits by protecting more coral areas. The transit provision in Alternative 4 would be beneficial to the 
rock shrimp fleet by allowing them to access fishing grounds and would have minimal impact on the 
coral.  
  


4.1.4 Administrative Effects  
 
The expansion of the Oculina HAPC (Alternative 2 and sub-alternatives, Alternative 3) would have a 
minimal administrative impact.  Administrative impacts would be felt through the rule making process, 
outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts would differ between the alternatives in the 
amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the HAPC the more enforcement 
will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea 
enforcement.   
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4.2 Action 2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC to incorporate a 
Lophelia site off Jacksonville  


 
Note:  IPT recommendation - reword the language of Action 2 to read:  Action 2.  Expand boundaries of 
the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC.  


 
Alternative 1.  (No Action)  Do not expand the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC.  
The existing Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC is delineated by the coordinates identified in CFR 
§633.35 (n)(iii).   


  
Alternative 2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC in the area west of the existing boundary 
approximately by the 200 meter depth contour between latitude 30°45.0’ to the north and latitude 
29°52.0’ to the south (Figure 4-6).    
 
Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace  Coral 
HAPC to include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and exclude areas of royal red fishery 
activity based on VMS data (Figure 4-7).     
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Figure 4-6.  Action 2, Alternative 2, the Coral Advisory Panel’s original proposed expansion 
of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC western boundary.  
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 Figure 4-7.  Action 2, Alternative 3, modifications to the Coral AP’s recommendation for 
expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC based on suggestions from shrimp 
industry representatives during the CE-BA 3 public scoping process.  This figure includes 
area of mapped habitat within the Coral AP’s proposed extension and excludes areas of 
royal red fishery activity based on VMS data. 
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4.2.1 Biological Effects  
 
The Stetson Miami Terrace Coral HAPC (60, 937 square kilometers, 23,528 square miles) is the largest of the 
five deepwater Coral HAPCs implemented through the Comprehensive Ecosystem Based Amendment 1 (CE-
BA 1).  It encompasses three of the former proposed Coral HAPCs off the coasts of South Carolina, Georgia, 
and East Florida to the Miami Terrace off of Biscayne Bay, and extends the western boundary to the 400-
meter depth contour.  
 
Below are descriptions of the main areas encompassed by this proposed Coral HAPC.  
 
Stetson Reef - Stetson Reef is characterized by hundreds of pinnacles along the eastern Blake Plateau offshore 
South Carolina and over 200 coral mounds. This area supports a 152 meter-tall (500 feet) pinnacle in 822 
meters (2,697 feet) of water where recent submersible dives discovered live bushes of Lophelia coral, sponges, 
gorgonians, and black coral bushes. This represents one of the tallest Lophelia coral lithoherms known.  
 
Savannah and East Florida Lithoherms - This site is characterized by numerous lithoherms at depths of 550 
meters (1,804 feet) with relief up to 60 meters (197 feet) that provide live-bottom habitat. Submersible dives 
found that these lithoherms provided habitat for large populations of massive sponges and gorgonians in 
addition to smaller macroinvertebrates which have not been studied in detail. Some ridges have nearly 100% 
cover of sponges. Although few large fish have been observed at this site, a swordfish, several sharks, and 
numerous blackbelly rosefish were noted. Further south, echosounder transects along a 222-kilometer (138-
mile) stretch off northeastern and central Florida (depth 700-800 meters; 2,297-2,625 feet) mapped nearly 300 
coral mounds from 8 to 168 meters tall (26-551 feet). 
 
Miami Terrace - The Miami Terrace and Escarpment is a Miocene-age terrace off southeast Florida that 
supports high relief hardbottom habitats and rich benthic communities in 200-600 meter (1,969 feet) depths.  
Dense aggregations of 50 to 100 wreckfish were observed, in addition to blackbelly rosefish, skates, sharks, 
and dense schools of jacks. Lophelia mounds are also present at the base of the escarpment, within the Straits 
of Florida, but little is known of their abundance, distribution, or associated fauna. The steep escarpments, 
especially near the top of the ridges, are rich in corals, octocorals, and sponges. 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would not modify the Coral HAPC coordinates for the Stetson Miami Terrace 
Coral HAPC.  Alternative 2 would provide greater biological benefits to species caught within the 
expanded area.  Alternative 3 would have provide greater biological benefits to all species caught within 
the expanded area with the exception of royal red species.   
 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be expected to result in positive biological impacts to the deepwater 
coral habitat in these areas. Given the slow growth of deepwater corals, any impacts would be expected to 
result in long-term biological losses of deepwater coral habitat as well as the species that utilize this habitat. 
Under these alternatives, habitats within the Stetson-Miami Terrace proposed Coral HAPC expansion would 
be protected from damaging fishing gear such as bottom longline, which would have positive biological 
impacts on the species in the area. 
 
It is reasonable to expect that when a fishing vessel uses bottom tending gear, anchors, or grapples and chains 
in the deepwater Coral HAPCs, it would result in a taking/killing of prohibited coral or live rock. Corals 
covered by the Coral FMP are considered to be non-renewable resources.  Fishing gear that comes in contact 
with the seafloor inevitably disturb the seabed and pose the most immediate direct threat to deepwater coral 
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ecosystems.  Fishing gear that impact the seafloor include bottom trawls, bottom longlines, bottom gillnets, 
dredges, and pots/traps (Chuenpagdee et al., 2003; Morgan and Chuenpagdee, 2003).  Bottom tending gear 
and anchors, grapples, and chains can break fragile corals, dislodge reef framework, and scar corals, opening 
lesions for infection.  Impacts of gear damage are not limited to direct crushing of live coral but also include 
effects of the attached chains which will abrade and denude coral structures.  Stress caused by abrasion may 
result in a decline in health or stability of the reef or live bottom system.  In shallow water, coral will respond 
through polyp retraction, altered physiology or behavior, and when sheered by anchor chains provide a point 
for infection.  It is thought deepwater corals may respond similarly (John Reed, pers. comm. 2007).  Damage 
inflicted by bottom tending gear, anchors, chains, and grapples is not limited to living coral and hardbottom 
resources but extends to disruption of the balanced and highly productive nature of the coral and 
live/hardbottom ecosystems. 
 


4.2.2 Economic Effects 
 


4.2.3 Social Effects  
 
The potential social effects of expanding closed areas are discussed in Section 4.1.3. Alternative 1 (No 
Action) would likely have minimal social effects because this would maintain access to shrimp harvest 
areas.  The proposed extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC under Alternative 2 could 
have negative social effects on the royal red and rock shrimp fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer 
available.  Alternative 3 would likely have minimal impacts on the deepwater shrimp fleet because this 
would maintain access to harvest areas.  
  


4.2.4 Administrative Effects  
  
The expansion of the Stetson Miami Terrace Coral HAPC (Alternative 2 and Alternative 3) would have a 
minimal administrative impact.  Administrative impacts would be felt through the rule making process, 
outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts would differ between the alternatives in the 
amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the Coral HAPC the more 
enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts associated with these alternatives relate 
to at-sea enforcement. 
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4.3 Action 3.  Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 
 


Alternative 1.  (No Action) The existing Cape Lookout Coral HAPC is identified by the following 
coordinates: 


  Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24’37”               75°45’11” 
 34°10’26”     75°58’44” 
 34°05’47”     75°54’54” 
 34°21’02”     75°41’25” 
 
Alternative 2.  Extend the northern boundary to encompass the area identified by the following 
coordinates (Figure 4-8): 


 Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24.6166’            75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’     75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’          75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’          75°41.5’ 
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Figure 4-8.  Action 3, Alternative 2. Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion 
of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC northern boundary.
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4.3.1 Biological Effects  
 
The Comprehensive Ecosystem Based Amendment 1 implemented the Cape Lookout Coral HPAC in which 
the use of bottom longlines, trawls (mid-water and bottom), dredge, pots, or traps; use of anchor and chain, or 
use of grapple and chain by all fishing vessels; and possession of any species regulated by the Coral FMP are 
prohibited.  These are the same regulations currently in place within the Oculina HAPC (with the exception of 
mid-water trawls).  Under Alternative 1, these same prohibitions would apply.  Alternative 2 proposes to 
expand the original Cape Lookout Coral HPAC along the Northern boundary.  This would increase the size of 
the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC from 316 square kilometers to 324 square kilometers.  This expansion would 
benefit deepwater coral ecosystems and has been proposed based on new information of deepwater corals in 
the area.    
 
It is reasonable to expect that when a fishing vessel uses bottom tending gear, anchors, or grapples and chains 
in the deepwater Coral HAPCs, it would result in a taking/killing of prohibited coral or live rock. Corals 
covered by the Coral FMP are considered to be non-renewable resources.  Fishing gear that comes in contact 
with the seafloor inevitably disturb the seabed and pose the most immediate direct threat to deepwater coral 
ecosystems.  Fishing gear that impact the seafloor include bottom trawls, bottom longlines, bottom gillnets, 
dredges, and pots/traps (Chuenpagdee et al., 2003; Morgan and Chuenpagdee, 2003).  Bottom tending gear 
and anchors, grapples, and chains can break fragile corals, dislodge reef framework, and scar corals, opening 
lesions for infection.  Impacts of gear damage are not limited to direct crushing of live coral but also include 
effects of the attached chains which will abrade and denude coral structures.  Stress caused by abrasion may 
result in a decline in health or stability of the reef or live bottom system.  In shallow water, coral will respond 
through polyp retraction, altered physiology or behavior, and when sheered by anchor chains provide a point 
for infection.  It is thought deepwater corals may respond similarly (John Reed, pers. comm. 2007).  Damage 
inflicted by bottom tending gear, anchors, chains, and grapples is not limited to living coral and hardbottom 
resources but extends to disruption of the balanced and highly productive nature of the coral and 
live/hardbottom ecosystems. 


  


4.3.2 Economic Effects  
  


4.3.3 Social Effects  
 
The potential social effects of expanding closed areas are discussed in Section 4.1.3. Alternative 1 (No 
Action) would likely have minimal social effects because this would maintain access to shrimp harvest 
areas.  The proposed extension of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC under Alternative 2 could have 
negative social effects on the royal red and rock shrimp fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer 
available.   
 
4.3.4 Administrative Effects  


  
The expansion of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC (Alternative 2) would have a minimal administrative 
impact.  Administrative impacts would be felt through the rule making process, outreach and 
enforcement.  The administrative impacts would differ between the alternatives in the amount of area they 
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cover.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the Coral HAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  
Most of the administrative impacts associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement. 


 


4.4 Action 4.    Designate Habitat Areas of Particular Concern for speckled hind 
and warsaw grouper 
 
Alternative 1.  No Action.  Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)-HAPCs for species in the South Atlantic 
snapper grouper management unit have been defined as shown below: 


 
Areas which meet the criteria for EFH-HAPCs for species in the snapper-grouper management unit 
include medium to high profile offshore hard bottoms where spawning normally occurs; localities of 
known or likely periodic spawning aggregations; nearshore hard bottom areas; The Point, The Ten 
Fathom Ledge, and Big Rock (North Carolina); The Charleston Bump (South Carolina); mangrove 
habitat; seagrass habitat; oyster/shell habitat; all coastal inlets; all state-designated nursery habitats of 
particular importance to snapper grouper (e.g., Primary and Secondary Nursery Areas designated in 
North Carolina); pelagic and benthic Sargassum; Hoyt Hills for wreckfish; the Oculina Bank Habitat 
Area of Particular Concern; all hermatypic coral habitats and reefs; manganese outcroppings on the Blake 
Plateau; and Council-designated Artificial Reef Special Management Zones (SMZs).   
 
EFH-HAPCs for golden tilefish include irregular bottom comprised of troughs and terraces inter-mingled 
with sand, mud, or shell hash bottom. Mud-clay bottoms in depths of 150-300 meters are HAPC. 
Golden tilefish are generally found in 80-540 meters, but most commonly found in 200-meter depths. 
 
EFH-HAPCs for blueline tilefish include irregular bottom habitats along the shelf edge in 45-65 
meters depth; shelf break; or upper slope along the 100-fathom contour (150-225 meters); hardbottom 
habitats characterized as rock overhangs, rock outcrops, manganese-phosphorite rock slab formations, 
or rocky reefs in the South Atlantic Bight; and the Georgetown Hole (Charleston Lumps) off 
Georgetown, SC. 
 
EFH-HAPCs for the snapper grouper complex include the following deepwater Marine Protected Areas 
(MPAs) as designated in Snapper Grouper Amendment 14; Snowy Grouper Wreck MPA, Northern South 
Carolina MPA, Edisto MPA, Charleston Deep Artificial Reef MPA, Georgia MPA, North Florida MPA, 
St. Lucie Hump MPA and East Hump MPA. 
 
Alternative 2.  Designate new and/or expanded MPAs as EFH-HAPCs for speckled hind and warsaw 
grouper.   
 
Note:  IPT recommends inclusion of the following information: 
 
 Essential Fish Habitat is defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Act as “all waters and substrate necessary to 
fish for spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to maturity”.  Regional Fishery Management Councils are 
directed to describe and identify EFH for each federally managed species, attempt to minimize the extent 
of adverse effects on habitat caused by fishing and non-fishing activities, and identify actions to 
encourage conservation and enhancement of those habitats.  It is required that EFH be based on the best 
available scientific information.  
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The definition for EFH may include habitat for an individual species or an assemblage of species, 
whichever is appropriate within each FMP.  For the purpose of interpreting the definition of EFH: 
“waters” includes aquatic areas and their associated physical, chemical, and biological properties that are 
utilized by fish.  When appropriate this may include areas used historically.  Water quality, including but 
not limited to nutrient levels, oxygen concentration, and turbidity levels is also considered to be a 
component of this definition. Examples of “waters” that may be considered EFH, include open waters, 
wetlands, estuarine habitats, riverine habitats, and wetlands hydrologically connected to productive water 
bodies.  
 
“Necessary”, relative to the definition of EFH, means the habitat required to support a sustainable fishery 
and a healthy ecosystem, while “spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity” covers a species full 
life cycle.  In the context of this definition the term “substrate” includes sediment, hardbottom, structures 
underlying the waters, and associated biological communities.  These communities could encompass 
mangroves, tidal marshes, mussel beds, cobble with attached fauna, mud and clay burrows, coral reefs, 
and submerged aquatic vegetation.  Migratory routes such as rivers and passes serving as passageways to 
and from anadromous fish spawning grounds should also be considered EFH.  Included in the 
interpretation of “substrate” are artificial reefs and shipwrecks (if providing EFH), and partially or 
entirely submerged structures such as jetties.  
 
The NOAA Fisheries Service assists the Councils in implementing EFH by assessing the quality of 
available data in a four-level system:  
 Level 1: species distribution data for all or part of its geographic range;  
  Level 2: data on habitat-related densities or relative abundance of the species;  
  Level 3: data on growth, reproduction, and survival rates within habitats; and  
  Level 4: production rates by habitat.  
 
In addition to EFH the Councils must identify EFH- HAPCs within EFH. In determining which areas 
should be designated as HAPCs the area must meet one or more of the following criteria:  
  1) Ecological function provided by the habitat is important;  
  2) Habitat is sensitive to human-induced environmental degradation;  
  3) Development activities are or will be stressing the habitat type; and  
  4) Habitat type is rare. 
 
The Final EFH Rule requires FMPs to include maps that display, within the constraints of available 
information, the geographic locations of EFH or the geographic boundaries within which EFH for each 
species and life stage is found.  Maps should identify the different types of habitat designated as EFH to 
the extent possible.  Maps should explicitly distinguish EFH from non-EFH areas and should be 
incorporated into a geographic information system (GIS) to facilitate analysis and presentation.  While 
GIS, in combination with models that examine habitat requirements, can be used as a tool for designating 
EFH, data availability do not support such use at this time for the South Atlantic.  Instead, the best use of 
GIS within the South Atlantic is visualizing where EFH occurs within the constraints of available 
information. 
 
Mapping efforts require accuracy standards for location and thematic content as well as designation of 
minimum mapping units (i.e., the smallest area that the map will depict for a thematic category, such as 
seagrass).  Mapping standards for EFH have not yet been set.  While technological improvements within 
the surveying and remote sensing communities are rapidly increasing location and thematic accuracy, 
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designation of minimum mapping units for EFH has not progressed similarly since enactment of the EFH 
Final Rule.  Within the South Atlantic, especially for estuaries, the data available for mapping the 
locations of EFH are not at a geographic scale suitable for use in most EFH consultations.  For example, 
data on the location of salt marshes that have a minimum mapping unit of one acre usually will not show 
fringe marshes, which are the subject of many EFH consultations.  As additional information becomes 
available, it is advisable to develop minimum mapping units for the specific habitat types that are 
designated as EFH.  These standards also might be tiered to account for geographic realm (e.g., riverine, 
estuarine, coastal, and offshore areas), life stages, data rich versus data poor species, and number of 
species within a FMP. 
 


4.4.1 Biological Effects 
 


Under Alternative 1, these EFH-HAPCs would remain and the biological benefits from them will be 
maintained.  Designating the MPAs proposed in Action 5 as EFH –HAPCs for snapper grouper species 
would be expected to have a minimal biological impact.  As marine protected areas, fishing actitives will 
be restricted and the HAPC designation may further restrict activities in the MPAs.  Absent specific 
details on what EFH and EFH-HAPCs would be designated or where each is located, additional 
substantive discussion of the expected biological effects is not possible.   
 


4.4.2 Economic Effects 
 


4.4.3 Social Effects 
 
There will be few direct social effects expecting to result from establishment or expansion of EFH-
HAPCs, and these would most likely result from future actions that are associated with such designations.  
In some cases, protection of habitat as in Alternative 2 could later lead to harvesting restrictions in areas 
where harvesting presently takes place or other actions which may impose similar constraints on snapper 
grouper fishermen.  Alternative 1 (No Action) would be less likely to result in negative short-term 
impacts on fishermen than Alternative 2.   
 


4.4.4 Administrative Effects 
  
No additional administrative costs or effort would be required under Alternative 1 (No Action).  
Designating the MPAs proposed in Action 5 as EFH –HAPCs for snapper grouper species would incur a 
relatively large administrative burden.  Coordination between the Regional offices, Councils, and state 
agencies would require significant funding, and time.  Absent specific details on what EFH and EFH-
HAPCs would be designated or where each is located, additional substantive discussion of the expected 
administrative effects is not possible.   
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4.5 Action 5.  Establish Marine Protected Areas for additional protections for 
speckled hind and warsaw grouper 
 
Speckled hind and warsaw grouper actions will be updated after the June 2012 Council mtg. 
 
During the March 2012 Council meeting, the Snapper Grouper Committee discussed the approach to be 
taken regarding possible establishment of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) to reduce mortality of speckled 
hind and warsaw grouper.  The Council provided the following guidance to staff on timing and approach: 
 
DECISION #1.  Type of Closures to be evaluated.   
Evaluate Alternatives 3 and 4: 
 
 Alternative 3.  Area closures where all bottom fishing is prohibited (same type of MPAs 
 currently in place).   
  
 Alternative 4.  Temporary area closures that would remain in place until we get an assessment 
 for speckled hind and warsaw grouper and the results indicate some relaxation of regulations is 
 warranted.  
 
DECISION #2.  Approaches for developing potential area closures (MPAs). 
Alternatives are sufficient; the Council directed staff to look at Tortugas and other areas that may be 
providing protection. 
 
 Alternative 1. Use the known distribution (sites of occurrence) of speckled hind and warsaw 
 grouper as reflected in data from analyses in Regulatory Amendment 11 (this was also used for 
 the Scoping Document) and additional known sites of occurrence provided by fishermen and 
 from scoping during CEBA-3. 
 
 Note:  Alternative 1 would result in protection based on where these two species were observed, 
 sampled, or caught in the past. 


 Alternative 2.  Use the known habitat distribution of speckled hind and warsaw grouper similar 
 to what was done for deepwater corals (areas of similar habitat would be expected to contain the 
 species and once sampled, they are found). 
 
 Note:  Alternative 2 would result in protection based on the habitat distribution of these two 
 species. 
 
DECISION #3.  Guidance on what percentage (of occurrence or habitat) is “appropriate” to be closed. 
Evaluate alternatives 3, 4 and 5: 
  
 Alternative 3.  Establish a goal of 20%. 
  
 Alternative 4.  Establish a goal of 30%. 
  
 Alternative 5.  Establish a goal of 40%. 
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DECISION #4.  Who develops alternative sites? 
Staff are providing the capability for the Council, Advisory Panels (APs), and public to modify existing 
MPAs (first) and then draw new MPAs (second) and in each case calculating the percentage of known 
distribution or known habitat included.  Staff are proposing that this approach be used with the SSC 
during their April 3-5, 2012 meeting in Savannah, GA; with the Snapper Grouper AP during their April 
18-19, 2012 meeting in Charleston, SC; and with the public during 5 workshops the Council has 
recommended staff convene.  Two of the workshops will be held prior to the June 11-15, 2012 Council 
meeting in Orlando, FL, and the remaining 3 will be held afterwards.   
 
DECISION #5.  Guidance on measuring impacts:  what percentage of reduction in catches of speckled 
hind and warsaw grouper is recommended? 
Analyze a 20%, 30%, & 40% reduction in catches.   


 


4.5.1 Biological Effects 
  


4.5.2 Economic Effects 
  


4.5.3 Social Effects  
 
The potential social effects of closed areas are discussed in Section 4.1.3.  The closed areas under this 
action would be implemented to minimize mortality of warsaw grouper and speckled hind and would be 
more site-specific, which may reduce some of the expected social impacts. Additionally, if no closed 
areas are implemented (Alternative 1 (No Action)) and these two species continue to be impacted as 
bycatch, both could be considered for listing under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), which may result 
in more restrictive measures for the commercial and recreational sectors of the snapper grouper fishery.  
There would likely be negative social impacts on fishermen if access to fishing grounds is no longer 
available.  
 


4.5.4 Administrative Effects 
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4.6 Action 6.  Modify permits and data reporting for for-hire vessels 
 
Data Collection actions will be updated after the June 2012 Council mtg. 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action). Retain existing permits and data reporting systems for the for-hire sector. 
 
Alternative 2.   Data Collection Committee motion says modify as per Attachment 4, which is the CFR 
excerpt pasted below: 
 
* Code of Federal Regulations: Title 50  
§ 622.2 Definitions and acronyms. Science and Research Director (SRD), for the purposes of this part, 
means the Science and Research Director, Southeast Fisheries Science Center, NMFS (see Table 1 of § 
600.502 of this chapter).  
§ 622.4 Permits and fees.  
(a) Permits required. To conduct activities in fisheries  
governed in this part, valid permits, licenses, and endorsements  
are required as follows:  
(1) Charter vessel/headboat permits. (i) For a person  
aboard a vessel that is operating as a charter vessel or headboat  
to fish for or possess, in or from the EEZ, species in any of the  
following species groups, a valid charter vessel/headboat permit  
for that species group must have been issued to the vessel and  
must be on board--  
(A) Gulf coastal migratory pelagic fish.  
(B) South Atlantic coastal migratory pelagic fish.  
(C) Gulf reef fish.  
(D) South Atlantic snapper-grouper.  
(E) Atlantic dolphin and wahoo. (See paragraph (a)(5) of  
this section for the requirements for operator permits in the  
dolphin and wahoo fishery.)  
(ii) See paragraph (r) of this section regarding a limited  
access system for charter vessel/headboat permits for Gulf reef  
fish and Gulf coastal migratory pelagic fish.  
(iii) A charter vessel or headboat may have both a charter  
vessel/headboat permit and a commercial vessel permit. However,  
when a vessel is operating as a charter vessel or headboat, a  
person aboard must adhere to the bag limits.  
§ 622.5 Recordkeeping and reporting. Participants in fisheries governed in this part are required to keep 
records and report as follows.  
(b) Charter vessel/headboat owners and operators—  
(1) Coastal migratory pelagic fish, reef fish, snapper-grouper, and Atlantic dolphin and wahoo. The owner 
or operator of a vessel 2  
for which a charter vessel/headboat permit for Gulf coastal migratory pelagic fish, South Atlantic coastal 
migratory pelagic fish, Gulf reef fish, South Atlantic snapper-grouper, or Atlantic dolphin and wahoo has 
been issued, as required under § 622.4(a)(1), or whose vessel fishes for or lands such coastal migratory 
pelagic fish, reef fish, snapper-grouper, or Atlantic dolphin or wahoo in or from state waters adjoining the 
applicable Gulf, South Atlantic, or Atlantic EEZ, and who is selected to report by the SRD, must maintain 
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a fishing record for each trip, or a portion of such trips as specified by the SRD, on forms provided by the 
SRD and must submit such record as specified in paragraph (b)(2) of this section.  
(2) Reporting deadlines--(i) Charter vessels. Completed fishing records required by paragraph (b)(1) of 
this section for charter vessels must be submitted to the SRD weekly, postmarked not later than 7 days 
after the end of each week (Sunday). Information to be reported is indicated on the form and its 
accompanying instructions.  
(ii) Headboats. Completed fishing records required by paragraph (b)(1) of this section for headboats must 
be submitted to the SRD monthly and must either be made available to an authorized statistical reporting 
agent or be postmarked not later than 7 days after the end of each month. Information to be reported is 
indicated on the form and its accompanying instructions.  
 
Amendment, Proposed Changes:  
I. Timing  
(2) Reporting deadlines--(i) Charter vessels and headboats. Completed fishing records required by 
paragraph (b)(1) of this section for charter vessels and headboats must be submitted to the SRD weekly, 
or at intervals shorter than a week if notified by the SRD. These records must be electronically stamped 
or postmarked not later than 7 days after the end of each week (Sunday). Information to be reported is 
indicated on the form and its accompanying instructions.  
Option 1. Weekly.  
Option 2. Daily.  
Option 3. Weekly or at intervals shorter than a week if notified by the SRD.  
 


4.6.1 Biological Effects 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would retain existing data reporting systems for the for-hire sector.  This 
would include those data collection measures implemented by Amendment 15B including a requirement 
for private recreational vessels, if selected,  that fish in the exclusive economic zone (EEZ),  to maintain 
and submit fishing records; to carry observers and install an electronic logbook (ELB) and/or video 
monitoring equipment provided by NMFS. Currently, harvest and bycatch in the private and for-hire 
charter vessel sector has been consistently monitored by MRFSS since its inception.  The survey uses a 
combination of random digit dialed telephone intercepts of coastal households for effort information and 
dock-side intercepts for individual trips for catch information to statistically estimate total catch and 
discards by species for each sub-region, state, mode, primary area and wave.  Bycatch is enumerated by 
disposition code for each fish caught but not kept (B2).  Prior to 2000, sampling of the charter vessel 
sector resulted in highly variable estimates of catch.  However, since 2000, a new sampling methodology 
has been implemented.  A 10% sample of charter vessel captains is called weekly to obtain trip level 
information.  In addition, the standard dockside intercept data are collected from charter vessels and 
charter vessel clients are sampled through the standard random digital dialing of coastal households.  
Precision of charter vessel effort estimates has improved by more than 50% due to these changes (Van 
Voorhees et al. 2000).  Additional improvements are scheduled for MRFSS in the next few years. 
 
Harvest from headboats is monitored by NOAA Fisheries Service at SEFCs’s Beaufort Laboratory.  
Collection of discard data began in 2004.  Daily catch records (trip records) are filled out by the headboat 
operators; or in some cases by NOAA Fisheries Service approved headboat samplers based on personal 
communication with the captain or crew.  Headboat trips are subsampled for data on species lengths and 
weights.  Biological samples (scales, otoliths, spines, reproductive tissues, stomachs) are obtained as time 







 
South Atlantic Comprehensive                            Chapter 4.  Environmental Consequences 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 
    


100


permits.  Lengths of discarded fish are occasionally obtained but these data are not part of the headboat 
database.   
 
Included in the no-action Alternative 1 (No Action) would be the measures proposed in Amendment 
15B, which has been approved and implemented by the Secretary.  The Council’s preferred alternative 
would allow for the implementation of interim programs to monitor and assess bycatch in the South 
Atlantic snapper grouper fishery until the ACCSP Release, Discard and Protected Species (Bycatch) 
Module can be fully funded.  The interim programs or first phase of the alternative would allow for the 
collection of bycatch information utilizing a variety of methods and sources when this amendment is 
implemented as follows: 
 


1. Require that selected vessels carry observers funded by the agency.   
2. Require selected vessels employ electronic logbooks or video monitoring funded by the agency. 
3. Utilize bycatch information collected in conjunction with grant-funded programs such as 


MARFIN and Cooperative Research Program (CRP).  Require that raw data are provided to 
NOAA Fisheries Service and the Council. 


4. Request that bycatch data collected by states are provided to NOAA Fisheries Service and the 
Council.  Many states may have collected data on snapper grouper bycatch in the past. 
Furthermore, some states may be currently collecting bycatch data through studies that are 
conducted in state waters. 


5. Develop outreach and training programs to improve reporting accuracy by fishermen.  
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would not require that for-hire vessels to use the SAFIS system or vessel 
monitoring systems (VMS).  This would include those data collection measures in place as well as those 
implemented by Amendment 15B including a requirement for private recreational vessels, if selected,  
that fish in the exclusive economic zone (EEZ),  to maintain and submit fishing records; to carry 
observers and install an electronic logbook (ELB) and/or video monitoring equipment provided by NOAA 
Fisheries Service.  
 
Alternatives 2 would require that data be submitted to the Science Center more frequently than the 
current situation.  There are no direct biological impacts from establishing more frequent reporting.  
However, indirect impacts resulting from Alternatives 2 would provide a better understanding of the 
composition and magnitude of catch and bycatch; enhance the quality of data provided for stock 
assessments; increase the quality of assessment output; provide better estimates of interactions with 
protected species; and lead to better decisions regarding additional measures that might be needed to 
reduce bycatch.  Management measures that affect gear and effort for a target species can influence 
fishing mortality in other species.  Therefore, enhanced catch and bycatch monitoring would provide 
better data that could be used in multi-species assessments. 


    


4.6.2 Economic Effects 
 


4.6.3 Social Effects 
 
The social effects of changing permits and reporting requirements for the for-hire sector will most likely 
be associated with changes in frequency and method of reporting. In general, more frequent reporting may 
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have some negative effects on vessel owners and captains by imposing additional time and money 
requirements.  If frequency of reporting is increased from twice a month to weekly (for example), this 
may result in additional burdens, but will be expected to generate broad social benefits in that more 
frequent reporting would be expected to improve quota monitoring, allowing NOAA Fisheries to better 
track landings and calculate expected closures. This improved monitoring would also be expected to 
reduce the likelihood of the recreational sector exceeding the ACL and the associated AMs. 
Improvements in monitoring would be beneficial to the for-hire fleet by minimizing the negative social 
effects of AMs such as early closures, reduced trip limits, or reduced ACL in the subsequent year (“pay-
backs”).  Monitoring improvements and reduced risk of exceeding an ACL would also be expected to 
contribute to sustainability in the fisheries and maintenance of the fish stocks.  The method of reporting 
(paper mail, fax, or electronically) will affect vessel owners who do not already use computer systems in 
their businesses.  Electronic reporting would be expected to produce the most accurate means of tracking 
landings.  


  


4.6.4 Administrative Effects 
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4.7 Action 7.  Modify permits and data reporting for commercial vessels 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).   Retain existing permits and data reporting systems for the commercial 
sector. 
 
Alternative 2.  Modify permits and data-reporting for commercial vessels similarly to how this was done 
in SG Amendment 18A (Council chose No Action as their preferred at that time).  
 
 Sub-Alternative 2a.  Require all vessels with a Federal snapper grouper commercial   
 permit to have an electronic logbook tied to the vessel’s GPS onboard the vessel.  
 
 (Note:  Sub-Alternative 2a would require 100% of vessels to have an electronic logbook;   
 whereas, current data reporting programs only require electronic logbooks if selected.) 
 
 Sub-Alternative 2b.  Provide the option for fishermen to submit their logbook entries   
 electronically via an electronic version of the logbook made available online.  
 
 Sub-Alternative 2c.  Require that commercial landings and catch/effort data be    
 submitted in accordance with ACCSP standards, using the SAFIS system. 
 
 


4.7.1 Biological Effects 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would retain existing data reporting systems for the commercial sector (Table 
1-3) including new regulations implemented through Amendment 15B which include, a requirement for 
private recreational vessels that fish in the exclusive economic zone (EEZ), if selected by NOAA 
Fisheries Service, to maintain and submit fishing records; requires a vessel that fishes in the EEZ, if 
selected by NOAA Fisheries Service, to carry an observer and install an electronic logbook (ELB) and/or 
video monitoring equipment provided by NOAA Fisheries Service.  For the South Atlantic snapper 
grouper commercial fishery current regulations (50CFR §622.5) require commercial and recreational 
for-hire participants in the South Atlantic snapper grouper fishery who are selected by the Southeast 
Science and Research Director (SRD) to maintain and submit a fishing record on forms provided by the 
SRD.  Bycatch data on protected species are currently collected in the commercial snapper grouper 
fishery through the supplementary discard form.  In 1990, the SEFSC initiated a logbook program for 
vessels with federal permits in the snapper grouper fishery from the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic.  
In 2001, a separate bycatch reporting logbook was added to include numbers on the average size of 
discarded fish by species.  The discard data are collected using a supplemental form that is sent to a 20% 
stratified random sample of the active permit holders.  The sample selections are made each year and the 
selected fishermen/vessels are required to complete and submit the form for the trips they make during the 
following calendar year.   Fishermen are not selected for the next four years after they submit a discard 
form for a year.  However, over a five-year period, 100% of snapper grouper permit holders will have 
been required to report in one of the five years. 
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Alternative 1 (No Action) would continue to obtain fishing effort information as well as protected 
species interactions via a logbook.  Discard data are collected using a supplemental form that is sent to a 
20% stratified random sample of the active permit holders.  The sample selections are made in July of 
each year and the selected fishermen/vessels are required to complete and submit the form for the trips 
they make during August through July of the following year.  Fishermen are not selected for the next four 
years after they submit a discard form for a year.  However, over a five-year period, 100% of snapper 
grouper permit holders will have been required to report in one of the five years.  In addition, information 
is collected on protected species interactions.  The key advantage of logbooks is the ability to use them to 
cover all fishing activity relatively inexpensively.  However, in the absence of any observer data, there are 
concerns about the accuracy of logbook data in collecting bycatch information.  Biases associated with 
logbooks primarily result from inaccuracy in reporting of species that are caught in large numbers or are 
of little economic interest (particularly of bycatch species), and from low compliance rates.  Many 
fishermen may perceive that accurate reporting will result in restricted fishing effort or access.  This 
results in a disincentive for reporting accurate bycatch data and an incentive to under-report or not report.  
Therefore, logbook programs are more useful in recording information on infrequently caught species and 
providing estimates of total effort by area and season that can then be combined with observer data to 
estimate total bycatch. 
 
Commercial quotas are monitored by the NOAA Fisheries Service Southeast Fisheries Science Center 
(SEFSC).  Landings information are obtained from dealers.  Dealer selections are made for a calendar 
year based on the production for the previous year.  Selected dealers are notified that they must report 
landings by the 5th of a following month, even if no purchases were made.  The SEFSC provides periodic 
reports to NOAA Fisheries Service Southeast Regional Office (SERO) and the Council (at least prior to 
each Council meeting).  In addition, timing of possible closures are estimated.  Periodically, quota 
monitoring data are compared to general canvas landings data for the same dealers.  The purpose is to 
determine if selected dealers provide an acceptable percentage of total reported landings. The review of 
the general canvass landings data are also used to identify new dealers handling quota species.  If new 
dealers are identified or if the percentage of landings accounted for by selected dealers drops below a 
specified percentage, additional dealers would be required to report landings.   
 
Dealers have two options for submitting data:  (1) a paper form faxed to SEFSC or (2) online reporting.  
To enter and use the online system, the dealer uses a valid user login ID and password.  This system is 
secure and only users with valid user IDs and passwords can access it.  Furthermore, the user ID and 
password is unique for each dealer and will only allow access to the data entered by an individual using 
that password.  All entries are logged on a tracking database and each time a user enters the system and 
makes a change to the data, that entry, and the changes are recorded, along with the date and time the 
changes were made.  Instructions are provided to the dealers on how to use the online system.  
 
Some data are also collected through cooperative research projects.  Cooperative research with the 
commercial and recreational sectors on bycatch was identified as a high priority item at the Southeast 
Bycatch Workshop during May 2006.  There is clearly a need to characterize the entire catch of 
commercial fishermen and compare differences in abundance and species diversity to what is caught in 
fishery-independent gear.  As we move towards a multi-species management approach, these types of data 
are essential.  In addition, estimates of release mortality are needed for stock assessments but currently 
this is not being measured for fishery-dependent data.  It is anticipated that additional cooperative 
research projects will be funded in the future to enhance the database on bycatch in the snapper grouper 
fishery in the South Atlantic. 
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Cooperative research projects between science and industry are being used to a limited extent to collect 
bycatch information on the snapper grouper fishery in the South Atlantic.  For example, Harris and 
Stephen (2005) characterized the entire (retained and discarded) catch of reef fishes from a selected 
commercial fisherman in the South Atlantic including total catch composition and disposition of fishes 
that were released.  The Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries Foundation, Inc. obtained funding to conduct a 
fishery observer program within the snapper grouper vertical hook-and-line (bandit rig) fishery of the 
South Atlantic United States.  Through contractors they randomly placed observers on cooperating 
vessels to collect a variety of data quantifying the participation, gear, effort, catch, and discards within the 
fishery. 
 
Research funds for observer programs, as well as gear testing and testing of electronic devices are also 
available each year in the form of grants from the Foundation, Marine Fisheries Initiative (MARFIN), 
Saltonstall-Kennedy (S-K) program, and the Cooperative Research Program (CRP).  Efforts are made to 
emphasize the need for observer and logbook data in requests for proposals issued by granting agencies.  
A condition of funding for these projects is that data are made available to the Councils and NOAA 
Fisheries Service upon completion of a study.   
 
Included in Alternative 1 (No Action) would be the measures proposed in Amendment 15B, which was 
recently implemented.  The Council’s preferred alternative would allow for the implementation of interim 
programs to monitor and assess bycatch in the South Atlantic snapper grouper fishery until the ACCSP 
Release, Discard and Protected Species (Bycatch) Module can be fully funded.  The interim programs or 
first phase of the alternative would allow for the collection of bycatch information utilizing a variety of 
methods and sources when this amendment is implemented as follows: 
 
1. Require that selected vessels carry observers (It is the Council’s intent that NOAA Fisheries Service 


and grant-funded programs would cover the cost of observers on snapper grouper vessels.) 
2. Require selected vessels employ electronic logbooks or video monitoring (It is the Council’s intent 


that NOAA Fisheries Service and grant-funded programs cover the cost of purchase and installation of 
these units.) 


3. Utilize bycatch information collected in conjunction with grant-funded programs such as MARFIN 
and Cooperative Research Program (CRP).  Require that raw data are provided to NOAA Fisheries 
Service and the Council. 


4. Request that bycatch data collected by states are provided to NOAA Fisheries Service and the 
Council.  Many states may have collected data on snapper grouper bycatch in the past. Furthermore, 
some states may be currently collecting bycatch data through studies that are conducted in state 
waters. 


5. Develop outreach and training programs to improve reporting accuracy by fishermen.  
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would not require that commercial vessels with a snapper grouper permit to 
use the SAFIS system or vessel monitoring systems (VMS).   
 
Alternatives 2 and associated sub-alternatives identify options for monitoring catch and effort, which are 
more specific that what was specified in Amendment 15B.  There are no direct biological impacts from 
establishing a standardized reporting methodology to estimate bycatch.  However, indirect impacts 
resulting from Alternatives 2 and associated sub-alternatives would provide a better understanding of the 
composition and magnitude of catch and bycatch; enhance the quality of data provided for stock 
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assessments; increase the quality of assessment output; provide better estimates of interactions with 
protected species; and lead to better decisions regarding additional measures that might be needed to 
reduce bycatch.  Management measures that affect gear and effort for a target species can influence 
fishing mortality in other species.  Therefore, enhanced catch and bycatch monitoring would provide 
better data that could be used in multi-species assessments. 
 
Alternatives 2 and the associated sub-alternatives differ in type, amount, and quality of data they would 
provide.  Sub-alternative 2a would require that logbooks be submitted electronically through the vessels 
GPS system.  Sub-alternative 2b would give fishermen the option to submit their logbooks electronically 
through the GPS.  Sub-alternative 2c would require commercial landings and catch/effort data be 
submitted in accordance with ACCSP standards, using the SAFIS system.    
 
SAFIS is a real-time, web-based reporting system for commercial landings on the Atlantic coast.  It is 
comprised of three applications: 
 


• Electronic Dealer Reports (eDR) - A forms based application collecting from the dealers 
(landings) including condition and price.  


• Electronic Trip Reports (eTRIPS) - A Web-based application collecting data from fisherman 
(catch and effort) including gears used, fishing areas, and catch disposition.  


• SAFIS Management System (SMS) - A Web-based application providing administrative tools to 
SAFIS administrators for management of user accounts, participants, permits etc.  


 
Data reported through SAFIS is fed into the ACCSP Data Warehouse.  Beneficial biological impacts 
would be provided by Alternatives 2, Sub-Alternative 2c if data are provided more quickly from the 
fishermen and dealers to NMFS and fishery managers.  In addition to monitoring quotas in a more timely 
fashion than under the current quota monitoring system, the SAFIS has the potential to improve the 
quality of data and stock assessments.   
 


4.7.2 Economic Effects 
 


4.7.3 Social Effects 
 
Changes in permits and reporting requirements for commercial vessels may have some negative effects on 
vessel owners and captains by imposing additional time and money requirements. However, improved 
reporting would also be expected to generate broad social benefits in that more accurate reporting would 
be expected to improve quota monitoring, allowing NOAA Fisheries to better track landings and calculate 
expected closures. This improved monitoring would also be expected to reduce the likelihood of the 
commercial sectors of fisheries exceeding the ACL and the associated AMs. Improvements in monitoring 
would be beneficial to commercial vessels by minimizing the negative social effects of AMs such as early 
closures, reduced trip limits, or reduced ACL in the subsequent year (“pay-backs”).  Monitoring 
improvements and reduced risk of exceeding an ACL would also be expected to contribute to 
sustainability in the fisheries and maintenance of the fish stocks.  Under Alternative 1 (No Action) there 
would be minimal short-term impacts on commercial fishermen but would reduce long-term social 
benefits associated with more accurate and timely data expected under Alternative 2. Electronic reporting 
requirements (Sub-alternative 2a) would affect vessel owners who do not already use computer systems 
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in their businesses, but the option (not requirement) to report electronically (Sub-alternative 2b) would 
provide flexibility to fishermen who currently do not own the proper equipment.  Sub-alternative 2c 
would allow data to be incorporated into the ACCSP system and used to track quotas. 
 


4.7.4 Administrative Effects 
 
Under Alternative 1 (No Action) no administrative impacts would be incurred outside of the status-quo.  
Alternatives 2 and the associated sub-alternatives would each result in an increased administrative 
burden; however that burden would not extend beyond the scope of data management and analysis.  The 
resultant increased data management workload would be considered a minimal to moderate adverse 
administrative impact.   
 


4.8 Action 8.  Modify bycatch and discard reporting 
 
Alternative  1 (No Action).   Adopt the Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program (ACCSP) 
Release, Discard and Protected Species Module as the preferred methodology.  Until this module is fully 
funded, require the use of a variety of sources to assess and monitor bycatch including:  observer coverage 
on vessels; logbooks; electronic logbook; video monitoring; MRFSS; state cooperation; and grant funded 
projects.  After the ACCSP Bycatch Module is implemented, continue the use of technologies to augment 
and verify observer data.  Require that commercial vessels with a snapper grouper permit, for-hire vessels 
with a for-hire permit, and private recreational vessels if fishing for snapper grouper species in the EEZ, if 
selected, shall use observer coverage, logbooks, electronic logbooks, video monitoring, or any other 
method deemed necessary to measure bycatch by NOAA Fisheries. 
 
Alternative 2.  Adopt the Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program Release, Discard and Protected 
Species Module as the preferred methodology.  Require that commercial vessels with a snapper grouper 
permit, for-hire vessels with a for-hire permit, and private recreational vessels if fishing for snapper 
grouper species in the EEZ, if selected, shall use observer coverage, logbooks, electronic logbooks, video 
monitoring, or any other method deemed necessary to measure bycatch by NOAA Fisheries. 
 
Alternative 3.  Require the use of a variety of sources to assess and monitor bycatch including:  observer 
coverage on vessels; logbooks; electronic logbook; video monitoring; MRFSS; state cooperation; and 
grant funded projects. Require that commercial vessels with a snapper grouper permit, for-hire vessels 
with a for-hire permit, and private recreational vessels if fishing for snapper grouper species in the EEZ, if 
selected, shall use observer coverage, logbooks, electronic logbooks, video monitoring, or any other 
method deemed necessary to measure bycatch by NOAA Fisheries. 
 


4.8.1 Biological Effects 
  


4.8.2 Economic Effects 
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4.8.3 Social Effects 
 
Some short-term negative social effects would be expected if bycatch monitoring added time or financial 
burden to fishermen, but overall an improved bycatch monitoring system would likely produce broad, 
long-term social benefits if the information could be effective in reducing bycatch and minimizing quota 
overages.  
 


4.8.4 Administrative Effects 
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Chapter 5.  Council’s Choice for the Preferred 
Alternative 
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Chapter 6.  Cumulative Effects 
 


6.1 Biological 
 
1. Identify the significant cumulative effects issues associated with the proposed action and 
define the assessment goals. 
 
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) cumulative effects guidance states that this step is done 
through three activities.  The three activities and the location in the document are as follows:  


I. The direct and indirect effects of the proposed actions (Chapter 4); 
II. Which resources, ecosystems, and human communities are affected (Chapter 3); and 
III. Which effects are important from a cumulative effects perspective (information revealed 


in this Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA)? 
 
2. Establish the geographic scope of the analysis. 
 
The immediate impact area would be the federal 200-mile limit of the Atlantic off the coasts of North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and east Florida to Key West, which is also the South Atlantic 
Council’s area of jurisdiction.  The extent of boundaries also would depend upon the degree of fish 
immigration/emigration and larval transport; whichever has the greatest geographical range.  The ranges 
of affected species are described in Section 3.2.1.  Section 3.1.3 describes the essential fish habitat 
designation and requirements for species affected by this amendment.      
 
3. Establish the timeframe for the analysis. 
 
Establishing a timeframe for the CEA is important when the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions are discussed.  It would be advantageous to go back to a time when there was a natural, or 
some modified (but ecologically sustainable) condition.  However, data collection for many fisheries 
began when species were already fully exploited.  Therefore, the timeframe for analyses should be 
initiated when data collection began for the various fisheries.  In determining how far into the future to 
analyze cumulative effects, the length of the effects will depend on the species and the alternatives 
chosen. 
 
4. Identify the other actions affecting the resources, ecosystems, and human communities of 
concern (the cumulative effects to the human communities are discussed in Section 4).  
 
Listed are other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions occurring in the South Atlantic region.  
These actions, when added to the proposed management measures, may result in cumulative effects on the 
biophysical environment. 
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I. Fishery-related actions   
 


  A. Past 
 
  


B. Present 
 
In addition to snapper grouper fishery management issues being addressed in this 
amendment, several other snapper grouper amendments have been developed concurrently 
and are in the process of approval and implementation.  


 
Amendment 18A to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 2011f) contains measures to limit 
participation and effort in the black sea bass fishery, reduce bycatch in the black sea bass 
pot fishery, changes to the rebuilding strategy and other necessary changes to the 
management of black sea bass as a result of the ongoing stock assessment.  In addition, 
Amendment 18A includes alternatives to improve data collection.  The South Atlantic 
Council approved Amendment 18A in December 2011.   
 
Regulatory Amendment 11 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Regulatory Amendment 11; 
SAFMC 2011b) was approved by the South Atlantic Council at their August 9, 2011, 
meeting.  If approved, Regulatory Amendment 11 would remove the current deepwater 
closure beyond 240 ft for six deepwater snapper grouper species.  
 
The Comprehensive ACL Amendment (SAFMC 2011c) includes ACLs and AMs for 
federally managed species not undergoing overfishing in four FMPs (Snapper Grouper, 
Dolphin Wahoo, Golden Crab, and Sargassum.  Actions contained within the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment include:  (1) Removal of species from the snapper 
grouper fishery management unit; (2) designating ecosystem component species; (3) 
allocations; (4) management measures to limit recreational and commercial sectors to their 
ACLs; (5) AMs; and (5) any necessary modifications to the range of regulations.  The 
South Atlantic Council approved the Comprehensive ACL Amendment in September 
2011.  Regulations for the Comprehensive ACL Amendment will be in place on April 16, 
2012. 
 
Amendment 20A to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Amendment 20A; SAFMC 2011e) would 
distribute shares from inactive participants in the wreckfish individual transferable quota 
(ITQ) to active shareholders.  The South Atlantic Council approved Amendment 20A in 
December 2011.   
 
Amendment 24 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Amendment 24; SAFMC 2011d) considers a 
rebuilding plan for red grouper, which is overfished and undergoing overfishing.  The 
South Atlantic Council approved Amendment 24 in December 2011.   
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Regulatory Amendment 12 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Regulatory Amendment 12; 
SAFMC 2012) includes alternatives to adjust the golden tilefish ACL based on the results 
of a new assessment, which indicates golden tilefish are no longer experiencing 
overfishing and are not overfished.  Regulatory Amendment 12 also includes an action to 
adjust the recreational AM.  
 


 
  C. Reasonably Foreseeable Future 
 


Amendment 20B to the Snapper Grouper FMP are currently under development.  The 
amendment will include a formal review of the current wreckfish ITQ program, and will 
update/modify that program according to recommendations gleaned from the review.  The 
amendments will also update the wreckfish ITQ program to comply with Reauthorized 
Magnuson-Stevens requirements. 


 
 


II. Non-Council and other non-fishery related actions, including natural events  
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5. Characterize the resources, ecosystems, and human communities identified in scoping in 
terms of their response to change and capacity to withstand stress.  
 
In terms of the biophysical environment, the resources/ecosystems identified in earlier steps of the CEA 
are the fish populations directly or indirectly affected by the regulations.  This step should identify the 
trends, existing conditions, and the ability to withstand stresses of the environmental components. 
 
  
 
6. Characterize the stresses affecting these resources, ecosystems, and human communities and 
their relation to regulatory thresholds.  
 
This step is important in outlining the current and probable stress factors on snapper grouper species 
identified in the previous steps.  The goal is to determine whether these species are approaching 
conditions where additional stresses could have an important cumulative effect beyond any current plan, 
regulatory, or sustainability threshold (CEQ 1997).  Sustainability thresholds can be identified for some 
resources, which are levels of impact beyond which the resources cannot be sustained in a stable state.  
Other thresholds are established through numerical standards, qualitative standards, or management goals.  
The CEA should address whether thresholds could be exceeded because of the contribution of the 
proposed action to other cumulative activities affecting resources. 
 
Fish populations  
Quantitative definitions of overfishing and overfished for golden tilefish are identified in Amendments 11 
and 12 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 1998).  Numeric values of thresholds overfishing and 
overfished for golden tilefish were updated/modified in Amendment 15B (SAFMC 2008b).  These values 
include maximum sustainable yield (MSY), the fishing mortality rate that produces MSY (FMSY), the 
biomass or biomass proxy that supports MSY (BMSY), the minimum stock size threshold below which a 
stock is considered to be overfished (MSST), the maximum fishing mortality threshold above which a 
stock is considered to be undergoing overfishing (MFMT), and optimum yield (OY).  Amendment 15b to 
the Snapper Grouper FMP also provided new definitions of MSST for golden tilefish.  Amendment 15b 
became effective in December 2009. 
 
Climate change 
Global climate changes could have significant effects on South Atlantic fisheries.  However, the extent of 
these effects is not known at this time.  Possible impacts include temperature changes in coastal and 
marine ecosystems that can influence organism metabolism and alter ecological processes such as 
productivity and species interactions; changes in precipitation patterns and a rise in sea level which could 
change the water balance of coastal ecosystems; altering patterns of wind and water circulation in the 
ocean environment; and influencing the productivity of critical coastal ecosystems such as wetlands, 
estuaries, and coral reefs (Kennedy et al. 2002).  
 
It is unclear how climate change would affect snapper grouper species in the South Atlantic.  Climate 
change can affect factors such as migration, range, larval and juvenile survival, prey availability, and 
susceptibility to predators.  In addition, the distribution of native and exotic species may change with 
increased water temperature, as may the prevalence of disease in keystone animals such as corals and the 
occurrence and intensity of toxic algae blooms.  Climate change may significantly impact snapper grouper 
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species in the future, but the level of impacts cannot be quantified at this time, nor is the time frame 
known in which these impacts will occur. 
 
7. Define a baseline condition for the resources, ecosystems, and human communities.  
 
The purpose of defining a baseline condition for the resource and ecosystems in the area of the proposed 
action is to establish a point of reference for evaluating the extent and significance of expected cumulative 
effects.  The SEDAR assessments show trends in biomass, fishing mortality, fish weight, and fish length 
going back to the earliest periods of data collection.  For some species such as snowy grouper, 
assessments reflect initial periods when the stock was above BMSY and fishing mortality was fairly low.  
However, some species such were heavily exploited or possibly overfished when data were first collected.  
As a result, the assessment must make an assumption of the biomass at the start of the assessment period 
thus modeling the baseline reference points for the species.   
 
For a detailed discussion of the baseline conditions of each of the species addressed in this amendment the 
reader is referred to those stock assessment and stock information sources referenced in Item Number 6 
of this CEA. 
 
8. Identify the important cause-and-effect relationships between human activities and 
resources, ecosystems, and human communities (Table 6-1). 
 
Table 6-1.  The cause and effect relationship of fishing and regulatory actions within the time period of 
the Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA).   
Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 


Effects 
Pre-January 12, 1989 Habitat destruction, growth overfishing 


of vermilion snapper. 
Damage to snapper grouper habitat, 
decreased yield per recruit of vermilion 
snapper.  


January 1989 Trawl prohibition to harvest fish 
(SAFMC 1988a & b). 


Increase yield per recruit of vermilion 
snapper; eliminate trawl damage to live 
bottom habitat. 


Pre-January 1, 1992 Overfishing of many snapper grouper 
species.  


Spawning stock ratio of these species is 
estimated to be less than 30% 
indicating that they are overfished.  


January 1992 Prohibited gear: fish traps south of 
Cape Canaveral, FL; entanglement 
nets; longline gear inside of 50 
fathoms; powerheads and bangsticks in 
designated SMZs off SC. 
Size/Bag limits: 10” TL vermilion 
snapper (recreational only); 12” TL 
vermilion snapper (commercial only); 
10 vermilion snapper/person/day; 
aggregate grouper bag limit of 
5/person/day; and 20” TL gag, red, 
black, scamp, yellowfin, and 
yellowmouth grouper size limit 
(SAFMC 1991a). 


Reduce mortality of snapper grouper 
species.  


Pre-June 27, 1994 Damage to Oculina habitat. Noticeable decrease in numbers and 
species diversity in areas of Oculina off 
FL  
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Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 
Effects 


July 1994 Prohibition of fishing for and retention 
of snapper grouper species (HAPC 
renamed OECA; SAFMC 1993) 


Initiated the recovery of snapper 
grouper species in OECA.  


1992-1999 Declining trends in biomass and 
overfishing continue for a number of 
snapper grouper species including 
golden tilefish.   


Spawning potential ratio for golden 
tilefish is less than 30% indicating that 
they are overfished.  


July 1994 Commercial quota for golden tilefish;  
commercial trip limits for golden 
tilefish; include golden tilefish in 
grouper recreational aggregate bag 
limits. 


 


February 24, 1999 All S-G without a bag limit:  aggregate 
recreational bag limit 20 
fish/person/day, excluding tomtate and 
blue runners.  Vessels with longline 
gear aboard may only possess snowy, 
warsaw, yellowedge, and misty 
grouper, and golden, blueline and sand 
tilefish. 


 


October 23, 2006 Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 13C 
(SAFMC 2006) 


Commercial vermilion snapper quota 
set at 1.1 million pounds gw; 
recreational vermilion snapper size 
limit increased to 12” TL to prevent 
vermilion snapper overfishing. 


Effective February 12, 
2009 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 14 
(SAFMC 2007) 


Use marine protected areas (MPAs) as 
a management tool to promote the 
optimum size, age, and genetic 
structure of slow growing, long-lived 
deepwater snapper grouper species 
(e.g., speckled hind, snowy grouper, 
warsaw grouper, yellowedge grouper, 
misty grouper, golden tilefish, blueline 
tilefish, and sand tilefish).  Gag and 
vermilion snapper occur in some of 
these areas. 


Effective March 20, 
2008 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 
15A (SAFMC 2008a) 


Establish rebuilding plans and SFA 
parameters for snowy grouper, black 
sea bass, and red porgy. 


Effective Dates Dec 16, 
2009, to Feb 16, 2010. 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 15B 
(SAFMC 2008b) 


End double counting in the commercial 
and recreational reporting systems by 
prohibiting the sale of bag-limit caught 
snapper grouper, and minimize impacts 
on sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish. 


Effective Date 
July 29, 2009 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 16 
(SAFMC 2009a) 


Protect spawning aggregations and 
snapper grouper in spawning condition 
by increasing the length of the 
spawning season closure, decrease 
discard mortality by requiring the use 
of dehooking tools, reduce overall 
harvest of gag and vermilion snapper to 
end overfishing. 







 
South Atlantic Comprehensive  Chapter 6.  Cumulative Effects 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3  
    


115


Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 
Effects 


Effective Date  January 
4, 2010 


Red Snapper Interim Rule Prohibit commercial and recreational 
harvest of red snapper from January 4, 
2010, to June 2, 2010 with a possible 
186-day extension.  Reduce overfishing 
of red snapper while long-term 
measures to end overfishing are 
addressed in Amendment 17A. 


Effective Date 
December 4, 2010 


Snapper Grouper FMP Amendment 
17A (SAFMC 2010a). 


SFA parameters for red snapper; ACLs 
and ACTs; management measures to 
limit recreational and commercial 
sectors to their ACTs; accountability 
measures.  Establish rebuilding plan for 
red snapper. 
 


Effective Date January 
31, 2011  


Snapper Grouper Amendment 17B 
(SAFMC 2010b) 


ACLs and ACTs; management 
measures to limit recreational and 
commercial sectors to their ACTs; 
AMs, for species undergoing 
overfishing.  


Target 2012  Snapper Grouper FMP Amendment 
18A (SAFMC 2011f) 


Prevent overexploitation in the black 
sea bass fishery.  


Target 2011 Comprehensive ACL Amendment 
(SAFMC 2011c) 


ACLs ACTs, and AMs for species not 
experiencing overfishing; 
accountability measures; an action to 
remove species from the fishery 
management unit as appropriate; and 
management measures to limit 
recreational and commercial sectors to 
their ACTs. 


Target 2011 Regulatory Amendment 11 (SAFMC 
2011b) 


Re-addresses the deepwater area 
closure implemented in Amendment 
17B  


Effective Date July 15, 
2011 


Regulatory Amendment 9 (SAFMC 
2011a) 


Harvest management measures for 
black sea bass; commercial trip limits 
for gag, vermilion and greater 
amberjack 


Target 2012 Amendment 20A (Wreckfish) (SAFMC 
2011e) 


Redistribute inactive wreckfish shares.  


Target 2012 Amendment 24 (Red Grouper) 
(SAFMC 2011d) 


Establishes a rebuilding plan for red 
grouper, specifies ABC, and establishes 
ACL, ACT and revises AMs for the 
commercial and recreational sectors. 


Target 2012 Regulatory Amendment 12 (SAFMC 
2012) 


Adjusts the golden tilefish ACL based 
on the results of a new stock 
assessment and modifies the 
recreational golden tilefish AM. 


Target 2013 Snapper Grouper Amendment 22 
(under dev) 


Develop a long-term management 
program for red snapper in the South 
Atlantic.  
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9. Determine the magnitude and significance of cumulative effects.   
 
     
10. Modify or add alternatives to avoid, minimize, or mitigate significant cumulative effects. 
 
 
11. Monitor the cumulative effects of the selected alternative and adopt management. 
 
The effects of the proposed action are, and will continue to be, monitored through collection of data by 
NOAA Fisheries Service, states, stock assessments and stock assessment updates, life history studies, and 
other scientific observations.   
 


6.2 Socioeconomic 
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Chapter 7.  Other Things to Consider 
 


7.1 Unavoidable Adverse Effects 
 
There are several unavoidable adverse effects on the socioeconomic environment that may result 
from the implementation of Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3(CE-BA 3).  A brief 
summary of those effects follows: 
   


7.2 Effects of the Fishery on Essential Fish Habitat 
 
The biological impacts of the proposed actions are described in Chapter 4, including impacts on 
habitat.  No actions proposed in this amendment are anticipated to have any adverse impact on 
essential fish habitat (EFH) or EFH-Habitat of Particular Concern (EFH-HAPC) for managed 
species including species in the snapper grouper complex.  Any additional impacts of fishing on 
EFH identified during the public hearing process will be considered, therefore the South Atlantic 
Fishery Management Council (South Atlantic Council) has determined no new measures to 
address impacts on EFH are necessary at this time.  The South Atlantic Council’s adopted habitat 
policies, which may directly affect the area of concern, are available for download through the 
Habitat/Ecosystem section of the South Atlantic Council’s website: 
http://map.mapwise.com/safmc/Default.aspx?tabid=56.  
 
NOTE: The Final EFH Rule, published on January 17, 2002, (67 FR 2343) replaced the interim 
Final Rule of December 19, 1997 on which the original EFH and EFH-HAPC designations were 
made.  The Final Rule directs the Councils to periodically update EFH and EFH-HAPC 
information and designations within fishery management plans.  As was done with the original 
Habitat Plan (SAFMC 1998c), a series of technical workshops were conducted by Council staff 
and a draft plan that includes new information has been completed pursuant to the Final EFH 
Rule.  For more detailed information, see Appendix C. 
 


7.3 Damage to Ocean and Coastal Habitats 
 
The actions proposed in CE-BA 3 would not result in any adverse impacts to ocean and coastal 
habitats.    
 
The alternatives and proposed actions are not expected to have any adverse effect on the ocean 
and coastal habitat.  Management measures implemented in the original Snapper Grouper FMP 
through Amendment 7 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 1994a) combined have 
significantly reduced the impact of the snapper grouper fishery on essential fish habitat (EFH).  
The South Atlantic Council has reduced the impact of the fishery and protected EFH by 
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prohibiting the use of poisons and explosives; prohibiting use of fish traps and entanglement nets 
in the EEZ; banning use of bottom trawls on live/hard bottom habitat north of Cape Canaveral, 
Florida; restricting use of bottom longline to depths greater than 50 fathoms north of St. Lucie 
Inlet; and prohibiting use of black sea bass pots south of Cape Canaveral, Florida.  These gear 
restrictions have significantly reduced the impact of the fishery on coral and live/hard bottom 
habitat in the South Atlantic Region. 
 
Additional management measures in Amendment 8 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 
1997), including specifying allowable bait nets and capping effort, have protected habitat by 
making existing regulations more enforceable.  Establishing a controlled effort program limited 
overall fishing effort and to the extent there is damage to the habitat from the fishery (e.g. black 
sea bass pots, anchors from fishing vessels, impacts of weights used on fishing lines and bottom 
longlines), limited such impacts. 
 
In addition, measures in Amendment 9 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 1998b), that 
include further restricting longlines to retention of only deepwater species and requiring that 
black sea bass pots have escape panels with degradable fasteners, reduce the catch of undersized 
fish and bycatch and ensure that the pot, if lost, will not continues to “ghost” fish.  Amendment 
13C to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 2006) increased mesh size in the back panel of pots, 
which has reduced bycatch and retention of undersized fish.   
 
Amendment 15B to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 2008b) includes an action that would 
implement sea turtle bycatch release equipment requirements and sea turtle and smalltooth 
sawfish handling protocols and/or guidelines in the permitted commercial and for-hire snapper 
grouper fishery effective February 15, 2010. 
 
Amendment 16 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 2009a) included an action, which is 
intended to reduce bycatch by requiring fishermen use dehooking devices effective July 29, 
2009.Limiting the overall fishing mortality reduces the likelihood of over-harvesting of species 
with the resulting loss in genetic diversity, ecosystem diversity, and sustainability. 
 
Measures adopted in the Coral and Shrimp FMPs have further restricted access by fishermen that 
had potential adverse impacts on essential snapper grouper habitat.  These measures include the 
designation of the Oculina Bank HAPC and the Rock Shrimp closed area (see the Shrimp and 
Coral FMP/Amendment documents for additional information).  
 
The South Atlantic Council’s Comprehensive Habitat Amendment (SAFMC 1998c) contains 
measures that expanded the Oculina Bank HAPC and added two additional satellite HAPCs. 
Amendment 14 to the Snapper Grouper (SAFMC 2007), established marine protected areas 
where fishing for or retention of snapper grouper species is prohibited. 
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7.4 Relationship of Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivity 
 


7.5 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
 
Irreversible commitments are defined as commitments that cannot be reversed, except perhaps in 
the extreme long-term, whereas irretrievable commitments are lost for a period of time.  None of 
the actions proposed by this amendment would result in irreversible or irretrievable 
commitments of resources. 
 


7.6 Unavailable or Incomplete Information 
 
The Council on Environmental Quality, in its implementing regulations for the National 
Environmental Policy Act, addressed incomplete or unavailable information at 40 CFR 1502.22 
(a) and (b).  That regulation has been considered.  There are two tests to be applied: 1) Does the 
incomplete or unavailable information involve “reasonable foreseeable adverse effects…;” and 
2) is the information about these effects “essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives…”.     
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Chapter 8.  Other Applicable Law 


8.1 Administrative Procedures Act  
All federal rulemaking is governed under the provisions of the Administrative Procedures 


Act (APA) (5 U.S.C. Subchapter II), which establishes a “notice and comment” procedure to 
enable public participation in the rulemaking process.  Under the APA, NMFS is required to 
publish notification of proposed rules in the Federal Register and to solicit, consider and respond 
to public comment on those rules before they are finalized.  The APA also establishes a 30-day 
wait period from the time a final rule is published until it takes effect, with some exceptions. 
This amendment complies with the provisions of the APA through the South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council’s (South Atlantic Council) extensive use of public meetings, requests for 
comments, and consideration of comments.  The proposed rule associated with this amendment 
will have a request for public comments, which complies with the APA. 


  


8.2 Information Quality Act 
The Information Quality Act (Section 515 of the Treasury and General Government 


Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (Public Law 106-443)) which took effect October 1, 
2002, directed the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to issue government-wide 
guidelines that “provide policy and procedural guidelines to federal agencies for ensuring and 
maximizing the quality, objectivity, utility, and integrity of information disseminated by federal 
agencies”.  OMB directed each federal agency to issue its own guidelines, establish 
administrative mechanisms allowing affected persons to seek and obtain correction of 
information that does not comply with OMB guidelines, and report periodically to OMB on the 
number and nature of complaints. 
 


The NOAA Section 515 Information Quality Guidelines require a series of actions for each 
new information product subject to the Information Quality Act (IQA).  This document has used 
the best available information and made a broad presentation thereof. The process of public 
review of this document provides an opportunity for comment and challenge to this information, 
as well as for the provision of additional information.   
 


The information contained in this document was developed using best available scientific 
information.  Therefore, this Amendment and Environmental Assessment are in compliance with 
the IQA. 


8.3 Coastal Zone Management Act  
Section 307(c)(1) of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 requires 


that all federal activities that directly affect the coastal zone be consistent with approved state 
coastal zone management programs to the maximum extent practicable.  While it is the goal of 
the South Atlantic Council to have management measures that complement those of the states, 
federal and state administrative procedures vary and regulatory changes are unlikely to be fully 
instituted at the same time.  Based on the analysis of the environmental consequences of the 
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proposed action in Chapter 4, the South Atlantic Council has concluded this amendment would 
improve federal management of golden tilefish and is consistent to the maximum extent 
practicable with the Coastal Zone Management Plans of Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, and 
North Carolina.   This determination has been submitted to the responsible state agencies under 
Section 307 of the CZMA administering approved Coastal Zone Management Programs in the 
States of Florida, South Carolina, Georgia, and North Carolina. 


 


8.4  Endangered Species Act 
 


The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 U.S.C. Section 1531 et seq.) requires that 
federal agencies must ensure actions they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or endangered species or the habitat designated 
as critical to their survival and recovery.  The ESA requires NOAA Fisheries Service to consult 
with the appropriate administrative agency (itself for most marine species, and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service for all remaining species) when proposing an action that may affect threatened 
or endangered species or adversely modify critical habitat.  Consultations are necessary to 
determine the potential impacts of the proposed action.  They are concluded informally when 
proposed actions may affect but are “not likely to adversely affect” threatened or endangered 
species or designated critical habitat.  Formal consultations, resulting in a biological opinion, are 
required when proposed actions may affect and are “likely to adversely affect” threatened or 
endangered species or adversely modify designated critical habitat. 


 
The IPT, Council Staff, and Council reviewed the actions proposed in Regulatory 


Amendment 12 and concluded that there were no impacts on threatened or endangered species of 
their habitat designated as critical to their survival and recovery.  An ESA determination was 
made that the proposed actions will not affect protected species in the action area in ways that 
have not been addressed in previous ESA consulations.   
 


8.5 Executive Order 12612:  Federalism  
 


E.O. 12612 requires agencies to be guided by the fundamental federalism principles when 
formulating and implementing policies that have federalism implications.  The purpose of the 
Order is to guarantee the division of governmental responsibilities between the Federal 
government and the States, as intended by the framers of the Constitution.  No federalism issues 
have been identified relative to the actions proposed in this amendment and associated 
regulations.  Therefore, preparation of a Federalism assessment under E.O. 13132 is not 
necessary.  


 


8.6 Executive Order 12866:  Regulatory Planning and Review 
 


E.O. 12866, signed in 1993, requires federal agencies to assess the costs and benefits of their 
proposed regulations, including distributional impacts, and to select alternatives that maximize 
net benefits to society.  To comply with E.O. 12866, NMFS prepares a Regulatory Impact 
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Review (RIR) for all fishery regulatory actions that implement a new FMP or that significantly 
amend an existing plan.  RIRs provide a comprehensive analysis of the costs and benefits to 
society associated with proposed regulatory actions, the problems and policy objectives 
prompting the regulatory proposals, and the major alternatives that could be used to solve the 
problems.  The reviews also serve as the basis for the agency’s determinations as to whether 
proposed regulations are a “significant regulatory action” under the criteria provided in E.O. 
12866 and whether proposed regulations will have a significant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities in compliance with the RFA.  A regulation is significant if it is likely to 
result in an annual effect on the economy of at least $100,000,000 or if it has other major 
economic effects. 
 


In accordance with E.O. 12866, the following is set forth by the Council based on the RIR 
(Appendix A): (1) this rule is not likely to have an annual effect on the economy of more than 
$100 million or to adversely affect in a material way the economy, a sector of the economy, 
productivity, jobs, the environment, public health or safety, or state, local, or tribal governments 
or communities; (2) this rule is not likely to create any serious inconsistencies or otherwise 
interfere with any action take or planned by another agency; (3) this rule is not likely to 
materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or the 
rights or obligations of recipients thereof; (4) this rule is not likely to raise novel or policy issues 
arising out of legal mandates, or the principles set forth in the Executive Order; and (5) this rule 
is not controversial. 
 


8.7 Executive Order 12962:  Recreational Fisheries  
 


E.O. 12962 requires federal agencies, in cooperation with States and Tribes, to improve the 
quantity, function, sustainable productivity, and distribution of U.S. aquatic resources for 
increased recreational fishing opportunities through a variety of methods including, but not 
limited to, developing joint partnerships; promoting the restoration of recreational fishing areas 
that are limited by water quality and habitat degradation; fostering sound aquatic conservation 
and restoration endeavors; and evaluating the effects of federally-funded, permitted, or 
authorized actions on aquatic systems and evaluating the effects of federally-funded, permitted, 
or authorized actions on aquatic systems and recreational fisheries, and documenting those 
effects.  Additionally, the order establishes a seven member National Recreational Fisheries 
Coordination Council responsible for, among other things, ensuring that social and economic 
values of healthy aquatic systems that support recreational fisheries are considered by federal 
agencies in the course of their actions, sharing the latest resource information and management 
technologies, and reducing duplicative and cost-inefficient programs among federal agencies 
involved in conserving or managing recreational fisheries.  The Council also is responsible for 
developing, in cooperation with Federal agencies, States, and Tribes, a Recreational Fishery 
Resource Conservation Plan - to include a five-year agenda.  Finally, the Order requires NMFS 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to develop a joint agency policy for administering the 
ESA. 
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
12962. 
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8.8 Executive Order 13089:  Coral Reef Protection 
 


E.O. 13089, signed by President William Clinton on June 11, 1998, recognizes the 
ecological, social, and economic values provided by the Nation’s coral reefs and ensures that 
federal agencies are protecting these ecosystems.  More specifically, the Order requires federal 
agencies to identify actions that may harm U.S. coral reef ecosystems, to utilize their program 
and authorities to protect and enhance the conditions of such ecosystems, and to ensure that their 
actions do not degrade the condition of the coral reef ecosystem.  
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
13089.  


 


8.9 Executive Order 13158:  Marine Protected Areas 
 


E. O. 13158 was signed on May 26, 2000, to strengthen the protection of U.S. ocean and 
coastal resources through the use of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs). The E.O. defined MPAs as 
“any area of the marine environment that has been reserved by Federal, State, territorial, tribal, 
or local laws or regulations to provide lasting protection for part or all of the natural and cultural 
resources therein”.  It directs federal agencies to work closely with state, local, and non-
governmental partners to create a comprehensive network of MPAs “representing diverse U.S. 
marine ecosystems, and the Nation’s natural and cultural resources”.  
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
13158. 


 


8.10 Marine Mammal Protection Act 
 


The Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) established a moratorium, with certain 
exceptions, on the taking of marine mammals in U.S. waters and by U.S. citizens on the high 
seas.  It also prohibits the importing of marine mammals and marine mammal products into the 
United States.  Under the MMPA, the Secretary of Commerce (authority delegated to NOAA 
Fisheries Service) is responsible for the conservation and management of cetaceans and 
pinnipeds (other than walruses).  The Secretary of the Interior is responsible for walruses, sea 
otters, polar bears, manatees, and dugongs.   
 


Part of the responsibility that NOAA Fisheries Service has under the MMPA involves 
monitoring populations of marine mammals to make sure that they stay at optimum levels.  If a 
population falls below its optimum level, it is designated as “depleted”.  A conservation plan is 
then developed to guide research and management actions to restore the population to healthy 
levels.   
 


In 1994, Congress amended the MMPA to govern the taking of marine mammals incidental 
to commercial fishing operations.  This amendment required the preparation of stock 
assessments for all marine mammal stocks in waters under U.S. jurisdiction; development and 
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implementation of take-reduction plans for stocks that may be reduced or are being maintained 
below their optimum sustainable population levels due to interactions with commercial fisheries; 
and studies of pinniped-fishery interactions.  The MMPA requires a commercial fishery to be 
placed in one of three categories, based on the relative frequency of incidental, serious injuries 
and mortalities of marine mammals.  Category I designates fisheries with frequent, serious 
injuries and mortalities incidental to commercial fishing; Category II designates fisheries with 
occasional, serious injuries and mortalities; and Category III designates fisheries with a remote 
likelihood or no known serious injuries or mortalities.   
 


Under the MMPA, to legally fish in a Category I and/or II fishery, a fisherman must take 
certain steps.  For example, owners of vessels or gear engaging in a Category I or II fishery are 
required to obtain a marine mammal authorization by registering with the Marine Mammal 
Authorization Program (50 CFR 229.4).  They are also required to accommodate an observer if 
requested (50 CFR 229.7(c)), and they must comply with any applicable take reduction plans. 
 


The golden tilefish component of the snapper grouper fishery in the South Atlantic is listed 
as a Category III fishery in the 2012 Final List of Fisheries (LOF)(76 FR 73912; November 29, 
2011).  No incidentally killed or injured marine mammal species has been documented in this 
fishery. 
  


8.11 Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186 
 


The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) implemented several bilateral treaties for bird 
conservation between the United States and Great Britain, the United States and Mexico, the 
United States and Japan, and the United States and the former Union of Soviet Socialists 
Republics.  Under the MBTA, it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, possess, trade, or 
transport any migratory bird, or any part, nest, or egg of a migratory bird, included in treaties 
between the countries, except as permitted by regulations issued by the Department of the 
Interior (16 U.S.C. 703-712).  Violations of the MBTA carry criminal penalties.  Any equipment 
and means of transportation used in activities in violation of the MBTA may be seized by the 
United States government and, upon conviction, must be forfeited to the government.   
 


Executive Order 13186 directs each federal agency taking actions that have, or are likely to 
have, a measurable negative effect on migratory bird populations to develop and implement a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to 
conserve those bird populations.  In the instance of unintentional take of migratory birds, NOAA 
Fisheries Service would develop and use principles, standards, and practices that will lessen the 
amount of unintentional take in cooperation with the USFWS.  Additionally, the MOU would 
ensure that National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analyses evaluate the effects of actions 
and agency plans on migratory birds, with emphasis on species of concern.   
 


An MOU is currently being developed, which will address the incidental take of migratory 
birds in commercial fisheries under the jurisdiction of NOAA Fisheries Service.  NOAA 
Fisheries Service must monitor, report, and take steps to reduce the incidental take of seabirds 
that occurs in fishing operations.  The United States has already developed the U.S. National 
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Plan of Action for Reducing Incidental Catch of Seabirds in Longline Fisheries.  Under that plan 
many potential MOU components are already being implemented. 
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
13186.   


8.12 National Environmental Policy Act  
 


This amendment to the South Atlantic Snapper Grouper FMP has been written and organized 
in a manner that meets NEPA requirements, and thus is a consolidated NEPA document, 
including a final Environmental Assessment as described in NOAA Administrative Order (NAO) 
216-6, Section 6.03.a.2. 
 
Purpose and Need for Action 
The purpose and need for this action are described in Section 1.4. 
 
Alternatives 
The alternatives for this action are described in Section 2.0. 
 
Affected Environment 
The affected environment is described in Section 3.0. 
 
Impacts of the Alternatives 
The impacts of the alternatives on the environment are described in Section 4.0.   
 


8.13 National Marine Sanctuaries Act 
 


Under the National Marine Sanctuaries Act (NMSA) (also known as Title III of the Marine 
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972), as amended, the U.S. Secretary of 
Commerce is authorized to designate National Marine Sanctuaries to protect distinctive natural 
and cultural resources whose protection and beneficial use requires comprehensive planning and 
management.  The National Marine Sanctuary Program is administered by the Sanctuaries and 
Reserves Division of the NOAA.  The Act provides authority for comprehensive and coordinated 
conservation and management of these marine areas.  The National Marine Sanctuary Program 
currently comprises 13 sanctuaries around the country, including sites in American Samoa and 
Hawaii.  These sites include significant coral reef and kelp forest habitats, and breeding and 
feeding grounds of whales, sea lions, sharks, and sea turtles.  The two main sanctuaries in the 
South Atlantic exclusive economic zone are Gray’s Reef and Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuaries. 
 


The alternatives considered in this Regulatory Amendment are not expected to have any 
adverse impacts on the resources managed by the Gray’s Reef and Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuaries. 
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8.14 Paperwork Reduction Act  
 


The purpose of the Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) is to minimize the burden on the public.  
The Act is intended to ensure that the information collected under the proposed action is needed 
and is collected in an efficient manner (44 U.S.C. 3501 (1)).  The authority to manage 
information collection and record keeping requirements is vested with the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB).  This authority encompasses establishment of guidelines 
and policies, approval of information collection requests, and reduction of paperwork burdens 
and duplications.  PRA requires NOAA Fisheries Service to obtain approval from the OMB 
before requesting most types of fishery information from the public.  
 


8.15 Regulatory Flexibility Act  
 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) of 1980 (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) requires federal 
agencies to assess the impacts of regulatory actions implemented through notice and comment 
rulemaking procedures on small businesses, small organizations, and small governmental 
entities, with the goal of minimizing adverse impacts of burdensome regulations and record-
keeping requirements on those entities.  Under the RFA, NOAA Fisheries Service must 
determine whether a proposed fishery regulation would have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities.  If not, a certification to this effect must be prepared and 
submitted to the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business Administration.  
Alternatively, if a regulation is determined to significantly impact a substantial number of small 
entities, the Act requires the agency to prepare an initial and final Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis to accompany the proposed and final rule, respectively.  These analyses, which describe 
the type and number of small businesses, affected, the nature and size of the impacts, and 
alternatives that minimize these impacts while accomplishing stated objectives, must be 
published in the Federal Register in full or in summary for public comment and submitted to the 
chief counsel for advocacy of the Small Business Administration.  Changes to the RFA in June 
1996 enable small entities to seek court review of an agency’s compliance with the Act’s 
provisions. 
 


The Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) is included as Appendix B. 
 


8.16 Small Business Act  
 


Enacted in 1953, the Small Business Act requires that agencies assist and protect small-
business interests to the extent possible to preserve free competitive enterprise.  The objectives 
of the act are to foster business ownership by individuals who are both socially and economically 
disadvantaged; and to promote the competitive viability of such firms by providing business 
development assistance including, but not limited to, management and technical assistance, 
access to capital and other forms of financial assistance, business training, and counseling, and 
access to sole source and limited competition federal contract opportunities, to help firms 
achieve competitive viability.  Because most businesses associated with fishing are considered 
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small businesses, NOAA Fisheries Service, in implementing regulations, must make an 
assessment of how those regulations will affect small businesses. 


 
 


8.17 Public Law 99-659:  Vessel Safety  
 


Public Law 99-659 amended the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act to require that a Fishery Management Plan (FMP) or FMP amendment must consider, and 
may provide for, temporary adjustments (after consultation with the U.S. Coast Guard and 
persons utilizing the fishery) regarding access to a fishery for vessels that would be otherwise 
prevented from participating in the fishery because of safety concerns related to weather or to 
other ocean conditions. 
 


No vessel would be forced to participate in South Atlantic fisheries under adverse weather or 
ocean conditions as a result of the imposition of management regulations proposed in this 
amendment.  
 


No concerns have been raised by South Atlantic fishermen or by the U.S. Coast Guard that 
the proposed management measures directly or indirectly pose a hazard to crew or vessel safety 
under adverse weather or ocean conditions.  Therefore, this amendment proposes neither 
procedures for making management adjustments due to vessel safety problems nor procedures to 
monitor, evaluate, or report on the effects of management measures on vessel or crew safety 
under adverse weather or ocean conditions. 
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Chapter 9.  List of Preparers 
 
 
Table 8-1.  List of Amendment 18B preparers.  


Name Agency/Division 
Area of Amendment 


Responsibility 


Karla Gore NMFS/SF 
IPT Lead/Fishery 


Biologist 


Anna Martin SAFMC 
IPT Lead/Fishery 


Biologist 


Rick DeVictor NMFS/SF Fishery Biologist 


David Dale NMFS/HC EFH Specialist 


Amanda Frick NMFS/PR Geographer 


Andy Herndon NMFS/PR Biologist 


Stephen Holiman NMFS/SF Economist 


Tony Lamberte NMFS/SF Economist 


Jack McGovern NMFS/SF Fishery Scientist 


Kate Michie NMFS/SF 
Fishery Management Plan 


Coordinator 


Monica Smit-


Brunello 
NOAA/GC Attorney Advisor 


Brian Cheuvront SAFMC Fishery Economist 


Kari MacLauchlin SAFMC Social Scientist 


Myra Brouwer SAFMC Fishery Biologist 


Gregg Waugh SAFMC 
Deputy Executive 


Director 


NMFS = National Marine Fisheries Service, SAFMC = South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, SF = Sustainable Fisheries Division, PR = 
Protected Resources Division, SERO = Southeast Regional Office, HC = Habitat Conservation Division, GC = General Counsel, Eco=Economics 
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Table 8-2.  List of Amendment 18B interdisciplinary plan team members.  


Name SAFMC Title 


Karla Gore NMFS/SF IPT Lead/Fishery Biologist 


Anna Martin SAFMC IPT Lead/Fishery Biologist 


John Carmichael SAFMC SAFMC Data Program Managers 


Brian Cheuvront SAFMC Economist 


Anik Clemens NMFS/SF Technical Writer Editor 


David Dale NMFS/HC EFH Specialist 


Rick DeVictor NMFS/SF IPT Lead/Fishery Biologist 


Otha Easley NMFS/LE Supervisory Criminal Investigator 


Nick Farmer NMFS/SF Data Analyst 


Amanda Frick NMFS/PR Geographer 


Andy Herndon NMFS/PR Fishery Biologist (Protected Resources) 


Stephen Holiman NMFS/SF Economist 


David Keys NMFS Regional NEPA Coordinator 


Tony Lamberte NMFS/SF Economist 


Jennifer Lee NMFS/PR Fishery Biologist (Protected Resources) 


Kari MacLauchlin 
 
Myra Brouwer 


SAFMC 
 
SAFMC 


Social Scientist 
 
Fishery Biologist 


   
Jack McGovern NMFS/SF Fishery Biologist 


Kate Michie NMFS/SF Fishery Biologist 


Janet Miller NMFS/SF Program Specialist (Permits) 


Larry Perruso NMFS/EC Economist 


Roger Pugliese SAFMC Sr. Fishery Biologist 


Noah Silverman NMFS/SF NEPA Specialist 


Monica Smit-Brunello NOAA/GC Attorney 


Andy Strelcheck NMFS/SF Fishery Biologist 


Gregg Waugh SAFMC Deputy Executive Director 


NMFS = National Marine Fisheries Service, SAFMC = South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, SF = Sustainable Fisheries Division, PR = 
Protected Resources Division, SERO = Southeast Regional Office, HC = Habitat Conservation Division, GC = General Counsel, Eco=Economics 
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Chapter 10.  List of Agencies, 
Organizations, and Persons Consulted 
 
Responsible Agency 
Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based    Environmental Impact Statement: 
Amendment 3:     NMFS, Southeast Region 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council  263 13th Avenue South 
4055 Faber Place Drive, Suite 201 St. Petersburg, Florida 33701  
Charleston, South Carolina 29405 (727) 824-5301 (TEL) 
(843) 571-4366 (TEL) (727) 824-5320 (FAX)  
Toll Free: 866-SAFMC-10  
(843) 769-4520 (FAX) 
safmc@safmc.net  
 
List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Consulted 
SAFMC Law Enforcement Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Coral Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Shrimp Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee  
North Carolina Coastal Zone Management Program 
South Carolina Coastal Zone Management Program  
Georgia Coastal Zone Management Program 
Florida Coastal Zone Management Program  
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 
North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries 
North Carolina Sea Grant 
South Carolina Sea Grant 
Georgia Sea Grant 
Florida Sea Grant 
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission  
Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries Development Foundation 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
 - Washington Office 
 - Office of Ecology and Conservation 
 - Southeast Regional Office 
 - Southeast Fisheries Science Center
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       CE-BA 3 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
          December 2011 
 
        Draft List of 
  Measures for Consideration 
 


 
General Timing for this Amendment: 


1. Approval for public scoping – December 2011 
2. Public scoping – January/February 2012 
3. Assemble IPT, review scoping comments, provide guidance to staff – March 2012 
4.   Individual Council species Committees develop actions and alternatives – March/June 
 2012 
5.   Council reviews actions, selects preferred alternatives, approves for public hearings – 
 June 2012 
6.   Public Hearings – July/August 2012 
7.   Council reviews public hearing comments and approves for formal review – 
 September/December 2012 


 
Measures for Consideration: 


1. Expansion of Coral HAPCs 
• Oculina Bank  
• Stetson-Miami Terrace  
• Cape Lookout 


2. Powerhead Prohibition off NC 
3. Commercial Wreckfish Fishery Impacts on Bottom Habitat; 


and Recreational Deep-Drop Fisheries’ Impacts on Bottom Habitat 
4. Speckled Hind and Warsaw Grouper Protections 
5. Designation of Snapper Ledge (within FL Keys National Marine Sanctuary) as a 


Sanctuary Preservation Area 
6. Others??? 


 
Measure 1     
Expansion of Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs) designated in CE-BA 1 
and earlier 
 
CHAPC expansion recommendations are based upon research conducted under NOAA’s Deep 
Sea Coral Research and Technology Program’s focused efforts in South Atlantic 2009-2011.  
CHAPC expansion measures are a recommendation of the Coral Advisory Panel.  
 


• Expansion of Oculina Bank  
 
Coral AP Recommendation: 
Recommend that the northern boundaries of the present Oculina HAPC in areas off Oculina-
Daytona, FL be modified based on information and research that has identified new areas of 







 


deep-water coral resources.  John Reed to provide a proposed boundary revision map prior to the 
December Council meeting that will be a recommendation based on NOAA Bathymetric charts 
indicating probable extent of mounds which were ground-truthed and mapped in part during the 
2011 Pisces cruise (http://cioert.org/xcorals2011). 


 
• Stetson-Miami Terrace, Lophelia site off Jacksonville 


 
Coral AP Recommendation:  
Recommend that the boundaries of the present Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC in areas off 
Jacksonville, FL, be modified based on information and research that has identified new areas of 
deep-water coral resources.   Specific areas of CHAPC boundary modification recommended 
include following Lophelia areas off Jacksonville, FL:  
Area west of the existing Stetson-Miami CHAPC bounded approximating by the 200 m depth 
contour between lat 30°45.0’ to the north and Lat. 29°52.0’ to the south. 
 


• Cape Lookout 
 
Coral AP Recommendation: 
Recommend that the boundaries of the present Cape Lookout CHAPCs be modified based on 
information and research that has identified new areas of deep-water coral resources.   Specific 
areas recommended include extension of the northern Cape Lookout CHAPC boundary to 
encompass area identified by the following coordinates: 
 Latitude  Longitude  
 34°24.6166’        75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’ 75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’  75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’  75°41.5’ 
 
Measure 2   
Powerhead prohibition off NC 
 
The NC Commission has requested the Council (via March 2011 letter) consider taking action to 
prohibit the use of bangsticks in the EEZ off NC in response to concerns of localized depletion 
of larger SG species.  NC DMF has developed an Issues Paper about the situation that was 
distributed to the Council in January 2011.  
 
SG AP Input: 
During their October meeting, the SG AP engaged in discussion over powerheads and whether 
this gear type should continue to be allowed in the snapper grouper fishery.  Several AP 
members stated that the use of powerheads is not highly regarded by the public.  The AP 
discussed possibly using a different size limit or a slot limit especially for fish harvested with 
powerhead gear since this type of gear is more selective.  The AP also discussed the difference in 
the quality of the product when using a powerhead versus hook and line gear: powerheads 
deliver a higher quality product and there is currently a market for fish harvested with 
powerheads specifically.  AP members also suggested that the Council consider some type of 
spearfishing endorsement that would include a test of sorts (e.g., species identification, rules).  
This would not be a powerhead endorsement, but a general spearfishing endorsement.  The 
rationale is that release of undersized fish or protected species is not an option as it is with hook 







 


and line, so a diver needs to be sure of his target and know the rules (size limits, closed seasons, 
etc.) before he attempts to take any fish.    
 
Measure 3   
Commercial wreckfish fishery impacts on bottom habitat 
 
Issue surfaced in Comprehensive Ecosystem Amendment 1 regarding whether gear impacts from 
the commercial wreckfish fishery jeopardize integrity of deepwater coral habitat.  Council chose 
to address this issue in future plan amendment because it was unknown at the time if harvest 
techniques have impacts on bottom habitat in South Atlantic region.  Currently, this is a gear 
type allowed within the CHAPCs.  
 
Recreational deep-drop fishery impacts on bottom habitat 
 
Hook and line fishing commonly referred to as deep drop fishing is conducted by recreational 
anglers targeting species such as snowy grouper, yellowedge grouper, warsaw grouper, queen 
snapper, blueline tilefish, golden tilefish, blackbelly rosefish, and other species in depths of 500 
to 1,200 feet.  Deep drop fishing is done primarily with an electric fishing reel.  Weights used 
range from 3 pounds to 6 pounds or more depending on the current and depth.  In contrast to the 
wreckfish fishery, where fishermen attempt to maintain a constant position of the bottom, 
fishermen in the deep drop fishery typically drift to catch snapper grouper species.  Currently, 
most fishing likely occurs inshore of the CHAPCs.  Council has discussed addressing in a future 
plan amendment whether recreational deep-drop fisheries incur bottom habitat damage through 
gear impacts.  
 
Measure 4    
Protections for mid-shelf fishery species undergoing overfishing, Speckled Hind and 
Warsaw Grouper 
 
Through the analysis of Regulatory Amendment 11 and finding that the 240’closure established 
in SG Amendment 17B is no longer necessary, a potential measure for CE-BA 3 includes 
development of additional protections for two mid-shelf species undergoing overfishing – 
speckled hind and Warsaw grouper.  
 
Measure 5 
Designation of Snapper Ledge (federal waters) within Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuary as a Sanctuary Preservation Area  
 
The Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary Advisory Council passed a resolution at their 
August 2011 meeting supporting designation of Snapper Ledge as a Sanctuary Preservation 
Area.  The area under consideration is a rectangle approximately 0 .6 nautical miles long by 0.4 
nautical miles wide and will include the unique concentrated fish populated ledge and gully area 
and the hard bottom section currently being used as a coral transplantation research and re-
population study site.    
 
The area is identified by the following bounding coordinates: 


 
 
 







 


 Latitude  Longitude  
 24.982537 -80.422863 
 24.974871 -80.433154 
 24.972865 -80.430384 
 24.979988 -80.420789 
  
 
Other Measures?  
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AMENDMENT 7 TO THE FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR CORAL, CORAL 
REEFS, AND LIVE/HARDBOTTOM HABITATS of the SOUTH ATLANTIC REGION 







    I


Definitions of Abbreviations and Acronyms Used in the 
Amendment


ABC acceptable biological catch 
 
ACL annual catch limits 
 
AM accountability measures 
 
ACT annual catch target 
 
B  a measure of stock biomass in either 


weight or other appropriate unit 
 
BMSY  the stock biomass expected to exist 


under equilibrium conditions when 
fishing at FMSY 


 
BOY  the stock biomass expected to exist 


under equilibrium conditions when 
fishing at FOY 


 
BCURR  The current stock biomass 
 
 
CPUE  catch per unit effort 
 
 
EA  environmental assessment 
 
EEZ  exclusive economic zone 
 
EFH  essential fish habitat 
 
F  a measure of the instantaneous rate 


of fishing mortality 
 
F30%SPR fishing mortality that will produce a 


static SPR = 30% 
 
FCURR  the current instantaneous rate of 


fishing mortality 
 
FMSY  the rate of fishing mortality 


expected to achieve MSY under 
equilibrium conditions and a 
corresponding biomass of BMSY 


 
FOY  the rate of fishing mortality 


expected to achieve OY under 
equilibrium conditions and a 
corresponding biomass of BOY 


 


FEIS  final environmental impact 
statement 


 


FMP  fishery management plan 
 
FMU  fishery management unit 
 
M  natural mortality rate 
 
MARMAP Marine Resources Monitoring 


Assessment and Prediction Program 
 
MFMT  maximum fishing mortality 


threshold 
 
MMPA  Marine Mammal Protection Act 
 
MRFSS  Marine Recreational Fisheries 


Statistics Survey 
 
MRIP  Marine Recreational Information Program 
 
MSFCMA Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 


Conservation and Management Act 
 
MSST   minimum stock size threshold 
 
MSY  maximum sustainable yield 
 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 
 
NMFS  National Marine Fisheries Service 
 
NOAA  National Oceanic and Atmospheric 


Administration 
 
OFL  overfishing limit 
 
OY  optimum yield 
 
RIR  regulatory impact review 
 
SAMFC  South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council 
 
SEDAR  Southeast Data Assessment and Review 
 
SEFSC  Southeast Fisheries Science Center 
 
SERO  Southeast Regional Office 
 
SIA  social impact assessment 
 
SPR  spawning potential ratio 
 
SSC  Scientific and Statistical Committee 
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Coral Amendment 7 
Amends the Coral, Coral Reef, and Live/Hardbottom Fishery 


Management Plan of the South Atlantic   
with Draft Environmental Assessment, Initial Regulatory Flexibility 


Act Analysis, Regulatory Impact Review, and Fishery Impact 
Statement 


 
Proposed actions: Modify Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern, 


including Oculina Bank HAPC, Stetson-Miami 
Terrace Coral HAPC, and Cape Lookout Coral 
HAPC 


  
Lead agency: FMP Amendment – South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council 
      EA - NOAA Fisheries Service 
 
For Further Information Contact:  Robert K. Mahood 
      South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
      4055 Faber Place, Suite 201 
      North Charleston, SC 29405 
      843-571-4366 
      866-SAFMC-10 
      Robert.Mahood@safmc.net 
 
       
      Phil Steele      
      NOAA Fisheries, Southeast Region 


263 13th Avenue South 
      St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
      727-824-5301  
      Phil.Steele@noaa.gov  
 
 
NOI for Coral Amendment 7:                
Scoping meetings held:   January 24, 26, and January 30-February 2, 2012  
Public Hearings held:      
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Abstract 
 
 
Actions in Coral Amendment 7 address modifications to Coral Habitat Areas of 
Particular Concern in the South Atlantic.  
 
Actions in Coral Amendment 7 consider alternatives that could: 
 


 Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern 
(HAPC)  


 Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 Expand the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC 
 Expand the boundaries of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 


 
This Draft Environmental Assessment has been prepared to analyze the effects of 
the actions considered in these amendments.    
 
 







 IV


Table of Contents 
 


Table of Contents ..................................................................................................................... IV 


List of Appendices .................................................................................................................. VII 
List of Figures ............................................................................................................................ VIII 
List of Tables .............................................................................................................................. X 


Coral Amendment 7 List of Actions .................................................................................... XI 
Table of Contents for the Environmental Assessment ................................................................. XII 
SUMMARY .................................................................................................................................... 1 
Chapter 1.  Introduction .................................................................................................................. 1 


1.1  What Actions Are Being Proposed? ............................................................................... 1 
1.2  Who is Proposing the Actions? ....................................................................................... 1 
Where is the Project Located? .................................................................................................... 2 
1.3  Why is the South Atlantic Council Considering Action? ............................................... 2 


Chapter 2.  Proposed Actions.......................................................................................................... 4 
2.1  Action 1.  Expand Boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC ........................................... 4 
2.2  Action 2.  Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC ....................... 6 
2.3  Action 3.  Expand boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC ................... 7 
2.4  Action 4.  Expand boundaries of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC ................................. 8 


Chapter 3.  Affected Environment .................................................................................................. 9 
3.1  Habitat Environment ..................................................................................................... 10 


3.1.1 Deepwater Coral Reef Habitat ..................................................................................... 10 
3.1.1.1 Oculina varicosa reef habitat characterization ..................................................... 11 
3.1.1.2 Lophelia pertusa reef habitat ................................................................................ 13 
3.1.1.3  Habitat characterization of Oculina varicosa habitat within expansion areas under 
consideration for SAFMC management action ................................................................. 14 
3.1.1.4   Habitat characterization of Lophelia pertusa habitat within expansion areas 
under consideration off Jacksonville for SAFMC management action ............................ 15 
3.1.1.5   Habitat characterization of Lophelia pertusa habitat within expansion areas 
under consideration off Cape Lookout for SAFMC management action ......................... 16 


3.1.2  Snapper Grouper Habitat .......................................................................................... 16 
3.1.3 Shrimp Habitat ............................................................................................................. 17 
3.1.4  Essential Fish Habitat ............................................................................................... 17 


3.1.3.1   Habitat Areas of Particular Concern ................................................................ 19 
3.2  Biological and Ecological Environment ....................................................................... 20 


3.2.1  Fish Populations ........................................................................................................ 20 
3.2.2  Protected Species ...................................................................................................... 21 


3.3  Human Environment ..................................................................................................... 28 
3.3.1    Economic Description of the Commercial Fishery ................................................... 28 


3.3.1.4  Economic Activity ............................................................................................ 28 
3.3.2     Economic Description of the Recreational Fishery ................................................. 28 


3.3.2.1  Harvest .............................................................................................................. 28 
3.3.2.2  Effort ................................................................................................................. 28 
3.3.2.3  Permits .............................................................................................................. 28 
3.3.2.4  Economic Value and Expenditures ................................................................... 29 
3.3.2.5  Financial Operations of the Charter and Headboat Sectors .............................. 31 







 V


3.4  Social and Cultural Environment .................................................................................. 33 
3.4.1  Fishing Communities ................................................................................................ 34 
3.4.2  Snapper Grouper Fishing Communities.................................................................... 34 
3.4.3  Deepwater Shrimp Fishing Communities ................................................................. 36 
3.4.4  North Carolina .......................................................................................................... 39 
3.4.5  South Carolina .......................................................................................................... 42 
3.4.6  Georgia ...................................................................................................................... 44 
3.4.7  Florida ....................................................................................................................... 47 
3.4.8  Environmental Justice Considerations ...................................................................... 50 


3.5  Administrative Environment ......................................................................................... 52 
3.5.1  The Fishery Management Process and Applicable Laws ......................................... 52 


3.5.1.1  Federal Fishery Management ............................................................................ 52 
3.5.1.2  State Fishery Management ................................................................................ 53 
3.5.1.3  Enforcement ...................................................................................................... 54 


Chapter 4.  Environmental Consequences .................................................................................... 55 
4.1  Action 1.  Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC .......................................... 55 


4.1.1 Biological Effects ......................................................................................................... 62 
4.1.2  Economic Effects ...................................................................................................... 64 


4.1.2.1 Costs ...................................................................................................................... 64 
4.1.2.2 Major Types of Displacement Costs ..................................................................... 65 
4.1.2.3 Benefits ................................................................................................................. 67 
4.1.2.4 Commercial Fishery .............................................................................................. 68 
4.1.2.5 Recreational Fishery ............................................................................................. 68 
4.1.2.6 Non-Use Value...................................................................................................... 69 


4.1.3  Social Effects ............................................................................................................ 69 
4.1.4  Administrative Effects .............................................................................................. 69 


4.2  Action 2.  Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC ................ 70 
4.2.1   Biological Effects .................................................................................................. 70 
4.2.2  Economic Effects ...................................................................................................... 70 
4.2.3  Social Effects ............................................................................................................ 71 
4.2.4  Administrative Effects .............................................................................................. 71 
4.3.1  Biological Effects ...................................................................................................... 75 
4.3.2  Economic Effects ...................................................................................................... 76 
4.3.3  Social Effects ............................................................................................................ 76 
4.3.4  Administrative Effects .............................................................................................. 77 


4.4  Action 4.  Expand boundaries of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC ............................... 77 
4.4.1  Biological Effects ...................................................................................................... 79 
4.4.2  Economic Effects ...................................................................................................... 79 
4.4.3  Social Effects ............................................................................................................ 79 
4.4.4  Administrative Effects .............................................................................................. 80 


Chapter 5.  Council’s Choice for the Preferred Alternative .......................................................... 81 
Chapter 6.  Cumulative Effects ..................................................................................................... 82 


6.1  Biological ...................................................................................................................... 82 
6.2  Socioeconomic .............................................................................................................. 89 


Chapter 7:  Other Applicable Law ........................................................................................... 90 
7.1  Administrative Procedures Act ..................................................................................... 90 







 VI


7.2  Information Quality Act ................................................................................................ 90 
7.3  Coastal Zone Management Act ..................................................................................... 90 
7.4  Endangered Species Act .................................................................................................... 91 
7.5  Executive Order 12612:  Federalism ............................................................................ 91 
7.6  Executive Order 12866:  Regulatory Planning and Review ......................................... 92 
7.7  Executive Order 12962:  Recreational Fisheries .......................................................... 92 
7.8  Executive Order 13089:  Coral Reef Protection ........................................................... 93 
7.9  Executive Order 13158:  Marine Protected Areas ........................................................ 93 
7.10  Marine Mammal Protection Act ................................................................................... 93 
7.11  Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186 ............................................... 94 
7.12  National Environmental Policy Act .............................................................................. 95 
7.13  National Marine Sanctuaries Act .................................................................................. 95 
7.14  Paperwork Reduction Act ............................................................................................. 96 
7.15  Regulatory Flexibility Act ............................................................................................ 96 
7.16  Small Business Act ....................................................................................................... 96 
7.17  Public Law 99-659:  Vessel Safety ............................................................................... 97 


Chapter 8.  List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Consulted ........................................... 98 
Chapter 9.  References .................................................................................................................. 99 







  VII


List of Appendices 
 


 
Appendix A. Alternatives the Council Considered But Eliminated From 


Detailed Study  
 
Appendix B. Regulatory Impact Review 
 
Appendix C. Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis 
 
Appendix D.   Fishery Impact Statement 
 
Appendix E.  Other Applicable Law 
 
Appendix F. Other Things to Consider  
 
Appendix G.  Bycatch Practicability Analysis 
 
Appendix H.   History of Management 
 
Appendix I. Essential Fish Habitat and Movement towards Ecosystem-


Based Management 
 
 
 
    
 
 
  







  VIII


List of Figures 
 
Figure S-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 


Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter 
and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. ....................... 6 


Figure S-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter 
and 90 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. ......................... 7 


Figure S-3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter 
and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. ....................... 8 


Figure S-4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter 
and 90 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. ......................... 9 


Figure S-5.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Modification to the western boundary of the Oculina Bank 
HAPC.  The west boundary would follow the 80° 03’W longitude between 28° 30’N and 
28° 16’N which is the western border of the Oculina HAPC satellite regions, and would 
follow the 60 meter contour as represented in the simplified polygon. ................................ 10 


Figure S-6.  Action 2, Alternative 2, the Coral Advisory Panel’s original proposed expansion of 
the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC western boundary. ......................................................... 14 


Figure S-7.  Action 2, Alternative 3, modifications to the Coral AP’s original recommendation 
for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC based on suggestions from shrimp 
industry representatives during the CE-BA 3 public scoping process.  This figure includes 
area of mapped habitat within the Coral AP’s original proposed extension and excludes 
areas of royal red fishery activity based on VMS data. ........................................................ 15 


Figure S-8.  Action 3, Alternative 2.  Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion of the Cape 
Lookout Coral HAPC northern boundary. ............................................................................ 18 


Figure 1-1.  Jurisdictional boundaries of the South Atlantic Council ............................................ 2 
Figure 2-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b. .................................................................................... 5 
Figure 2-3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2c. ..................................................................................... 5 
Figure 2-4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2d. .................................................................................... 5 
Figure 2-5.  Action 1, Alternative 3. .............................................................................................. 5 
Figure 2-6.  Action 2, Alternative 2 ............................................................................................... 7 
Figure 2-7.  Action 2, Alternative 3 ............................................................................................... 7 
Figure 2-8.  Action 3, Alternative 2. .............................................................................................. 8 
Figure 3-1.  Two components of the biological environment described in this amendment ....... 20 
Figure 3-2.  The top eleven South Atlantic communities ranked by Pounds and Value Regional 


Quotient (RQ) of Snapper Grouper species ........................... Error! Bookmark not defined. 
Figure 3-5.  The top twenty fishing communities with South Atlantic shrimp permits in 2010


................................................................................................ Error! Bookmark not defined. 
Figure 3-6. Top twenty fishing communities in the South Atlantic by regional quotient (RQ) of 


brown shrimp landings and value in 2010 ............................. Error! Bookmark not defined. 
Figure 3-7. Top twenty fishing communities in the South Atlantic by Regional Quotient of white 


shrimp landings and value ..................................................... Error! Bookmark not defined. 







  IX


Figure 3-8. Top twenty fishing communities in the South Atlantic by Regional Quotient of pink 
shrimp landings and value ..................................................... Error! Bookmark not defined. 


Figure 3-9. Commercial engagement and reliance for the top South Atlantic shrimp communities
................................................................................................ Error! Bookmark not defined. 


Figure 3-10. The top South Atlantic communities ranked by Pounds and Value Regional 
Quotient (RQ) of spiny lobster .............................................. Error! Bookmark not defined. 


Figure 3-11.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to North Carolina Coastal Counties. Error! 
Bookmark not defined. 


Figure 3-12.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to South Carolina Coastal Counties. Error! 
Bookmark not defined. 


Figure 3-13.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to Georgia Coastal Counties. ........... Error! 
Bookmark not defined. 


Figure 3-14.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to South Atlantic Florida Counties. . Error! 
Bookmark not defined. 


Figure 4-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC. ......................................................................................................................... 57 


Figure 4-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC .......................................................................................................................... 58 


Figure 4-3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC .......................................................................................................................... 59 


Figure 4-4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC .......................................................................................................................... 60 


Figure 4-5.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Modification to the western boundary of the Oculina Bank 
HAPC .................................................................................................................................... 61 


Figure 4-6.  Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel recommendation for extension of 
northern Oculina Bank HAPC boundary. .............................. Error! Bookmark not defined. 


Figure 4-8.  Action 3, Alternative 2, the Coral Advisory Panel’s original proposed expansion of 
the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC western boundary .......................................................... 73 


Figure 4-9.  Action 3, Alternative 3, modifications to the Coral AP’s recommendation for 
expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC based on suggestions from shrimp 
industry representatives during the CE-BA 3 public scoping process .................................. 74 


Figure 4-11.  Action 4, Alternative 2. Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion of the Cape 
Lookout Coral HAPC northern boundary ............................................................................. 78 


 







  X


 


List of Tables 
 
Table 2-1.  Summary of effects under Action 1. ........................................................................... 5 
Table 2-3.  Summary of effects under Action 3. ........................................................................... 7 
Table 2-4.  Summary of effects under Action 4. ........................................................................... 8 
Table 3-20.  Number of South Atlantic for-hire snapper-grouper vessel permits, 2005-2010. ... 29 
Table 3-21. Federal snapper grouper charter permits in the South Atlantic region (2012) .. Error! 


Bookmark not defined. 
Table 3-24. South Atlantic shrimp permits for top ten communities by South Atlantic state


................................................................................................ Error! Bookmark not defined. 
Table 3-24.  Federal commercial fishing permits in North Carolina coastal counties .......... Error! 


Bookmark not defined. 
Table 3-25.  Federal dealer permits in North Carolina coastal counties ..... Error! Bookmark not 


defined. 
Table 3-26.  Coastal recreational fishing license sales by year and type. ... Error! Bookmark not 


defined. 
Table 3-27.  Federal charter permits in North Carolina coastal counties .... Error! Bookmark not 


defined. 
Table 3-28(a).  Federal commercial finfish permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012).


................................................................................................ Error! Bookmark not defined. 
Table 3-28(b).  Federal commercial lobster and shrimp permits in South Carolina coastal 


counties (2012)....................................................................... Error! Bookmark not defined. 
Table 3-29.  Federal dealer permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012). Error! Bookmark 


not defined. 
Table 3-30.  Federal charter permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012). ................. Error! 


Bookmark not defined. 
Table 3-31.  Sales of all saltwater recreational license types in South Carolina. .................. Error! 


Bookmark not defined. 
Table 3-32.  Federal commercial fishing permits in Georgia coastal counties (2012). ........ Error! 


Bookmark not defined. 
Table 3-33.  Federal dealer permits in Georgia coastal communities (2012). ... Error! Bookmark 


not defined. 
Table 3-34.  Federal charter permits in Georgia coastal counties (2012). .. Error! Bookmark not 


defined. 
Table 3-35.  Sales of recreational fishing license types that include saltwater in Georgia. .. Error! 


Bookmark not defined. 
Table 3-36(a).  Federal commercial finfish permits in Florida coastal counties (2012). ...... Error! 


Bookmark not defined. 
Table 3-36(b).  Federal commercial crab, lobster and shrimp permits in Florida coastal counties 


(2012). .................................................................................... Error! Bookmark not defined. 
Table 3-37.  Federal dealer permits in Florida (2012). ................. Error! Bookmark not defined. 
Table 3-38.  Federal charter permits in Florida coastal counties (2012). .... Error! Bookmark not 


defined. 







  XI


Table 3-39.  Environmental Justice thresholds (2010 U.S. Census data) for counties in the South 
Atlantic region. Only coastal counties (east coast for Florida) with minority and/or poverty 
rates that exceed the state threshold are listed. ...................... Error! Bookmark not defined. 


Table 6-1.  The cause and effect relationship of fishing and regulatory actions within the time 
period of the Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA). .............................................................. 86 







  XII


Coral Amendment 7 List of Actions 
 


 
Action 1.  Expand the Boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
Action 2. Implement a Transit Provision through Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
Action 3. Expand Boundaries of Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC 
 
Action 4.  Expand Boundaries of Cape Lookout Coral HAPC  
 
 
 







XIII 
 


Table of Contents for the Environmental Assessment 
  
 
Purpose and need……………………………………….................................     
 
Alternatives………………………………………………………………….    
  
 
Affected environment………………………………………………………   
    
 
Environmental effects……………………………………………………...    
  
 
List of preparers…………………………………………………………..        
 
 
List of agencies and persons consulted…………………...........................         
 
 
 
 







S-1 
South Atlantic    Summary 
Coral Amendment 7 


 


SUMMARY 


of 
Coral Amendment 7  


to the Fishery Management Plan for Coral, Coral 
Reef, and Live/Hardbottom Habitats in the South 


Atlantic Region  
 


  
 
 
 
 
 







1 
South Atlantic    Summary 
Coral Amendment 7 
 


Why is the South Atlantic Council taking Action? 
 
Discoveries of previously uncharacterized areas of deepwater coral resources have been brought 
forward by the South Atlantic Council’s Coral Advisory Panel (AP).  Recent scientific 
exploration has identified areas of high relief features and hardbottom habitat outside of the 
boundaries of existing Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs).  During their 2011 
October meeting, the Coral Advisory Panel came forward with recommendations to the South 
Atlantic Council to revisit the boundaries of the Oculina HAPC, Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC, and Cape Lookout Coral HAPC to incorporate these areas of additional deepwater coral 
habitat.  The Habitat AP reviewed the Coral AP recommendation in November 2011 and 
discussed protection of habitat associated with the deepwater ecosystem.  In addition, the AP was 
presented preliminary analyses of fishing activity (Vessel Monitoring System data) associated 
with the HAPC extension recommendations.  The South Atlantic Council reviewed the Coral and 
Habitat APs recommendations and associated VMS analyses for expansion of these areas during 
their December 2011 meeting, and approved the measures for public scoping in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 (CE-BA 3).  The Coral and Habitat APs refined their 
recommendations for expansion during their May 2012 meetings and presented 
recommendations for these areas during the June 2012 South Atlantic Council meeting. 
 
The Deepwater Shrimp and Shrimp APs reviewed the Coral HAPC expansion recommendations 
during their April 2012 meeting, and suggested the South Atlantic Council consider 
modifications to the expansion proposals brought forward by the Coral AP.  The Shrimp APs 
presented their recommendations for these areas during the June 2012 South Atlantic Council 
meeting.    
 
The South Atlantic Council deferred development of the Coral HAPC measures until a joint AP 
meeting is held to discuss the various recommendations.  The joint meeting of the Coral and 
Deepwater Shrimp APs, as well as representatives from the Habitat and Law Enforcement APs 
was held on October 18, 2012 to allow these groups the opportunity to discuss the various 
recommendations.  
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Purpose and Need 
 
The IPT has a recommendation for the Purpose and Need for Coral Amendment 7.   
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


Purpose for Action 
 
The purpose of Coral Amendment 7 is to increase 
protections for deepwater coral through expansion of the 
boundaries of the Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern. 
 


Need for Action 
 
The need for action in Coral Amendment 7 is to address 
recent discoveries of deepwater coral resources and protect 
deepwater coral ecosystems in the South Atlantic Council’s 
jurisdiction from future activities that could compromise their 
condition. 
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What Are the Proposed Actions? 
 
There are 4 actions being proposed in Coral Amendment 7.  Each action has a range of 
alternatives, including a ‘no action alternative’ and a ‘preferred alternative’. 
 
 
  
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral Amendment 7 
 


1. Expand Boundaries of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC 


 
2. Implement a Transit Provision 


through Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


3. Expand Boundaries of the Stetson-
Miami Terrace Coral HAPC  


 
4. Expand Boundaries of the Cape 


Lookout Coral HAPC 
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What Are the Alternatives? 
 
Action 1.  Expand boundaries of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC  
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not modify the boundaries of 
the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
The existing Oculina Bank HAPC is delineated by the 
following boundaries:  on the north by 28°30' N, on the south 
by 27°30' N., on the east by the 100-fathom (183-m) contour, 
and on the west by 80°00' W.; and two adjacent satellite sites: 
the first bounded on the north by 28°30' N., on the south by 
28°29' N., on the east by 80°00' W., and on the west by 
80°03' W.; and the second bounded on the north by 28°17' N., on the south by 28°16' N., on the 
east by 80°00 W., and on the west by 80°03' W. 
 
Alternative 2.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure S-1).  Sub-Alternative 2a = 
430 square miles 


 
Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure S-2).  Sub-alternative 2b = 
228 square miles 


 
Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure S-3).  Sub-alternative 2c = 
278 square miles 


 
Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure S-4).  Sub-alternative 2d = 
380 square miles 


 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 7 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit Provision 
through Oculina Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of Stetson-


Miami Terrace Coral HAPC 
 


4.  Expand Boundaries of Cape    
 Lookout Coral HAPC 
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Alternative 3.  Modify the western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 28° 4.5’N to the 
north boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary would coincide 
with the current western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W). The west boundary could 
either use the 60 meter contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude (Figure S-5).  Alternative 3 = 76 
square miles 
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Figure S-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 
60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure S-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 
70 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure S-3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 70 
meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure S-4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 60 
meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure S-5.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Modification to the western boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  The west boundary would follow the 80° 03’W longitude between 28° 30’N and 
28° 16’N which is the western border of the Oculina HAPC satellite regions, and would follow 
the 60 meter contour as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Summary of Effects 
 
 
Biological: 
 
 
Economic: 
 
 
Social: 
 
 
Administrative: 
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Action 2.  Implement a Transit Provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not implement a transit 
provision through Oculina Bank HAPC.  Currently, 
possession of rock shrimp in or from the area on board a 
fishing vessel is prohibited. 
 
Alternative 2.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank 
HAPC.  When transiting the Oculina Bank, gear must be 
stowed in accordance with CFR Section 622.35 (i)(2).  
Vessels must maintain a minimum speed of 5 knots while in 
transit through the Oculina HAPC.  In the event minimal 
speed is not sustainable, vessel must communicate to 
appropriate contact.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Summary of Effects 
 
 
Biological: 
 
 
Economic: 
 
 
Social: 
 
 
Administrative: 
 
 
 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 7 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit 
Provision through Oculina 
Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of the 


Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC 
 


4.  Expand Boundaries of the 
Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 
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Action 3.  Expand boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC   
 
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action) Do not expand the 
boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Coral HAPC 
 
The existing Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC is 
delineated by the coordinates identified in CFR §633.35 
(n)(iii).   


  
Alternative 2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC in the area west of the existing boundary 
approximately by the 200 meter depth contour between 
latitude 30°45.0’ to the north and latitude 29°52.0’ to the 
south (Figure S-6). 
 
Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation 
for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC to 
include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and exclude areas of royal red fishery 
activity based on VMS data (Figure S-7).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 7 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit Provision 
through Oculina Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of the 


Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC 
 


4.  Expand Boundaries of the Cape  
 Lookout Coral HAPC 
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Figure S-6.  Action 2, Alternative 2, the Coral Advisory Panel’s original proposed expansion of 
the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC western boundary.  
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Figure S-7.  Action 2, Alternative 3, modifications to the Coral AP’s original recommendation 
for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC based on suggestions from shrimp 
industry representatives during the CE-BA 3 public scoping process.  This figure includes area of 
mapped habitat within the Coral AP’s original proposed extension and excludes areas of royal red 
fishery activity based on VMS data.  
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Summary of Effects 
 
 
Biological: 
 
 
Economic: 
 
 
Social: 
 
 
Administrative: 
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Action 4.  Expand boundaries of the Cape 
Lookout Coral HAPC 
 
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action) Do not modify the boundaries of 
the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC.  
 
The existing Cape Lookout Coral HAPC is identified by the 
following coordinates: 
 
  Latitude     Longitude  


 34°24’37”            75°45’11” 
 34°10’26”     75°58’44” 
 34°05’47”     75°54’54” 
 34°21’02”     75°41’25” 
 
Alternative 2.  Extend the northern boundary to encompass the area identified by the following 
coordinates (Figure S-8): 
 
 Latitude      Longitude  


 34°24.6166’          75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’      75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’      75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’      75°41.5’ 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 7 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit Provision 
through Oculina Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of 


Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC 
 


4.  Expand Boundaries of Cape  
 Lookout Coral HAPC 
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Figure S-8.  Action 3, Alternative 2.  Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion of the Cape 
Lookout Coral HAPC northern boundary.  
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Summary of Effects 
 
 
Biological: 
 
 
Economic: 
 
 
Social: 
 
 
Administrative: 
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 
 
 


1.1 What Actions Are Being 
Proposed? 


 
Fishery managers are proposing changes to 


regulations through Coral Amendment 7.  
Actions included in Coral Amendment 7 would 
expand protection of deepwater coral resources 
that have been designated as Coral Habitat Areas 
of Particular Concern.  
 


1.2 Who is Proposing the 
Actions? 


 
The South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council (South Atlantic Council) is proposing the 
actions contained within this document.  The 
South Atlantic Council recommends management 
measures and submits them to the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) who ultimately 
approves, disapproves, or partially approves, and 
implements the actions in the amendment on behalf of the Secretary of Commerce.  NMFS is an 
agency in the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce. 
 
 


                              
 
 


 


South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council 


 
 Is responsible for conservation and 


management of fish stocks in the South 
Atlantic Region 
 


 Consists of 13 voting members who are 
appointed by the Secretary of Commerce 
 


 Manages the waters from 3 to 200 miles off the 
coasts of North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Georgia, and Florida 


 
 Develops management plans and 


recommends regulations to NOAA Fisheries 
Service for implementation 
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Where is the Project Located? 
Management of the federal fisheries in the South Atlantic covers the  area between  3-200 


nautical miles (nm) (Figure 1-1).   This management is conducted under the fishery management 
plans (FMP) developed by the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  Actions in this 
document would amend the FMP for Coral and Coral Reefs of the South Atlantic.   


 
 


1.3 Why is the South Atlantic 
Council Considering 
Action? 


Recent studies have indicated pinnacles and 
mounds of deepwater coral ecosystems in the 
South Atlantic Region.  The South Atlantic 
Council has a history of protecting these 
important habitats through the development of 
the Oculina HAPC (1994), and the Deepwater 
Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern 
(2008).  New discoveries of deepwater coral 
ecosystems have led the Council to propose 
boundary modifications to the original coral 
protection areas.  


 
   


 


Figure 1-1.  Jurisdictional boundaries 
of the South Atlantic Council 
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**NOTE:  IPT recommendation for Coral Amendment 7 Purpose and Need  
 
 
 


 


Purpose for Action 
 
The purpose of Coral Amendment 7 is to increase protections for 
deepwater coral through expansion of the boundaries of the Coral 
Habitat Areas of Particular Concern.  
 


Need for Action 
 
The need for action in Coral Amendment 7 is to address recent 
discoveries of deepwater coral resources and protect deepwater 


coral ecosystems in the South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction from 
activities that could compromise their condition.   
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Chapter 2.  Proposed Actions 
 


This section contains the proposed actions being considered 
to meet the purpose and need.  Each action contains a range of 
alternatives, including the no action (status-quo).  Alternatives 
the South Atlantic Council considered but eliminated from 
detailed study during the development of this amendment are 
described in Appendix A. 


 


2.1 Action 1.  Expand Boundaries of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC 


 
Alternative 1.  (No Action)  Do not revise boundaries of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
The existing Oculina Bank HAPC is delineated by the following boundaries:  on the north by 
28°30' N, on the south by 27°30' N., on the east by the 100-fathom (183-m) contour, and on the 
west by 80°00' W.; and two adjacent satellite sites: the first bounded on the north by 28°30' N., 
on the south by 28°29' N., on the east by 80°00' W., and on the west by 80°03' W.; and the 
second bounded on the north by 28°17' N., on the south by 28°16' N., on the east by 80°00 W., 
and on the west by 80°03' W. 
 
Alternative 2.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC. 
 


Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon.  Sub-alternative 2a = 430 square 
miles 


 
Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon.  Sub-alternative 2b = 228 square 
miles 


 
Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon.  Sub-alternative 2c = 278 square 
miles 


  


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 7 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit Provision 
through Oculina Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of the 


Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC 
 


4.  Expand Boundaries of the 
Cape    
 Lookout Coral HAPC 
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Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 2-4).  Sub-alternative 2d = 
380 square miles 


  
Alternative 3.  Modify the western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 28° 4.5’N to the 
north boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary would coincide 
with the current western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W). The west boundary could 
either use the 60 meter contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude (Figure 2-5).   Alternative 3 = 76 
square miles 
 
 
 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
 
Biological: 
 
Economic: 
 
Social: 
 
Administrative: 


 
  
Table 2-1.  Summary of effects under Action 1. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
Alternative 2        
Alternative 3   
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2.2  Action 2.  Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not implement a transit provision through Oculina Bank HAPC.  
Currently, possession of rock shrimp in or from the area on board a fishing vessel is prohibited. 
 
Alternative 2.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  When transiting the Oculina 
Bank, gear must be stowed in accordance with CFR Section 622.35 (i)(2).  Vessels must 
maintain a minimum speed of 5 knots while in transit through the Oculina HAPC.  In the event 
minimal speed is not sustainable, vessel must communicate to appropriate contact. 
 
Note: I thought the AP was going to recommend that they modify the requirements a bit when 
transiting.  Will this happen after the Council meeting? 
 


 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Biological: 
 
Economic: 
 
Social: 
 
Administrative: 
 
 
 
Table 2-2.  Summary of effects under Action 2 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
Alternative 2        
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2.3 Action 3.  Expand boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC   
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action)  Do not revise the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC.  The existing Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC is delineated by the coordinates 
identified in CFR §633.35 (n)(iii). 
  
Alternative 2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC in the area west of the existing 
boundary approximately by the 200 meter depth contour between latitude 30°45.0’ to the north 
and latitude 29°52.0’ to the south. 
 
Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
Coral HAPC to include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and exclude areas of royal 
red fishery activity based on VMS data.  
 
 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Biological: 
 
Economic: 
 
Social: 
 
Administrative: 
 
 
Table 2-3.  Summary of effects under Action 3. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)    
Alternative 2   
Alternative 3   
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2.4 Action 4.  Expand boundaries of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC  
 


Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not modify the boundaries of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC.  
The existing Cape Lookout Coral HAPC is identified by the following coordinates: 
 
  Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24’37”               75°45’11” 
 34°10’26”     75°58’44” 
 34°05’47”     75°54’54” 
 34°21’02”     75°41’25” 
 
Alternative 2.  Extend the northern boundary to encompass the area identified by the following 
coordinates: 
 
 Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24.6166’            75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’     75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’          75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’          75°41.5’ 
 
 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
  
Table 2-4.  Summary of effects under Action 4. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
Alternative 2       
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Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
 
This section describes the affected environment in the proposed project area.  The affected 
environment is divided into four major components: 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 Habitat environment (Section 3.1) 
 


Examples include coral reefs and sea grass beds 


 
 


 Biological environment (Section 3.2) 
 


Examples include populations of golden tilefish, 
corals, turtles 


 
 


 Human environment (Sections 3.3 & 3.4) 
 


Examples include fishing communities and 
economic descriptions of the fisheries 


 
 


 Administrative environment (Section 3.5) 
 


Examples include the fishery management 
process and enforcement activities 
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3.1 Habitat Environment 
 
The Coral Amendment 7 addresses management measures to protect deepwater coral 
ecosystems, including Oculina and Lophelia.  Chapter 3 details the biological environment for 
the species that will be most affected by this amendment. 
 
Detailed information on the life history of the other species affected by this amendment through 
the data collection action can be found in previous amendments and the habitat and biological 
environment can be found in the Fishery Ecosystem Plan (SAFMC, 2009).    
 
The actions in this amendment are expected to have an impact on the shrimp fisheries and the 
snapper grouper fisheries.  The  affected environment for these fisheries are described in Section 
XX.    
 
Information on the habitat utilized by species in the Snapper Grouper Complex is included in 
Volume II of the Fishery Ecosystem Plan (SAFMC 2009b) and incorporated here by reference. 
The FEP can be found at: 
http://www.safmc.net/ecosystem/Home/EcosystemHome/tabid/435/Default.aspx 
 
The affected environment for the snapper grouper fishery has recently been described in the 
Comprehensive Annual Catch Limit (ACL) Amendment (SAFMC 2011c), Amendment 17B 
(Amendment 17B) to the Fishery Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper of the South 
Atlantic Region (SAMFC 2010b), and the Fishery Ecosystem Plan (FEP) of the South Atlantic 
Region (SAMFC 2009).  Those descriptions of the biological, social, economic, and 
administrative environments are herein incorporated by reference.  
 
Copies are available from the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s (South 
Atlantic Council) Web site (www.safmc.net).  
 
 


3.1.1 Deepwater Coral Reef Habitat  


 
Deepwater coral reefs are common off the southeastern U.S. within the Exclusive Economic 
Zone.  These habitats include high-relief, hardbottom features at numerous sites on the Blake 
Plateau from North Carolina southward through the Straits of Florida.  A limited number of sites 
have been mapped to a high resolution and even fewer reefs have been characterized in detail 
(Reed et al. 2006).  However, there is increasing evidence that deepwater corals are important 
fish habitat (Costello et al. 2005) and hotspots of increased biodiversity.  Similar to shallow 
tropical coral reefs, deepwater coral reefs support important ecosystem functions.  Like their 
shallow-water counterparts, deepwater coral habitats are affected by human activities (e.g., 
fishing pressure, marine debris, fishing gear interactions).  Contrary to shallow-water corals, 
deepwater corals are located in aphotic zones which are deeper than light can penetrate and allow 
for photosynthesis.  Major damage from trawling activities has been documented on deepwater 
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Oculina and Lophelia reefs in the northeastern Atlantic (Rogers 1999; Fossa et al. 2002; Koenig 
et al. 2005; Reed et al. 2007) and to a lesser degree off the southeastern U.S. (Ross et al. 2012a). 
Two types of azooxanthellate (lacking symbiotic algae) corals form deepwater reefs along the 
Florida coast: Oculina varicosa and Lophelia pertusa.  Other dominant azooxanthellate, colonial 
scleractinian (stony or hard) corals on deepwater reefs in the southeastern U.S. include 
Enallopsammia profunda, Madrepora oculata, and Solenosmilia variabilis (Reed 2002a,b).  
Several solitary coral species are also common (Cairns 1979, 2000) along with many species of 
bamboo octocorals (Family Isididae), black corals (Order Antipatharia), and calcified 
hydrozoans (Family Stylasteridae).  In addition, these deepwater reefs provide substrate and 
habitat for other sessile macrofauna including octocorals (gorgonians) and sponges, which in 
turn provide habitat for a not well-studied, but biologically rich and diverse community of 
associated fishes, crustaceans, mollusks, echinoderms, polychaete and sipunculan worms, and 
other macrofauna (Reed et al. 2006).   
 
Deepwater Oculina reefs are unique to Florida with the only known reefs located off the east 
coast.  Lophelia reefs are also present in this area, but their distribution is broader (Reed et al. 
2005).  Deepwater corals are likely controlled (in part) by their upper temperature limits (Ross et 
al. 2012a).  While Oculina and Lophelia reefs occur at disparate depths, 60 to 100 m and 500 to 
800 m, respectively, they are notably similar in morphology.  They are also similar in mound 
structure, which is composed of layers of coral debris and sediment.  In addition, both form 
topographic high-relief mound features (termed bioherm or lithoherm) that are capped with 
living coral thickets (Reed et al. 2005).  Bioherms are deepwater coral banks that over centuries 
have formed a mound of unconsolidated sediment and coral debris (Reed 2002a,b), whereas 
lithoherms are high-relief, lithified carbonate mounds (Neumann and Ball 1970). 
 
Both Oculina and Lophelia reefs occur in regions of strong currents (Florida Current, Gulf 
Stream).  In addition, Oculina reefs are periodically exposed to nutrient-rich, coldwater 
upwelling temperatures of 7.4 to 10 °C, which is similar to the mean temperatures of the 
Lophelia reefs in this region.  However, the associated fauna are noticeably different between 
Oculina and Lophelia reefs.  For example, Reed et al. (2006) identified 38 taxa of Porifera 
(sponges) and 41 Cnidaria (corals and anemones) from the Lophelia reefs, but no massive 
sponges or gorgonians were common to the Oculina bioherms.  Live coral coverage is generally 
low on the majority of both Lophelia and Oculina reefs in this region (1% to 10%); however, 
cover varies from nearly 100% living coral on a few reefs to of 100% dead coral rubble on other 
reefs.   


 


3.1.1.1 Oculina varicosa reef habitat characterization 


 
The majority of the Oculina reefs are found in depths of 60 to 100 m in a zone 2 to 6 km wide 
along the eastern Florida shelf of the United States (Avent et al. 1977; Reed 1980).  Much of the 
habitat that has been mapped and characterized is within or adjacent to the Oculina Habitat Area 
of Particular Concern (OHAPC), located 15 nautical miles off Fort Pierce and extending 
northward towards Cape Canaveral.  However, in 1982 Reed discovered a mound located 
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approximately 55 km north of the OHAPC, located offshore of New Smyrna Beach (Reed et al. 
2005) (described in 3.1.2). 
 
Categories of deepwater Oculina habitats include pinnacles or bioherms, isolated coral thickets 
on hardbottom, and rubble with isolated live colonies.  The bioherms range in height from 3 to 
35 m and are capped with live and standing dead coral.  The age of one mound was estimated to 
be between 1,000 to 1,500 years old based on core sampling and coral growth rates (1.6 cm yr; 
Reed 1981).  Standing dead coral is common in each type of habitat (Reed et al. 2005).  Coral 
thickets can be found on flat sandy bottom habitats and are common on low-relief hardbottom.  
They typically consist of 3 to 4 m linear colonies or groups of 1 to 2 m diameter colonies (Reed 
1980).  In addition, extensive areas of dead Oculina can form rubble habitat with isolated 
colonies of live coral.  Reed et al. (2005) described two types of coral rubble habitat: 1) 
extensive areas of coral rubble/sediment matrix that provide little habitat for epifaunal growth, 
relative to standing live or dead coral; and 2) structured coral rubble habitat, but without the 
sediment matrix, which provides some habitat for epifauna, and is often associated with the 
flanks and peaks of the high-relief pinnacles.  The dead coral rubble can result from natural 
processes such as bioerosion, disease, or global warming, or from human impacts, e.g., fish and 
shrimp trawling, scallop dredging, anchoring, bottom longlines, and depth charges (Reed et al. 
2005). 
 
Reed (1980) describes several sites within the OHAPC.  One of the most notable sites, referred 
to as Jeff’s Reef, is also the southernmost known intact Oculina reef (Figure 1).  Jeff’s Reef is an 
isolated bank, approximately 300 m in width, with a minimum depth of 64 m at the crest and 
maximum depth of 81 m at the base that contains three parallel east-west ridges that are capped 
with live coral 1 to 2 m in height.  The south face has a steep slope (30 to 45°) and is covered 
with contiguous Oculina that measures 1 to 2 m in height; whereas the north slope is less steep 
(<25°) and has more rubble and scattered colonies that are 0.5 to 2.0 m in diameter.  In some 
areas along the bank, the colonies establish east-west rows, which are 2 to 3 m in width, and 
form step-like terraces up the slope of the bank.  In addition to the high-relief Oculina banks and 
low-relief coral thickets, Reed (1980) further described over 50 sites within the OHAPC that had 
sparsely scattered live Oculina colonies from 0.25 to 2.0 m in diameter.   
 
In addition to the natural habitats, restoration modules were deployed in the Experimental 
Oculina Research Reserve (Figure 1; EORR) from 1996 to 2001.  In total, 281 large and 450 
small modules were deployed over a 315 square km area in various configurations.  Some of the 
modules were deployed with coral transplants, which have survived.  Additionally, recruitment 
of new colonies had been observed on the older modules (Brooke et al. 2004).  
Much of the Oculina habitat had been severely degraded or destroyed since the 1980s.  Reed et 
al. (2005) described evidence of habitat damage, particularly in northern areas.  In 1976, one site 
off Cape Canaveral was described as having up to 100% cover of live coral.  Observations from 
this same site in 2001 revealed that the coral thickets on the mound had been reduced to rubble 
except for a few scattered intact coral colonies at the base.  The coral structure on parts of 
Chapman’s Reef and Steeple Pinnacle had been damaged, and Sebastian Pinnacles and Twin 
Peaks were covered with small pieces of coral rubble (Figure 1; Brooke et al. 2004).  Other signs 
of habitat damage included visual sightings of trawlers in closed areas, fishing lines and bottom 
longlines wrapped around coral colonies and remnants of bottom trawl nets that appear to be 
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recent, damaged artificial reef modules, and trawl tracks in the rubble noted near the damaged 
restoration modules.  Changes in fish communities have also occurred during this same time 
frame.  The dominant species shifted from grouper species, particularly scamp (Mycteroperca 
phenax), to small non-fishery species, such as red barbier (Hemanthius vivanus) and roughtongue 
bass (Holanthius martinicensis) (Koenig et al. 2000).  Spawning aggregations of gag (M. 
microlepis) and scamp previously observed on Jeff’s and Chapman’s Reef had either disappeared 
completely or been reduced to a few small individuals (Brooke et al. 2004).  
   
The deep shelf-edge Oculina reefs form natural spawning grounds for species managed under the 
SAFMC snapper-grouper fishery management plan, including commercially important 
populations of gag and scamp.  They also serve as nursery grounds for snowy grouper 
(Epinephelus niveatus), and feeding grounds for these and many other commercial fish species 
including black sea bass (Centropristis striata), red grouper (E. morio), speckled hind (E. 
drummondhayi), Warsaw grouper (E. nigritus), amberjack (Seriola spp.), red porgy (Pagrus 
pagrus), and red snapper (Lutjanus campechanus) (Gilmore and Jones 1992).  Biodiversity, 
grouper densities, and percentage of intact coral have been documented to be higher inside the 
OHAPC compared to outside (Harter et al. 2009).  


 


3.1.1.2 Lophelia pertusa reef habitat 


 
Compared to deepwater Oculina reefs, Lophelia reefs are cosmopolitan, occurring not only along 
the southeastern U.S. continental slope, but also in the Gulf of Mexico, off Nova Scotia, in the 
northeastern Atlantic, the South Atlantic, the Mediterranean Sea, the Indian Ocean, and in parts 
of the Pacific Ocean over a depth range of 50 to 2,170 m (Cairns 1979; Rogers 1999).  Although 
more extensive surveys are needed, Lophelia reefs appear to populate the southeastern U.S. 
continental slope in great abundance (Stetson et al. 1962; Paull et al. 2000; Reed 2002b).  The 
southeastern U.S. and Gulf of Mexico are estimated to have the most extensive deep coral areas 
in the U.S. (Hain and Corcoran 2004). 
 
The structure-building coral, L. pertusa, has a morphology  similar to Oculina, forming massive 
bushy colonies.  It is fragile and susceptible to physical destruction (Fossa et al. 2002).  Most 
Lophelia habitats in the southeast U.S. are in depths from about 370 to at least 900 m (Reed and 
Ross 2005).  Lophelia habitats can occur in small scattered colonies attached to hardbottom 
substrates.  In addition, they form complex, high profile features (bioherms and lithoherms) that 
can range in height from 8 to 168 m.  The ridges and reef mounds accelerate bottom currents 
which are favorable to attached filter-feeders.  Thus, the growing reef alters local currents, 
enhancing the environment for continued coral growth and faunal recruitment (Genin et al. 
1986).  Along the sides and around the bases of these banks are rubble zones of dead coral pieces 
which may extend large distances away from the mounds (Reed and Ross 2005).   
 
Reed and Ross (2005) described the known deepwater Lophelia habitats in the southeast U.S., 
including the North Carolina Lophelia Reefs, Stetson Reefs, Savannah Lithoherms, East Florida 
Lophelia Pinnacles, Miami Terrace, and Pourtales Terrace (Figure 2).  The North Carolina 
Lophelia Reefs appear to be the northernmost deepwater reefs on the southeastern U.S. slope.  
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The Stetson Reefs, located offshore of Charleston, South Carolina, contain over 200 coral 
mounds with L. pertusa and E. profunda as the dominant coral species.  The Savannah 
Lithoherms contain numerous mounds that range in height from 30 to 60 m.  The East Florida 
Lophelia Pinnacles extend from southern Georgia south to Jupiter, Florida).  In 2004, nearly 300 
deepwater reefs were identified in this area (Reed et al. 2005).  The Miami Terrace provides 
high-relief rocky hardbottom habitats, and along the eastern edge, a 90 m tall escarpment is 
capped with live Lophelia coral, stylasterid hydrocoral, bamboo coral, black coral, and various 
sponges and octocorals.  The Pourtales Terrace runs parallel to the Florida Keys and provides 
extensive, high-relief, hardbottom habitat and bioherms covered with live coral.  In addition, 
numerous sinkholes occur on the outer edge of the Terrace with bottoms 600 m deep and up to 
600 m in diameter.     
 
A total of 146 species of benthic invertebrates has been identified from six deepwater reef sites 
off the southeastern U.S. (Reed 2004).  The dominant benthic species include 70 Porifera 
(sponges) and 58 Cnidaria (corals and anemones).  In total, at least 67 fish species have been 
identified from these deepwater reef sites (Reed, 2004; Ross, 2004; Reed et al. 2005).  Species 
that are common to most deepwater reef sites include the blackbelly rosefish (Helicolenus 
dactylopterus), morid cod (Laemonema melanurum), red bream (Beryx decadactylus), Atlantic 
roughy (Hoplostethus occidentalis), conger eel (Conger oceanicus), and wreckfish (Polyprion 
americanus).  Additional sampling of the deeper Lophelia reefs may greatly add to this faunal 
list. 
 


3.1.1.3  Habitat characterization of Oculina varicosa habitat within expansion areas under 
consideration for SAFMC management action 


In 1982, Reed discovered pinnacles (14 to 20 m tall) as far north as 28°59.2'N, 80°06.6'W 
(located east of New Smyrna Beach) at depths from 79 to 84 m (Figure 3).  These Oculina reefs 
extend at least 55 km north of the current OHAPC.  At that time, these reefs were the 
northernmost known Oculina pinnacles that had been discovered.  The pinnacles were described 
as having more exposed rock than the pinnacles south of Cape Canaveral, with also having 
scattered thickets of live Oculina (Reed et al. 2005).   
 
In 2011, Reed gave a presentation to the SAFMC on two new areas of high-relief Oculina coral 
mounds and hardbottom habitats that had been discovered outside, but adjacent to, the current 
boundaries of the OHAPC.  The locations of these sites were originally identified from NOAA 
regional bathymetric charts (Cape Canaveral 85, Titusville 84, New Smyrna 83, and Daytona 82) 
and later verified in 2011 (as described in the next paragraph) with multibeam sonar and ground-
truthed with Remotely Operated Vehicles (ROV) and submersible video surveys.  One area 
extends from the northern boundary of the OHAPC up to St. Augustine.  The second area is to 
the west of the current boundary, primarily between the OHAPC satellite areas (Figure 3; Reed 
2011).  
 
These areas were examined during a recent research cruise (June 2011, funded by NOAA’s Deep 
Sea Coral Program and Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institute’s Cooperative Institute for Ocean 
Exploration, Research, and Technology).  The sonar maps and ROV dives confirmed that the 
high-relief features of the NOAA regional charts were high-relief Oculina coral mounds.  Reed 
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(2011) characterized these areas as similar habitat to those Oculina reefs within the OHAPC with 
individual mounds that are 15 to 20 m in height, a maximum depth of 92 m, and a minimum 
depth of 64 m at the peaks.  It is estimated that over 100 mounds exist in this area.  Other 
observations include gentle slopes (10 to 45°) covered with coral rubble, standing dead coral, and 
sparse live Oculina coral colonies.  Exposed limerock (hardbottom) with 1 to 2 m relief ledges 
was observed at the base of some mounds.  Between the mounds and west of the main reef track, 
the substrate is mostly soft sediment but patchy rock pavement (hardbottom) habitat and coral 
rubble is also present.   
 
This cruise also documented Oculina coral mounds and hardbottom habitat west of the current 
OHAPC boundary.  Multibeam sonar maps made earlier in 2002 and 2005 revealed numerous 
(dozens) high-relief coral mounds and hardbottom habitat that are west of the western OHAPC 
boundary, primarily between the two satellite areas (Reed et al. 2005).  A few of these mounds 
are comprised mostly of coral rubble, with live and standing dead Oculina (Harter et al. 2009).  
The dominant fish fauna in these areas included scamp and snowy grouper.  Gag, greater 
amberjack (Seriola dumerili), and black seabass were also observed, in addition to a tilefish 
(Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps or Caulolatilus microps) burrow (Reed 2011). 
 


3.1.1.4   Habitat characterization of Lophelia pertusa habitat within expansion areas under 
consideration off Jacksonville for SAFMC management action 


 


In 2010, live colonies of Lophelia were discovered in unusually shallow depths (180 to 250 m) 
during ROV surveys off northeast Florida.  Prior to this discovery, small colonies of Lophelia 
had been seen in depths of approximately 300 m off the southeastern U.S., but no substantial 
amounts had been reported in depths < 370 m.  The bottom temperatures (7-10° C) were colder 
than expected at these shallow depths, and more similar to temperatures encountered at 400 to 
600 m.  Common deepwater fauna not only occured at this site, but were much more abundant 
and larger than observed elsewhere.  Typical hardbottom macroinvertebrates included octocorals, 
stony corals, black corals, and golden crab (Chaceon fenneri).  The most common fishes 
recorded here were blackbelly rosefish, morid cod, a synaphobranchid eel (Dysommina rugosa), 
and small serranids (Anthias spp.) (Ross et al. 2012a).  
 
This Lophelia habitat is unique at this shallow depth and largely driven by the abundance of 
hardbottom habitat and its proximity to the Gulf Stream.  In this area, the Gulf Stream is directed 
away from the coast, which creates an upwelling of deep water and consequently a long-term 
primary productivity envelope.  These oceanographic features create an environment suitable for 
supporting a deepwater Lophelia community.  The presence of bioherms and abundant coral 
rubble, the well-developed coldwater sessile community, and the abundance of associated fauna 
suggest that this site is a long-term feature, rather than short-term opportunistic colonization 
(Ross et al. 2012a).   
 
The extent to which this habitat may be subject to bottom-damaging activities is not well known.  
However, Ross et al. (2012a) observed discarded fishing gear, indicating to some extent that the 
area is a known fishing ground.  
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3.1.1.5   Habitat characterization of Lophelia pertusa habitat within expansion areas under 
consideration off Cape Lookout for SAFMC management action 


 
Cape Lookout is a coral bank system composed of two distinct areas located approximately 75 
km southeast of Cape Lookout, North Carolina.  This area appears to be the northernmost 
deepwater coral habitat on the southeastern U.S. slope.  Within the HAPC, individual mounds 
capped with Lophelia can reach up to 100 m in height and exhibit slopes of 60°.  The sides of 
these mounds are covered with small to large (up to 5 m in height) bushes of living and dead 
Lophelia.  Low-profile hardbottom habitats and extensive zones of coral rubble are also within 
this area (Ross and Quattrini 2009).   
 
The expansion area was mapped with multibeam sonar opportunistically during a research cruise 
that transited through the area.  The multibeam map depicts numerous low-relief mounds that are 
located north of the HAPC (Figure 4).  Ross et al. (2012b) described two museum records of 
Lophelia off Cape Lookout.  The northernmost record was collected from the newly discovered 
low-profile mounds.    
 
 


3.1.2 Snapper Grouper Habitat  


 
Predominant snapper grouper offshore fishing areas are located in live bottom and shelf-edge 
habitats, where water temperatures range from 11º to 27º C (52º to 81º F) due to the proximity of 
the Gulf Stream, with lower shelf habitat temperatures varying from 11º to 14º C (52º to 57º F).  
Water depths range from 16 to 27 meters (54 to 90 feet) or greater for live-bottom habitats, 55 to 
110 meters (180 to 360 feet) for the shelf-edge habitat, and from 110 to 183 meters (360 to 600 
feet) for lower-shelf habitat areas. 
 
The exact extent and distribution of productive snapper grouper habitat on the continental shelf 
north of Cape Canaveral is unknown.  Current data suggest from 3 to 30% of the shelf is suitable 
habitat for these species.  These live-bottom habitats may include low relief areas, supporting 
sparse to moderate growth of sessile (permanently attached) invertebrates, moderate relief reefs 
from 0.5 to 2 meters (1.6 to 6.6 feet), or high relief ridges at or near the shelf break consisting of 
outcrops of rock that are heavily encrusted with sessile invertebrates such as sponges and sea fan 
species.  Live-bottom habitat is scattered irregularly over most of the shelf north of Cape 
Canaveral, Florida, but is most abundant offshore from northeastern Florida.  South of Cape 
Canaveral, the continental shelf narrows from 56 to 16 kilometers (35 to 10 miles) wide, thence 
reducing off the southeast coast of Florida and the Florida Keys.  The lack of a large shelf area, 
presence of extensive, rugged living fossil coral reefs, and dominance of a tropical Caribbean 
fauna are distinctive benthic characteristics of this area. 
 
Rock outcroppings occur throughout the continental shelf from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to 
Key West, Florida (MacIntyre and Milliman 1970; Miller and Richards 1979; Parker et al. 1983), 
which are principally composed of limestone and carbonate sandstone (Newton et al. 1971), and 
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exhibit vertical relief ranging from less than 0.5 to over 10 meters (33 feet).  Ledge systems 
formed by rock outcrops and piles of irregularly sized boulders are also common.  Parker et al. 
(1983) estimated that 24% (9,443 km2) of the area between the 27 and 101 meters (89 and 331 
feet) depth contours from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to Cape Canaveral, Florida is reef 
habitat.  Although the bottom communities found in water depths between 100 and 300 meters 
(328 and 984 feet) from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to Key West, Florida is relatively small 
compared to the whole shelf, this area, based upon landing information of fishers, constitutes 
prime reef fish habitat and probably significantly contributes to the total amount of reef habitat in 
this region. 
 
Artificial reef structures are also utilized to attract fish and increase fish harvests; however, 
research on artificial reefs is limited and opinions differ as to whether or not these structures 
promote an increase of ecological biomass or merely concentrate fishes by attracting them from 
nearby, natural un-vegetated areas of little or no relief. 
 
The distribution of coral and live hard bottom habitat as presented in the Southeast Marine 
Assessment and Prediction (SEAMAP) Bottom Mapping Project is a proxy for the distribution of 
the species within the snapper grouper complex.  The method used to determine hard bottom 
habitat relied on the identification of reef obligate species including members of the snapper 
grouper complex.  The Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute (FWRI), using the best 
available information on the distribution of hard bottom habitat in the south Atlantic region, 
prepared ArcView maps for the four-state project.  These maps, which consolidate known 
distribution of coral, hard/live bottom, and artificial reefs as hard bottom, are available on the 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s (South Atlantic Council) Internet Mapping 
System website:  http://ocean.floridamarine.org/efh_coral/ims/viewer.htm. 
 
Plots of the spatial distribution of offshore species were generated from the Marine Resources 
Monitoring, Assessment, and Prediction Program (MARMAP) data. The plots serve as point 
confirmation of the presence of each species within the scope of the sampling program.  These 
plots, in combination with the hard bottom habitat distributions previously mentioned, can be 
employed as proxies for offshore snapper grouper complex distributions in the south Atlantic 
region.  Maps of the distribution of snapper grouper species by gear type based on Marine 
Assessment Monitoring and Prediction Program (MARMAP) data can also be generated through 
the Council’s Internet Mapping System at the above address. 
 


3.1.3 Shrimp Habitat 


[need to add] 
 


3.1.4 Essential Fish Habitat  


 
Snapper Grouper 
 
Essential fish habitat (EFH) is defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) as “those waters and substrates necessary to fish for 
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spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity” (16 U.S. C. 1802(10)).  Specific categories 
of EFH identified in the South Atlantic Bight, which are utilized by federally managed fish and 
invertebrate species, include both estuarine/inshore and marine/offshore areas.  Specifically, 
estuarine/inshore EFH includes:  Estuarine emergent and mangrove wetlands, submerged aquatic 
vegetation, oyster reefs and shell banks, intertidal flats, palustrine emergent and forested 
systems, aquatic beds, and estuarine water column.  Additionally, marine/offshore EFH includes:  
Live/hard bottom habitats, coral and coral reefs, artificial and manmade reefs, Sargassum 
species, and marine water column.   
 
EFH utilized by snapper grouper species in this region includes coral reefs, live/hard bottom, 
submerged aquatic vegetation, artificial reefs and medium to high profile outcroppings on and 
around the shelf break zone from shore to at least 183 meters [600 feet (but to at least 2,000 feet 
for wreckfish)] where the annual water temperature range is sufficiently warm to maintain adult 
populations of members of this largely tropical fish complex.  EFH includes the spawning area in 
the water column above the adult habitat and the additional pelagic environment, including 
Sargassum, required for survival of larvae and growth up to and including settlement. In 
addition, the Gulf Stream is also EFH because it provides a mechanism to disperse snapper 
grouper larvae. 
 
For specific life stages of estuarine- dependent and near shore snapper grouper species, EFH 
includes areas inshore of the 30 meter (100-foot) contour, such as attached macroalgae; 
submerged rooted vascular plants (seagrasses); estuarine emergent vegetated wetlands 
(saltmarshes, brackish marsh); tidal creeks; estuarine scrub/shrub (mangrove fringe); oyster reefs 
and shell banks; unconsolidated bottom (soft sediments); artificial reefs; and coral reefs and 
live/hard bottom habitats. 
 
Coral 
Habitat characterization of Oculina varicosa habitat within expansion areas under 
consideration for SAFMC management action 
In 1982, Reed discovered pinnacles (14 to 20 m tall) as far north as 28°59.2'N, 80°06.6'W 
(located east of New Smyrna Beach) at depths from 79 to 84 m (Figure 3).  These Oculina reefs 
extend at least 55 km north of the current OHAPC.  At that time, these reefs were the 
northernmost known Oculina pinnacles that had been discovered.  The pinnacles were described 
as having more exposed rock than the pinnacles south of Cape Canaveral, with also having 
scattered thickets of live Oculina (Reed et al. 2005).   
In 2011, Reed gave a presentation to the SAFMC on two new areas of high-relief Oculina coral 
mounds and hardbottom habitats that had been discovered outside, but adjacent to, the current 
boundaries of the OHAPC.  The locations of these sites were originally identified from NOAA 
regional bathymetric charts (Cape Canaveral 85, Titusville 84, New Smyrna 83, and Daytona 82) 
and later verified in 2011 (as described in the next paragraph) with multibeam sonar and ground-
truthed with Remotely Operated Vehicles (ROV) and submersible video surveys.  One area 
extends from the northern boundary of the OHAPC up to St. Augustine.  The second area is to 
the west of the current boundary, primarily between the OHAPC satellite areas (Figure 3; Reed 
2011).  
These areas were examined during a recent research cruise (June 2011, funded by NOAA’s Deep 
Sea Coral Program and Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institute’s Cooperative Institute for Ocean 
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Exploration, Research, and Technology).  The sonar maps and ROV dives confirmed that the 
high-relief features of the NOAA regional charts were high-relief Oculina coral mounds.  Reed 
(2011) characterized these areas as similar habitat to those Oculina reefs within the OHAPC with 
individual mounds that are 15 to 20 m in height, a maximum depth of 92 m, and a minimum 
depth of 64 m at the peaks.  It is estimated that over 100 mounds exist in this area.  Other 
observations include gentle slopes (10 to 45°) covered with coral rubble, standing dead coral, and 
sparse live Oculina coral colonies.  Exposed limerock (hardbottom) with 1 to 2 m relief ledges 
was observed at the base of some mounds.  Between the mounds and west of the main reef track, 
the substrate is mostly soft sediment but patchy rock pavement (hardbottom) habitat and coral 
rubble is also present.   
This cruise also documented Oculina coral mounds and hardbottom habitat west of the current 
OHAPC boundary.  Multibeam sonar maps made earlier in 2002 and 2005 revealed numerous 
(dozens) high-relief coral mounds and hardbottom habitat that are west of the western OHAPC 
boundary, primarily between the two satellite areas (Reed et al. 2005).  A few of these mounds 
are comprised mostly of coral rubble, with live and standing dead Oculina (Harter et al. 2009).  
The dominant fish fauna in these areas included scamp and snowy grouper.  Gag, greater 
amberjack (Seriola dumerili), and black seabass were also observed, in addition to a tilefish 
(Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps or Caulolatilus microps) burrow (Reed 2011). 
 


3.1.3.1  Habitat Areas of Particular Concern  


 
Snapper Grouper 
 
Areas which meet the criteria for Essential Fish Habitat-Habitat Areas of Particular Concern 
(EFH-HAPCs) for species in the snapper grouper management unit include medium to high 
profile offshore hard bottoms where spawning normally occurs; localities of known or likely 
periodic spawning aggregations; near shore hard bottom areas; The Point, The Ten Fathom 
Ledge, and Big Rock (North Carolina); The Charleston Bump (South Carolina); mangrove 
habitat; seagrass habitat; oyster/shell habitat; all coastal inlets; all state-designated nursery 
habitats of particular importance to snapper grouper(e.g., Primary and Secondary Nursery Areas 
designated in North Carolina); pelagic and benthic Sargassum; Hoyt Hills for wreckfish; the 
Oculina Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern; all hermatypic coral habitats and reefs; 
manganese outcroppings on the Blake Plateau; and Council-designated Artificial Reef Special 
Management Zones (SMZs).   
 
Areas that meet the criteria for EFH-HAPCs include habitats required during each life stage 
(including egg, larval, postlarval, juvenile, and adult stages).  In addition to protecting habitat 
from fishing related degradation though fishery management plan (FMP) regulations, the South 
Atlantic Council, in cooperation with NOAA Fisheries Service, actively comments on non-
fishing projects or policies that may impact essential fish habitat.  With guidance from the 
Habitat Advisory Panel, the South Atlantic Council has developed and approved policies on: 
energy exploration, development, transportation and hydropower re-licensing; beach dredging 
and filling and large-scale coastal engineering; protection and enhancement of submerged 
aquatic vegetation; alterations to riverine, estuarine and near shore flows; offshore aquaculture; 
marine invasive species and estuarine invasive species.







South Atlantic                                                         Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
Coral Amendment 7 
   


20


3.2 Biological and Ecological Environment  
 
The reef environment in the South Atlantic management area affected by actions in this 
amendment is defined by two components (Figure 3-1).  Each component will be described in 
detail in the following sections. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
Figure 3-1.  Two components of the biological environment described in this amendment
 


3.2.1 Fish Populations 


 
The waters off the South Atlantic coast are home to a diverse population of fish.  The snapper 
grouper fishery management unit currently contains 73 species of fish, many of them neither 
“snappers” nor “groupers”.   These species live in depths from a few feet (typically as juveniles) 
to hundreds of feet.  As far as north/south distribution, the more temperate species tend to live in 
the upper reaches of the South Atlantic management area (black sea bass, red grouper) while the 
tropical variety’s core residence is in the waters off south Florida waters, Caribbean Islands, and 
northern South America (black grouper, mutton snapper).  
 
These are reef-dwelling species that live amongst each other.  These species rely on the reef 
environment for protection and food.  There are several reef tracts that follow the southeastern 
coast.  The fact that these fish populations congregate together dictates the nature of the fishery 
(multi-species) and further forms the type of management regulations proposed in this 
amendment. 
 
Snapper grouper species commonly taken with red grouper could be affected by actions in this 
amendment.  Snapper grouper species most likely to be affected by the proposed actions include 
many species that occupy the same habitat at the same time.  Therefore, snapper grouper species 
are likely to be caught when regulated since they will be incidentally caught when fishermen 
target other co-occurring species. 
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3.2.2 Protected Species 


There are 31 different species of marine mammals that may occur in the EEZ of the South 
Atlantic region.  All 31 species are protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) 
and six are also listed as endangered under the ESA (i.e., sperm, sei, fin, blue, humpback, and 
North Atlantic right whales).  In addition to those six marine mammals, five species of sea turtle, 
the smalltooth sawfish, five distinct population segments (DPSs) of Atlantic sturgeon, and two 
Acropora coral species (elkhorn [Acropora palmata] and staghorn [A. cervicornis]) are protected 
under the ESA.  Portions of designated critical habitat for North Atlantic right whales and 
Acropora corals also occur within the South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction.  Descriptions of the 
life history characteristics of the protected species can be found in the FEP (SAMFC 2009b) and 
in Comprehensive ACL Amendment (SAFMC 2011c), and are herein incorporated by reference.   
 
Species listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA, along with any designated critical 
habitat(s) in the action area, are listed below.  A review of the species’ biology, population 
status, distribution, and on-going threats is provided in order to evaluate potential effects of the 
fishery and proposed action(s) on the listed species, as required by Section 7 of the ESA.   


Potentially Affected ESA-Listed Species Under NOAA Fisheries Service’s Purview  
Marine mammals Scientific Name Status 
Blue whale  Balaenoptera musculus Endangered 
Humpback whale Megaptera novaeangliae Endangered 
Fin whale Balaenoptera physalus Endangered 


North Atlantic right whale Eubalaena glacialis Endangered 


Sei whale Balaenoptera borealis Endangered 
Sperm whale Physeter macrocephalus Endangered 


Sea Turtles Scientific Name Status 
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Endangered/Threatened * 
Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys imbricata Endangered 


Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea Endangered 


Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta Threatened** 


Kemp’s ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys kempii  Threatened 


Invertebrates   
Elkhorn coral  Acropora palmata Threatened 


Staghorn coral Acropora cervicornis Threatened 


Fish Scientific Name Status 
Smalltooth sawfish Pristis pectinata Endangered *** 
Atlantic sturgeon  Acipenser oxyrinchus Endangered/Threatened **** 
Critical Habitat  
Elkhorn and staghorn coral  


North Atlantic right whale  
*Green sea turtles in U.S. waters are listed as threatened except for the Florida breeding population, which is listed as endangered. 
**The Northwest Atlantic distinct population segment (DPS). 
***The United States DPS. 
*** The New York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, Carolina, and South Atlantic DPSs are listed as endangered; the Gulf of Maine DPS is listed 
as threatened. 


Potentially Affected ESA-Listed Species Under U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) Purview 


Birds Scientific Name Status 
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Bermuda Petrel Pterodrama cahow  Endangered 
Roseate Tern Sterna dougallii  Endangered***** 
***** North American populations federally listed under the ESA: endangered on Atlantic coast south to NC, 
threatened elsewhere.  


 
ESA-Listed Sea Turtles  
Green, hawksbill, Kemp‘s ridley, leatherback, and the NW Atlantic DPS of loggerhead sea 
turtles are all highly migratory and travel widely throughout the South Atlantic. The following 
sections are a brief overview of the general life history characteristics of the sea turtles found in 
the South Atlantic region. Several volumes exist that cover more thoroughly the biology and 
ecology of these species (i.e., Lutz and Musick (eds.) 1997, Lutz et al. (eds.) 2002).  
 
Green sea turtle hatchlings are thought to occupy pelagic areas of the open ocean and are often 
associated with Sargassum rafts (Carr 1987, Walker 1994). Pelagic stage green sea turtles are 
thought to be carnivorous. Stomach samples of these animals found ctenophores and pelagic 
snails (Frick 1976, Hughes 1974). At approximately 20 to 25 centimeters (8-10 inches) carapace 
length, juveniles migrate from pelagic habitats to benthic foraging areas (Bjorndal 1997). As 
juveniles move into benthic foraging areas a diet shift towards herbivory occurs. They consume 
primarily seagrasses and algae, but are also know to consume jellyfish, salps, and sponges 
(Bjorndal 1980, 1997; Paredes 1969; Mortimer 1981, 1982). The diving abilities of all sea turtles 
species vary by their life stages. The maximum diving range of green sea turtles is estimated at 
110 meters (360 feet) (Frick 1976), but they are most frequently making dives of less than 20 
meters (65 feet) (Walker 1994). The time of these dives also varies by life stage. The maximum 
dive length is estimated at 66 minutes with most dives lasting from 9 to 23 minutes (Walker 
1994).  
 
The hawksbill’s pelagic stage lasts from the time they leave the nesting beach as hatchlings until 
they are approximately 22-25 centimeters (8-10 inches) in straight carapace length (Meylan 
1988, Meylan and Donnelly 1999). The pelagic stage is followed by residency in developmental 
habitats (foraging areas where juveniles reside and grow) in coastal waters. Little is known about 
the diet of pelagic stage hawksbills. Adult foraging typically occurs over coral reefs, although 
other hard-bottom communities and mangrove-fringed areas are occupied occasionally. 
Hawksbills show fidelity to their foraging areas over several years (van Dam and Diéz 1998). 
The hawksbill‘s diet is highly specialized and consists primarily of sponges (Meylan 1988). 
Gravid females have been noted ingesting coralline substrate (Meylan 1984) and calcareous 
algae (Anderes Alvarez and Uchida 1994), which are believed to be possible sources of calcium 
to aid in eggshell production. The maximum diving depths of these animals are not known, but 
the maximum length of dives is estimated at 73.5 minutes. More routinely, dives last about 56 
minutes (Hughes 1974).  
 
Kemp’s ridley hatchlings are also pelagic during the early stages of life and feed in surface 
waters (Carr 1987, Ogren 1989). Once the juveniles reach approximately 20 centimeters (8 
inches) carapace length they move to relatively shallow (less than 50 meters; 164 feet.) 
benthic foraging habitat over unconsolidated substrates (Márquez-M. 1994). They have also been 
observed transiting long distances between foraging habitats (Ogren 1989). Kemp‘s ridleys 
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feeding in these nearshore areas primarily prey on crabs, though they are also known to ingest 
mollusks, fish, marine vegetation, and shrimp (Shaver 1991). The fish and shrimp Kemp‘s 
ridleys ingest are not thought to be a primary prey item but instead may be scavenged 
opportunistically from bycatch discards or from discarded bait (Shaver 1991). Given their 
predilection for shallower water, Kemp‘s ridleys most routinely make dives of 50 m or less 
(Soma 1985, Byles 1988). Their maximum diving range is unknown. Depending on the life stage 
Kemp‘s ridleys may be able to stay submerged anywhere from 167 minutes to 300 minutes, 
though dives of 12.7 minutes to 16.7 minutes are much more common (Soma 1985, Mendonca 
and Pritchard 1986, Byles 1988). Kemp‘s ridleys may also spend as much as 96% of their time 
underwater (Soma 1985, Byles 1988).  
 
Leatherbacks are the most pelagic of all ESA-listed sea turtles and spend most of their time in 
the open ocean although they will enter coastal waters and are seen over the continental shelf on 
a seasonal basis to feed in areas where jellyfish are concentrated. Leatherbacks feed primarily on 
cnidarians (medusae, siphonophores) and tunicates. Unlike other sea turtles, leatherbacks‘ diets 
do not shift during their life cycles. Because leatherbacks‘ ability to capture and eat jellyfish is 
not constrained by size or age, they continue to feed on these species regardless of life stage 
(Bjorndal 1997). Leatherbacks are the deepest diving of all sea turtles. It is estimated that these 
species can dive in excess of 1000 meters (Eckert et al. 1989) but more frequently dive to depths 
of 50 to 84 meters (Eckert et al. 1986). Dive times range from a maximum of 37 minutes to more 
routines dives of 4 to 14.5 minutes (Standora et al. 1984, Eckert et al. 1986, Eckert et al. 1989, 
Keinath and Musick 1993). Leatherbacks may spend 74% to 91% of their time submerged 
(Standora et al. 1984).  
 
Loggerhead hatchlings forage in the open ocean and are often associated with Sargassum rafts 
(Hughes 1974, Carr 1987, Walker 1994, Bolten and Balazs 1995). The pelagic stage of these sea 
turtles are known to eat a wide range of things including salps, jellyfish, amphipods, crabs, 
syngnathid fish, squid, and pelagic snails (Brongersma 1972). Stranding records indicate that 
when pelagic immature loggerheads reach 40-60 centimeters (16-23 inches) straight-line 
carapace length they begin to live in coastal inshore and nearshore waters of the continental shelf 
throughout the U.S. Atlantic (Witzell 2002). Here they forage over hard- and soft-bottom 
habitats (Carr 1986). Benthic foraging loggerheads eat a variety of invertebrates with crabs and 
mollusks being an important prey source (Burke et al. 1993). Estimates of the maximum diving 
depths of loggerheads range from 211 to 233 meters (692-764 feet.) (Thayer et al. 1984, Limpus 
and Nichols 1988). The lengths of loggerhead dives are frequently between 17 and 30 minutes 
(Thayer et al. 1984, Limpus and Nichols 1988, Limpus and Nichols 1994, Lanyan et al. 1989) 
and they may spend anywhere from 80 to 94% of their time submerged (Limpus and Nichols 
1994, Lanyan et al. 1989).  
 
ESA-Listed Marine Fish  
The historical range of the smalltooth sawfish in the U.S. ranged from New York to the Mexico 
border. Their current range is poorly understood but believed to have contracted from these 
historical areas. In the South Atlantic region, they are most commonly found in Florida, 
primarily off the Florida Keys (Simpfendorfer and Wiley 2004). Only two smalltooth sawfish 
have been recorded north of Florida since 1963 (the first was captured off North Carolina in 
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1999 (Schwartz 2003) and the other off Georgia 2002 [Burgess unpublished data]). Historical 
accounts and recent encounter data suggest that immature individuals are most common in 
shallow coastal waters less than 25 meters (Bigelow and Schroeder 1953, Adams and Wilson 
1995), while mature animals occur in waters in excess of 100 meters (Simpfendorfer pers. 
comm. 2006). Smalltooth sawfish feed primarily on fish. Mullet, jacks, and ladyfish are believed 
to be their primary food resources (Simpfendorfer 2001). Smalltooth sawfish also prey on 
crustaceans (mostly shrimp and crabs) by disturbing bottom sediment with their saw (Norman 
and Fraser 1938, Bigelow and Schroeder 1953).  
NMFS convened the Smalltooth Sawfish Recovery Team, comprising sawfish scientists, 
managers, and environmental managers, to develop a plan to recover the U.S. distinct population 
segment (DPS) of smalltooth sawfish. The plan recommends specific steps to recover the DPS, 
focusing on reducing fishing impacts, protecting important habitats, and educating the public. 
The draft recovery plan was made available for public comment in August 2006 and can be 
found at www.nmfs.noaa.gov.  
 
On May 1, 2009, the Southeast Regional Office, Sustainable Fisheries Division, requested 
reinitiation of the Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation on the South Atlantic shrimp 
fishery and its effects on smalltooth sawfish because the amount of authorized incidental take for 
smalltooth sawfish had been exceeded. The most recent biological opinion on shrimp fishing 
under the Shrimp Fishery Management Plan for the South Atlantic, completed on February 25, 
2005, concluded the continued authorization of the South Atlantic shrimp fishery is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of smalltooth sawfish. An incidental take statement was 
issued authorizing the annual incidental lethal take of up to one smalltooth sawfish. A smalltooth 
sawfish take was observed in a shrimp trawl in the South Atlantic exclusive economic zone 
(EEZ) on July 26, 2008. It was in poor condition and believed not to have survived the 
interaction. Three additional smalltooth sawfish were observed taken in a shrimp trawls in the 
South Atlantic EEZ during a fishing trip from March 5-9, 2009. One of the smalltooth sawfish is 
thought to have died from the interaction; the other two were released alive and assumed to have 
survived.  
 
Under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), it is illegal to catch or harm an endangered sawfish. 
However, some fishermen catch sawfish incidentally while fishing for other species. NMFS and 
the Smalltooth Sawfish Recovery Team have developed guidelines to fishermen telling them 
how to safely handle and release any sawfish they catch.  
 
Five separate distinct population segments (DPSs) of the Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser 
oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) were listed under the ESA effective April 6, 2012 (76 FR 5914; February 
12, 2012).  From north to south, the DPSs are the Gulf of Maine, New York Bight, Chesapeake 
Bay, Carolina, and South Atlantic (Figure XX).  The New York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, 
Carolina, and South Atlantic DPSs are listed as endangered, and the Gulf of Maine DPS is listed 
as threatened.  The five DPSs were listed under the ESA as a result of threats from a combination 
of habitat curtailment and modification, overutilization (i.e., being taken as bycatch) in 
commercial fisheries, and the inadequacy of regulatory mechanisms in ameliorating these 
impacts and threats.   
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Figure XX.  Map Depicting the Five DPSs of Atlantic sturgeon 
 
Atlantic sturgeon are long-lived, estuarine dependent, anadromous1 fish (Bigelow and Schroeder 
1953, Vladykov and Greeley 1963, Mangin 1964, Pikitch et al. 2005, Dadswell 2006, ASSRT 
2007), that historically occurred from Labrador south to the St. Johns River, Florida.  Generally, 
Atlantic sturgeon use coastal bays, sounds, and ocean waters in depths less than 132 ft 
(Vladykov and Greeley 1963, Murawski and Pacheco 1977, Dovel and Berggren 1983, Smith 
1985, Collins and Smith 1997, Welsh et al. 2002, Savoy and Pacileo 2003, Stein et al. 2004, 
USFWS 2004, Laney et al. 2007, Dunton et al. 2010, Erickson et al. 2011, Wirgin and King 
2011), where they feed on a variety of benthic invertebrates and fish (Bigelow and Schroeder 
1953, ASSRT 2007, Guilbard et al. 2007, Savoy 2007).  Mature Atlantic sturgeon make 
spawning migrations from estuarine waters to rivers as water temperatures reach 43ºF for males 
(Smith et al. 1982, Dovel and Berggren 1983, Smith 1985, ASMFC 2009) and 54ºF for females 


                                                 
1 Anadromous refers to a fish that is born in freshwater, spends most of its life in the sea, and returns to freshwater to 
spawn (NEFSC FAQ’s, available at http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/faq/fishfaq1a.html, modified June 16, 2011)  
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(Dovel and Berggren 1983, Smith 1985, Collins et al. 2000a), typically between February 
(southern systems) and July (northern systems).  Individuals spawn at intervals of once every 1-5 
years for males and once every 2-5 years for females.  Spawning is believed to occur in flowing 
water between the salt front of estuaries and the fall line of large rivers, when and where optimal 
flows are 18-30 in/s and depths are 36-89 ft (Borodin 1925, Dees 1961, Leland 1968, Scott and 
Crossman 1973, Crance, 1987, Shirey et al. 1999, Bain et al. 2000, Collins et al. 2000a, Caron et 
al. 2002, Hatin et al. 2002, ASMFC 2009).  Females may produce 400,000 to 4 million eggs per 
spawning year (Vladykov and Greeley 1963, Smith et al., 1982, Van Eenennaam et al. 1996, Van 
Eenennaam and Doroshov 1998, Stevenson and Secor 1999, Dadswell 2006) and deposit eggs on 
hard bottom substrate such as cobble, coarse sand, and bedrock (Dees 1961, Scott and Crossman 
1973, Gilbert 1989, Smith and Clugston 1997, Bain et al. 2000, Collins et al. 2000a, Caron et al. 
2002, Hatin et al. 2002, Mohler, 2003, ASMFC 2009).  Upon hatching, studies suggest that early 
juvenile Atlantic sturgeon (age-0 [i.e., YOY], age-1, and age-2) remain in low salinity waters of 
their natal estuaries (Haley 1999, Hatin et al. 2007, McCord et al. 2007, Munro et al. 2007) for 
months to years before emigrating to open ocean as subadults (Holland and Yelverton 1973, 
Dovel and Berggen 1983, Waldman et al. 1996, Dadswell 2006, ASSRT 2007).  Growth rates 
and age at maturity are both influenced by water temperature, as Atlantic sturgeon grow larger 
and mature faster in warmer waters.  Atlantic sturgeon may live up to 60 years, reach lengths up 
to 14 feet and weigh over 800 lbs.  Tagging studies and genetic analyses (Wirgin et al. 2000, 
King et al. 2001, Waldman et al. 2002, ASSRT 2007, Grunwald et al. 2008) indicate that 
Atlantic sturgeon exhibit ecological separation during spawning throughout their range that has 
resulted in multiple, genetically distinct, interbreeding population segments.  
 
The construction of dams, dredging, and modification of water flows have reduced the amount 
and quality of habitat available for Atlantic sturgeon spawning and foraging.  Water quality 
(temperature, salinity, and dissolved oxygen) has also been reduced by terrestrial activities, 
leading to further declines in available spawning and nursery habitat.  Although spawning 
historically occurred within many Atlantic coast rivers, only 16 U.S. rivers are known to 
currently support spawning based on available evidence (i.e., presence of YOY or gravid 
Atlantic sturgeon documented within the past 15 years) (ASSRT 2007). 
 
Overutilization of Atlantic sturgeon from directed fishing caused initial severe declines in 
Atlantic sturgeon populations in the Southeast, from which they have never recovered.  Although 
directed harvest of this species has ceased, Atlantic sturgeon continue to be incidentally caught 
as bycatch in other commercial fisheries.  Because Atlantic sturgeon mix extensively in marine 
waters and may utilize multiple river systems for nursery and foraging habitat in addition to their 
natal spawning river, they are subject to being caught in multiple fisheries throughout their 
range.  Additionally, Atlantic sturgeon are more sensitive to bycatch mortality because they are a 
long-lived species, have an older age at maturity, have lower maximum fecundity values, and a 
large percentage of egg production occurs later in life.  Based on these life history traits, 
Boreman (1997) calculated that Atlantic sturgeon can only withstand the annual loss of up to five 
percent of their population to bycatch mortality without suffering population declines.  Mortality 
rates of Atlantic sturgeon taken as bycatch in various types of fishing gear range between 0-51 
percent, with the greatest mortality occurring in sturgeon caught by sink gillnets.  While many of 
the threats to the Atlantic sturgeon have been ameliorated or reduced due to the existing 
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regulatory mechanisms, such as the moratorium on directed fisheries for Atlantic sturgeon, 
bycatch is currently not being addressed through existing mechanisms.   
 
The recovery of Atlantic sturgeon along the Atlantic Coast, especially in areas where habitat is 
limited and water quality is severely degraded, will require improvements in the following areas: 
(1) elimination of barriers to spawning habitat either through dam removal, breaching, or 
installation of successful fish passage facilities; (2) operation of water control structures to 
provide appropriate flows, especially during spawning season; (3) imposition of dredging 
restrictions including seasonal moratoriums and avoidance of spawning/nursery habitat; and, (4) 
mitigation of water quality parameters that are restricting sturgeon use of a rivers (i.e., DO).  
Stronger regulatory mechanisms may likely aid in achieving these improvements.  These 
regulatory mechanisms may also aid in reducing bycatch mortality in commercial fisheries, again 
assisting in the recovery of the species. 
 
ESA-Listed Marine Invertebrates  
 
Elkhorn (Acropora palmata) and staghorn (A. cervicornis) coral were listed as threatened under 
the ESA on May 9, 2006. The Atlantic Acropora Status Review (Acropora Biological Review 
Team 2005) presents a summary of published literature and other currently available scientific 
information regarding the biology and status of both these species.  
 
Elkhorn and staghorn corals are two of the major reef-building corals in the wider Caribbean. 
In the South Atlantic region, they are found most commonly in the Florida Keys; staghorn coral 
occurs the furthest north with colonies documented off Palm Beach, Florida (26°3'N). The depth 
range for these species ranges from <1 meter (3 feet) to 60 meters (197 feet). The optimal depth 
range for elkhorn is considered to be 1 to 5 meters (3-16 feet) depth (Goreau and Wells 1967), 
while staghorn corals are found slightly deeper, 5 to 15 meters (16-49 feet) (Goreau and Goreau 
1973).  
 
All Atlantic Acropora species (including elkhorn and staghorn coral) are considered to be 
environmentally sensitive, requiring relatively clear, well-circulated water (Jaap et al. 1989). 
Optimal water temperatures for elkhorn and staghorn coral range from 25° to 29°C (77-84°F) 
(Ghiold and Smith 1990, Williams and Bunkley-Williams 1990). Both species are almost 
entirely dependent upon sunlight for nourishment, contrasting the massive, boulder-shaped 
species in the region (Porter 1976, Lewis 1977) that are more dependent on zooplankton. Thus, 
Atlantic Acropora species are much more susceptible to increases in water turbidity than some 
other coral species.  
 
Fertilization and development of elkhorn and staghorn corals is exclusively external. Embryonic 
development culminates with the development of planktonic larvae called planulae (Bak et al. 
1977, Sammarco 1980, Rylaarsdam 1983). Unlike most other coral larvae, elkhorn and staghorn 
planulae appear to prefer to settle on upper, exposed surfaces, rather than in dark or cryptic ones 
(Szmant and Miller 2006), at least in a laboratory setting. Studies of elkhorn and staghorn corals 
indicated that larger colonies of both species3 had higher fertility rates than smaller colonies 
(Soong and Lang 1992).  
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Species of Concern  
 
NOAA Fisheries Service has created a list of Species of Concern as a publicly available list 
identifying other species of concern. These are species about which NOAA Fisheries Service has 
some concerns regarding status and threats, but for which insufficient information is available to 
indicate a need to list the species under the ESA. NOAA Fisheries Service uses the list to draw 
proactive attention and conservation action to these species. No federal mandate protects species 
of concern under the ESA although voluntary protection of these species is urged.  To date, no 
incidental capture of any of these species has been reported in the shrimp fishery in the South 
Atlantic region.  
 
List of Marine Species of Concern in the Southeastern United States  
Alwife herring Alosa pseudoharengus 
Atlantic bluefin tuna Thunnus thynnus 
Blueback herring Alosa aestivalis 
Dusky shark Carcharhinus obscurus  
Sand tiger shark Odontaspis taurus  
Speckled hind Epinephelus drummondhayi  
Warsaw grouper Epinephelus nigritus  
Nassau grouper Epinephelus striatus  
Ivory Tree Coral Oculina varicosa 
 


3.3 Human Environment 


 


3.3.1    Economic Description of the Commercial Fishery 


 


3.3.1.4 Economic Activity 


 


3.3.2     Economic Description of the Recreational Fishery 


 


3.3.2.1      Harvest 


  


3.3.2.2      Effort  


 


3.3.2.3      Permits  
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For-hire vessels are required to have a for-hire snapper grouper permit to fish for or possess 
snapper grouper species in the South Atlantic EEZ.  The number of vessels with for-hire snapper 
grouper permits for the period 2005-2010 is provided in Table 3-20.  This sector operates as an 
open access fishery and not all permitted vessels are necessarily active in the fishery. Some 
vessel owners obtain open access permits as insurance for uncertainties in the fisheries in which 
they currently operate. 
 
The number of for-hire permits issued for the South Atlantic snapper grouper fishery increased 
from 1,904 permits in 2005 to 2,104 permits in 2008, but subsequently decreased to 2,091 in 
2009 and 1,815 in 2010.  The majority of snapper grouper for-hire permitted vessels were home-
ported in Florida; a relatively high proportion of these permitted vessels were also home-ported 
in North Carolina and South Carolina.  Many vessels with South Atlantic for-hire snapper-
grouper permits were homeported in states outside of SAFMC’s area of jurisdiction, particularly 
in the Gulf states of Alabama through Texas.  Although the number of vessels with South 
Atlantic for-hire snapper grouper permits homeported in states outside of SAFMC’s area of 
jurisdiction increased from 2005 to 2009, they still accounted for approximately the same 
proportion (9-10%) of the total number of permits.  For-hire snapper-grouper permits in these 
other areas fell in 2010. 
 
Table 3-20.  Number of South Atlantic for-hire snapper-grouper vessel permits, 2005-2010.  


Home Port State 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
 


2010 Avg. 
North Carolina 294 317 353 399 391 333 348 
South Carolina 136 142 152 160 167 147 151 
Georgia 37 36 37 35 36 28 35 
Florida 1,267 1,304 1,312 1,310 1,280 1,110 1,264 
Gulf States (AL-TX) 102 84 79 84 87 84 87 
Other States 68 84 93 116 130 113 101 
Total 1,904 1,967 2,026 2,104 2,091 1,815 1,985 


 
For hire permits do not distinguish charterboats from headboats.  Based on a 1997 survey, 
Holland et al. (1999) estimated that a total of 1,080 charter vessels and 96 headboats supplied 
for-hire services in all South Atlantic fisheries during 1997.  By 2010, the estimated number of 
headboats supplying for-hire services in all South Atlantic fisheries had fallen to 85, indicating a 
decrease in fleet size of approximately 11% between 1997 and 2010 (K. Brennan, Beaufort 
Laboratory, SEFSC, personal communication, Feb. 2011). 
 
There are no specific permitting requirements for recreational anglers to harvest snapper 
grouper.  Instead, anglers are required to possess either a state recreational fishing permit that 
authorizes saltwater fishing in general, or be registered in the federal National Saltwater Angler 
Registry system, subject to appropriate exemptions. 
 


3.3.2.4      Economic Value and Expenditures  
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Participation, effort, and harvest are indicators of the value of saltwater recreational fishing.  
However, a more specific indicator of value is the satisfaction that anglers experience over and 
above their costs of fishing.  The monetary value of this satisfaction is referred to as consumer 
surplus.  The value or benefit derived from the recreational experience is dependent on several 
quality determinants, which include fish size, catch success rate, and the number of fish kept.  
These variables help determine the value of a fishing trip and influence total demand for 
recreational fishing trips.  
 
While anglers receive economic value as measured by the consumer surplus associated with 
fishing, for-hire businesses receive value from the services they provide.  Producer surplus is the 
measure of the economic value these operations receive.  Producer surplus is the difference 
between the revenue a business receives for a good or service, such as a charter or headboat trip, 
and the cost the business incurs to provide that good or service.  Estimates of the producer 
surplus associated with for-hire trips are not available.  However, proxy values in the form of net 
operating revenues are available (David Carter, NMFS SEFSC, personal communication, August 
2010).  These estimates were culled from several studies – Liese et al. (2009), Dumas et al. 
(2009), Holland et al. (1999), and Sutton et al. (1999).  Estimates of net operating revenue per 
angler trip (2009 dollars) on representative charter trips (average charter trip regardless of area 
fished) are $146 for Louisiana through east Florida, $135 for east Florida, $156 for northeast 
Florida, and $128 for North Carolina.  For charter trips into the EEZ only, net operating revenues 
are $141 in east Florida and $148 in northeast Florida.  For full-day and overnight trips only, net 
operating revenues are estimated to be $155-$160 in North Carolina.  Comparable estimates are 
not available for Georgia, South Carolina, or Texas. 
 
Net operating revenues per angler trip are lower for headboats than for charterboats.  Net 
operating revenue estimates for a representative headboat trip are $48 in the Gulf of Mexico (all 
states and all of Florida), and $63-$68 in North Carolina.  For full-day and overnight headboat 
trips, net operating revenues are estimated to be $74-$77 in North Carolina.  Comparable 
estimates are not available for Georgia and South Carolina. 
 
The foregoing value estimates should not be confused with angler expenditures or the economic 
activity (impacts) associated with these expenditures.  While expenditures for a specific good or 
service may represent a proxy or lower bound of value (a person would not logically pay more 
for something than it was worth to them), they do not represent the net value (benefits minus 
cost), nor the change in value associated with a change in the fishing experience.   
 
Estimates of the economic activity (impacts) associated with recreational fishing for any species 
could be derived using average coefficients for recreational angling across all fisheries (species), 
as derived by an economic add-on to the MRFSS, and described and utilized in NMFS (2009).  
Business activity is characterized in the form of FTE jobs, income impacts (wages, salaries, and 
self-employed income), output (sales) impacts (gross business sales), and value-added impacts 
(difference between the value of goods and the cost of materials or supplies).  Job and output 
(sales) impacts are equivalent metrics across both the commercial and recreational sectors.  
Income and value-added impacts are not equivalent, though similarity in the magnitude of 
multipliers may result in roughly equivalent values.  Neither income nor value-added impacts 
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should be added to output (sales) impacts because this would result in double counting.  Job and 
output (sales) impacts, however, may be added across sectors. 
 
The current model to derive business activity is based on the number of recreational trips for a 
species.  Because these trips for golden tilefish are relatively sparse (see Tables 3-14 through 3-
17), estimates of economic activity generated by the recreational sector for the golden tilefish 
portion of the snapper grouper fishery reflect such sparse data.  Estimates of the average golden 
tilefish recreational effort (2005-2010) and associated economic impacts (2008 dollars) are 
provided in Table 3-21.  Target trips were used as the measure of recreational effort.  As 
previously discussed, more trips may catch a species than target the species.  Where such occurs, 
estimates of the economic activity associated with the average number of catch trips can be 
calculated based on the ratio of catch trips to target trips because the average output impact and 
jobs per trip cannot be differentiated by trip intent. 
 
It should be noted that output impacts and value added impacts are not additive and the impacts 
for individual species should not be added because of possible duplication (some trips may target 
multiple species).  Also, the estimates of economic activity should not be added across states to 
generate a regional total because state-level impacts reflect the economic activity expected to 
occur within the state before the revenues or expenditures “leak” outside the state, possibly to 
another state within the region.  Under a regional model, economic activity that “leaks” from, for 
example, Florida into Georgia would still occur within the region and continue to be tabulated.  
As a result, regional totals would be expected to be greater than the sum of the individual state 
totals.  Regional estimates of the economic activity associated with golden tilefish recreational 
fishing are unavailable at this time. 
 
Because the headboat sector in the Southeast is not covered by the MRFSS, the current model 
used in deriving estimates could not provide this sector’s estimates of economic activity.  In the 
particular case of golden tilefish, estimating economic activity of the headboat sector is also 
unnecessary because this sector did not report any landings of the species during the period 
considered. 
 


3.3.2.5      Financial Operations of the Charter and Headboat Sectors  
 
Holland et al. (1999) estimated that the charterboat fee in the South Atlantic ranged from $292 to 
$2,000.  The actual cost depended on state, trip length, and the variety of services offered by the 
charter operation.  Depending on the state, the average fee for a half-day trip ranged from $296 
to $360, for a full day trip the range was $575 to $710, and for an overnight trip the range was 
$1,000 to $2,000.  Most (>90%) Florida charter operators offered half-day and full-day trips and 
about 15% of the fleet offered overnight trips.  In comparison, only about 3% of operations in the 
other South Atlantic states offered overnight trips.   
 
For headboats, the average fee in Florida was $29 for a half-day trip and $45 for a full day trip.  
For North and South Carolina, the average base fee was $34 per person for a half-day trip and 
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$61 per person for a full day trip.  Most of these headboat trips operated in Federal waters in the 
South Atlantic (Holland et al. 1999). 
 
Capital investment in charter vessels averaged $109,301 in Florida, $79,868 for North Carolina, 
$38,150 for South Carolina and $51,554 for Georgia (Holland et al. 1999).  Charterboat owners 
incur expenses for inputs such as fuel, ice, and tackle in order to offer the services required by 
their passengers.  Most expenses incurred in 1997 by charter vessel owners were on crew wages 
and salaries and fuel.  The average annual charterboat business expenditures incurred was 
$68,816 for Florida vessels, $46,888 for North Carolina vessels, $23,235 for South Carolina 
vessels, and $41,688 for vessels in Georgia in 1997.  The average capital investment for 
headboats in the South Atlantic was approximately $220,000 in 1997.  Total annual business 
expenditures averaged $135,737 for headboats in Florida and $105,045 for headboats in other 
states in the South Atlantic.  
 
The 1999 study on the for-hire sector in the Southeastern U.S. presented two sets of average 
gross revenue estimates for the charter and headboat sectors in the South Atlantic (Holland et al., 
1999).  The first set of estimates were those reported by survey respondents and were as follows: 
$51,000 for charterboats on the Atlantic coast of Florida; $60,135 for charterboats in North 
Carolina; $26,304 for charterboats in South Carolina; $56,551 for charterboats in Georgia; 
$140,714 for headboats in Florida; and $123,000 for headboats in the other South Atlantic states 
(Holland et al., 1999).  The authors generated a second set of estimates using the reported 
average trip fee, average number of trips per year, and average number of passengers per trip (for 
the headboat sector) for each vessel category for Florida vessels.  Using this method, the 
resultant average gross revenue figures were $69,268 for charterboats and $299,551 for 
headboats.  Since the calculated estimates were considerably higher than the reported estimates 
(22% higher for charterboats and 113% higher for headboats), the authors surmised that this was 
due to sensitivity associated with reporting gross receipts, and subsequent under reporting.  
Alternatively, the respondents could have overestimated individual components of the calculated 
estimates.  Although the authors only applied this methodology to Florida vessels, assuming the 
same degree of under reporting in the other states results in the following estimates in average 
gross revenues:  $73,365 for charterboats in North Carolina, $32,091 for charterboats in South 
Carolina; $68,992 for charterboats in Georgia; and $261,990 for headboats in the other South 
Atlantic states. 
 
It should be noted that the study’s authors were concerned that while the reported gross revenue 
figures may be underestimates of true vessel income, the calculated values could overestimate 
gross income per vessel from for-hire activity (Holland et al., 1999).  Some of these vessels are 
also used in commercial fishing activities and that income is not reflected in these estimates.  
 
A more recent study of the North Carolina for-hire fishery provides some updated information on 
the financial status of the for-hire fishery in the state (Dumas et al., 2009).  Depending on vessel 
length, regional location, and season, charter fees per passenger per trip ranged from $168.14 to 
$251.59 for a full-day trip and from $93.63 to $123.95 for a half-day trip; headboat fees ranged 
from $72.50 to $81.78 for a full-day trip and from $38.08 to $45 for a half-day trip.  Charterboats 
generated a total of $55.7 million in passenger fees, $3.2 million in other vessel income (e.g., 
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food and beverages), and $4.8 million in tips.  The corresponding figures for headboats were 
$9.8 million in passenger fees, $0.2 million in other vessel income, and $0.9 million in tips.  
Non-labor expenditures (e.g., boat insurance, dockage fees, bait, ice, fuel) amounted to $43.6 
million for charterboats and $5.3 million for headboats.  Summing across vessel lengths and 
regions, charter vessels had an aggregate value (depreciated) of $120.4 million and headboats 
had an aggregate value (depreciated) of $10.2 million. 
 


3.4 Social and Cultural Environment 
 
The proposed actions in this amendment may affect fishermen and communities associated with 
the snapper grouper fishery and the deepwater shrimp fisheries. Communities associated with 
each of the fisheries will be described in the sections below and previous amendments with 
detailed descriptions of social environments of these fisheries are incorporated as references.  
The fishing restrictions for the HAPCs included in this amendment are also described in order to 
provide context.  
 
This amendment includes proposed changes for Oculina Bank HAPC, the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
Coral HAPC, and the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC.  HAPC fishing restrictions include the 
prohibition of anchoring or using grapples; trawling, using fish traps, or bottom-longlines; 
fishing for or possession of rock shrimp; and possession of coral or bottom habitat.  The Oculina 
Experimental Closed Area (located within in the Oculina Bank HAPC) includes additional 
restrictions including the prohibition of fishing for or possession of snapper or grouper species.  
All snapper or grouper taken incidentally by hook and line gear must be released immediately by 
cutting the line without removing the fish from water. 
 
In general, the people who may be directly affected by the proposed regulations include captain 
and crew of commercial and for-hire vessels, vessel owners, recreational anglers, and coastal 
communities.  In addition to regulatory change, individuals who may be affected by proposed 
actions also live and work in an environment with natural, economic, social and political 
dynamics.   


 
Coastal growth and development affects many coastal communities, especially those with either 
or both commercial and recreational working waterfronts.  The rapid disappearance of these 
types of waterfronts has important implications as the disruption of various types of fishing-
related businesses and employment.  The process of “gentrification,” which tends to push those 
of a lower socio-economic class out of traditional communities as property values and taxes rise 
has become common along coastal areas of the U.S. and around the world.  Working waterfronts 
tend to be displaced with development that is often stated as the “highest and best” use of 
waterfront property, but often is not associated with water-dependent occupations.  However, 
with the continued removal of these types of businesses over time the local economy becomes 
less diverse and more reliant on the service sector and recreational tourism.  As home values 
increase, people within lower socio-economic strata find it difficult to live within these 
communities and eventually must move.  Consequently they spend more time and expense 
commuting to work, if jobs continue to be available.  Newer residents often have no association 
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with the water-dependent employment and may see that type of work and its associated 
infrastructure as unappealing.  They often do not see the linkage between those occupations and 
the aesthetics of the community that produced the initial appeal for many migrants.  The 
demographic trends within counties can provide some indication as to whether these types of 
coastal change may be occurring if an unusually high rate of growth or change in the 
demographic character of the population is present.  A rise in education levels, property values, 
fewer owner occupied properties and an increase in the median age can at times indicate a 
growing process of gentrification (Colburn and Jepson 2012). Demographic profiles of coastal 
communities can be found in the Comprehensive Annual Catch Limit Amendment (SAFMC 
2011).  


3.4.1 Fishing Communities 


 
The communities displayed in the figures in Sections 3.4.2-3 below represent a categorization of 
communities based upon their commercial landings.  When possible, the overall value of local 
commercial landings divided by the overall value of commercial landings referred to as a 
“regional quotient” (RQ) was examined.  For confidentially reasons this RQ measure could not 
be displayed for all fisheries.  Instead, the top communities by total landings by pounds were 
examined for those species with confidentiality issues.  These data were assembled from the 
accumulated landings system which includes all species from both state and federal waters 
landed in 2010.  For the RQ analysis, all communities were ranked on this “RQ” and divided by 
those who were above the mean and those below.  This breakdown of fisheries involvement is 
similar to the how communities were categorized in the community profiling of South Atlantic 
fishing communities (Jepson et al. 2005).  However, the categorization within the community 
profiles included other aspects associated with fishing such as infrastructure and other measures 
to determine a community’s status with regard to reliance upon fishing.   
 
The social vulnerability index (SoVI) was created to understand social vulnerability of 
communities to coastal environmental hazards and can also be interpreted as a general measure 
of vulnerability to other social disruptions, such as adverse regulatory change or manmade 
hazards.  Detailed information about the SoVI can be found in Comprehensive ACL Amendment 
(SAFMC 2011). High social vulnerability does not necessarily mean that there will be adverse 
effects of proposed actions in this amendment, only that there may be a potential for adverse 
effects under the right circumstances.  Fishing communities in these counties may have more 
difficulty adjusting to regulatory changes if those impacts affect employment or other critical 
social capital. The SoVI for counties in each state is illustrated in the maps in Sections 3.4.4-7.  


3.4.2 Snapper Grouper Fishing Communities 


 
Historical fishing areas or anchoring areas for snapper grouper could be impacted by the 
proposed actions in this amendment.  Recent comments suggest that historical fishing areas are 
included in alternatives proposing boundary changes to the Oculina HAPC, particularly in the 
areas known as Big Ledge (also known as the 28 fathom ledge), the Steeples, several wrecks that 
are commonly fished, and about 20 miles to the north of the body of Steeples in the area known 
as the Roll down (J. Hull, letter to SAFMC dated November 1, 2012).  The Oculina HAPC is 
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located off the coast of Cocoa Beach, Florida at its northern boundary and runs about to off the 
coast of Fort Pierce, Florida at its southern boundary.  In addition, it is known that snapper 
grouper fishing is conducted along the western edge of the curve of the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC (which runs off the coast from about South Carolina to mid-Florida).         
 
Figure 3-1 presents the top communities based upon a regional quotient of combined 
commercial landings and value for all snapper grouper species in the South Atlantic snapper 
grouper complex.  There were 154 communities with snapper grouper landings but the 11 
communities included in Figure 3-1 were those with Pounds RQ larger than 3 percent.  
Therefore, because so many communities have snapper grouper landings, many had low RQs 
and are not included in the figure.   There are also communities that have high landings of a 
particular species, such as black sea bass in Sneads Ferry, NC, or golden tilefish in Port Orange, 
FL.   
 
Key West, FL, has the highest landings of combined snapper grouper species, followed by 
Murrell’s Inlet, SC, and Miami FL. No Georgia communities made up more than 3% of the 
snapper grouper landings. 
 


 
Figure 3-1.  The top eleven South Atlantic communities ranked by Pounds and Value Regional 
Quotient (RQ) of Snapper Grouper species. Only communities with Pounds RQ larger than 3% 
were included. Data source: ALS 2010.  
 
The recreational sector of the snapper grouper fishery is very important throughout the region, 
and recreational landings estimate vary depending on the region and species. Black sea bass, 
tilefish, vermilion snapper, silk snapper, red grouper, black grouper and gray triggerfish are some 
of the more important species for private recreational anglers.   
 
The for-hire recreational fleet is also important in each state, and there is a federal charter permit 
required for snapper grouper.   The distribution of charter permits at the county level is included 
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in Sections 3.4.4-7.  Overall, Florida has the largest number of charter permits (Table 3-1). The 
primary communities in North Carolina are part of Dare County, New Hanover County, 
Brunswick County, and Carteret County.  Communities in South Carolina with significant for-
hire fleets are in Charleston County and Horry County, and in Georgia most of the permits are 
associated with communities in Chatham County and Glynn County.  In Florida, almost half of 
the permits are from Monroe County, and a majority of the permits are associated with 
communities in south Florida (Brevard, Palm Beach and Miami-Dade Counties).   
 
Table 3-1. Federal snapper grouper charter permits in the South Atlantic region (2012).  


State Number of Snapper Grouper 
Charter Permits 


North Carolina 253 
 


South Carolina 
 


105 


Georgia 
 


25 
 


Florida  641 


TOTAL  1,024 


3.4.3 Deepwater Shrimp Fishing Communities 


 
Deepwater shrimp (rock shrimp and royal red shrimp) are harvested in areas which might be 
impacted by the proposed actions in this amendment (see Figure S-1 through Figure S-5 for 
deepwater shrimp VMS points).  Transit areas for these deepwater shrimp fisheries might also be 
impacted by actions in this amendment.  A detailed description of these fisheries is included in 
the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 1 (SAFMC 2009) and incorporated herein by 
reference.  It should be noted that royal red shrimp is not a federally managed species in the 
South Atlantic.   
 
Rock shrimp and royal red shrimp use the same vessels and gear.  Royal red shrimp is primarily 
caught by fishermen targeting rock shrimp.  Table 3-2 and Table 3-3 present the communities 
with commercial landings of rock shrimp and royal red shrimp respectively. In the South 
Atlantic, the majority of rock shrimp and royal red shrimp landings occur in Florida with some 
commercial landings in Georgia.  A very small amount of rock shrimp has also historically been 
landed in South Carolina, although not in recent years.   
 
Table 3-1. Fishing communities in the South Atlantic with rock shrimp landings, in descending 
order by pounds landed (ALS 2011) 
State City 
FL Titusville 
FL Mayport 
FL Jacksonville 
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FL Cocoa Beach 
GA Brunswick 
FL Fernandina Beach 
FL Key West  
FL Cocoa    
FL Marathon 


 
For rock shrimp, the communities with the highest amount of landings are located in Florida in 
Brevard and Duval Counties (Table 3-1).  The top four communities of Titusville, Mayport, 
Jacksonville, and Cocoa Beach made up approximately 95% of rock shrimp landings in 2011.   
 


 
Figure 3-2.  Top fishing communities with South Atlantic rock shrimp 
permits.  Only communities with three or more permits were included. 
(SERO FOIA, permit list as of November 7, 2012). 
 
As seen in Fig. 3-2, fishing communities with the majority of South Atlantic rock shrimp permits 
are not confined to the this region.  Several communities located in the Gulf region are among 
the top communities with South Atlantic rock shrimp permits.  These Gulf vessels are likely 
participants who seasonally migrate to South Atlantic waters and have so since the mid-1990’s.  
In addition, several communities located in the Northeast (Virginia, New Jersey, and 
Massachusetts) are among the top communities with South Atlantic rock shrimp permits.  For 
South Atlantic states, the majority of permits are in located in North Carolina (59 permits) and 
Florida (54 permits). 
 
Table 3-2.  Fishing communities in the South Atlantic with royal red shrimp landings, in 
descending order by pounds landed (ALS 2011) 
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State City 
FL Mayport 
FL Jacksonville 
FL Titusville 
FL Atlantic Beach 


 
For royal red shrimp, four South Atlantic communities along the east coast of Florida received 
commercial landings in the year 2011 (Table 3-2).  Three of the four communities with landings 
of royal red shrimp in 2011 also had landings of rock shrimp. A significant portion of the total 
landings of royal red shrimp were delivered to the top community of Mayport, Florida.  
Percentages of landings by community are not reported here because of confidentially issues.      
 







 
 
South Atlantic                                                                       Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
Coral Amendment 7 


39


3.4.4 North Carolina  
 
There are a number of North Carolina counties classified as being either medium high or high on 
the social vulnerability scale and within those counties there are numerous fishing communities 
(Figure 3-3).  Those counties that are considered to be either medium high or high on the SoVI 
are: New Hanover, Onslow, Carteret, Washington, Bertie, Chowan, Pasquotank, and 
Perquimans. 
 
Many fishermen in North Carolina work under the dual jurisdiction of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council and the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  
 


 
 
Figure 3-3.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to North Carolina Coastal Counties. 
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
There has been a steady decline in the number of federal commercial permits North Carolina and 
in 2012 there were 1,194 permits to fish commercial species (Table 3-3).  Brunswick County, 
Carteret County, New Hanover County and Dare County have the largest number of permits, 
making up over half of all federal permits in North Carolina.  Mackerel permits (Spanish 
mackerel and King mackerel) and dolphin wahoo permits are the most commonly held 
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commercial permits in North Carolina. Snapper grouper permits make up about one-tenth of 
commercial permits in the state.  
 
Table 3-3.  Federal commercial fishing permits in North Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Snapper 
Grouper 


Mackerels Dolphin-
Wahoo 


Rock 
Shrimp 


Penaeid 
Shrimp 


Spiny 
Lobster** 


Total 


Beaufort 0 2 4 1 4 0 11 
Brunswick 32 56 69 2 17 22 198 


Carteret 21 30 55 4 12 7 129 
Craven 0 0 2 12 12 0 26 
Dare 19 77 108 1 6 2 213 
Hyde 1 6 6 7 24 1 45 
New 


Hanover 
18 35 42 0 1 5 101 


Onslow 11 19 13 17 27 2 89 
Pamlico 0 2 9 14 17 19 61 


Pasquotank 0 8 3 0 0 0 11 
Pender 9 11 10 1 1 2 34 
Total 111 246 321 59 121 60 1,194 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes non-Florida permits and tailing permits.  
 
Most dealer permits are associated with Carteret, Dare and New Hanover Counties (Table 3-4). 
Almost all of the dealer permits are snapper grouper and dolphin-wahoo permits.   
 
Table 3-4.  Federal dealer permits in North Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Snapper 
Grouper 


Dolphin- 
Wahoo 


Rock 
Shrimp 


Golden 
Crab 


Wreckfish Total 


Beaufort 1 1 0 0 1 3 
Brunswick 5 5 0 0 0 10 


Carteret 10 10 1 0 1 22 
Craven 2 2 2 0 1 7 
Dare 9 11 2 1 4 27 
Hyde 1 2 0 0 1 4 
New 


Hanover 
7 7 0 0 0 14 


Onslow 4 5 0 0 1 10 
Pamlico 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Pasquotank 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pender 2 2 0 0 0 4 
Total 41 45 5 1 9 101 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
Recreational Fishing 
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Recreational fishing is well developed in North Carolina and, due to natural geography, is not 
limited to areas along the coast.  North Carolina offers several types of private recreational 
licenses for residents and visitors, and for different durations (10-day, annual, and lifetime).  
Non-resident recreational license sales are high, indicating how coastal recreational fishing is 
tied to coastal tourism in the state. In general recreational license sales have remained stable or 
increased, with the exception of annual non-resident license sales, which have declined in recent 
years (Table 3-5) 
 
Table 3-5.  Coastal recreational fishing license sales by year and type. 
License Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 


Annual 
Resident 


23,793 19,222 19,398 20,254 19,270 


Annual non-
Resident 


179,923 143,810 142,569 141,475 130,743 


10-day 
Resident 


40,255 39,110 45,724 47,619 45,467 


10-day 
Non-Resident 


131,105 125,564 132,193 137,066 130,026 


Source: NC Division of Marine Fisheries 
 
In 2012 there were 663 South Atlantic federal charter permits for dolphin wahoo, mackerel and 
cobia and snapper grouper registered to individuals in North Carolina coastal counties (Table 3-
6). A majority of the charter permits are from Dare County, Brunswick County, and Carteret 
County. It is common for charter vessels to hold all three federal charter permits.  


 
Table 3-6.  Federal charter permits in North Carolina coastal counties (2012). 


County* Dolphin 
Wahoo 


Mackerels
and Cobia


Snapper
Grouper


Total


Beaufort 1 1 1 3 
Brunswick 46 46 44 136 


Carteret 40 34 34 108 
Craven 3 2 2 7 


Dare 89 83 78 250 
Hyde 4 4 4 12 


New Hanover 36 33 29 98 
Onslow 6 7 7 20 


Pasquotank 3 3 2 8 
Pamlico 0 0 0 0 
Pender 7 7 7 21 
Total 235 220 208 663 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
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3.4.5 South Carolina 
 
Coastal South Carolina had no counties that were either medium or highly vulnerable (Figure 3-
4).  This does not mean that communities could not be vulnerable to adverse impacts because of 
regulatory action.  It may suggest that coastal South Carolina is more resilient and capable of 
absorbing such impacts without substantial social disruption.  South Carolina had no 
communities with landings or value over 3% for any coastal pelagic. While there were no 
substantial commercial landings within the state, the recreational fishery may be important.   
 


 
Figure 3-4.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to South Carolina Coastal Counties. 
 
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
While pockets of commercial fishing activities remain in the state, most are being displaced by 
the development forces and associated changes in demographics.  There are 190 commercial 
permits in South Carolina coastal counties (Table 3-7).  Horry, Georgetown, and Charleston 
Counties have the majority of finfish permits, and Beaufort County and Charleston County have 
the highest number of shrimp permits. 
 
Table 3-7(a).  Federal commercial finfish permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012).  
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County* Dolphin- 
Wahoo 


King 
Mackerel 


Snapper
Grouper


Spanish 
Mackerel


Wreckfish Total 


Beaufort 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Berkeley 1 1 1 0 0 3 


Charleston 17 4 9 2 2 34 
Georgetown 17 11 12 4 0 44 


Horry 21 7 20 6 0 54 
Total 56 23 43 12 2 136 


 
Table 3-7(b).  Federal commercial lobster and shrimp permits in South Carolina coastal counties 
(2012).  


County* Spiny 
Lobster** 


Rock 
Shrimp 


Penaeid
Shrimp 


Total


Beaufort 0 1 13 14 
Charleston 0 5 20 25 


Georgetown 2 0 3 5 
Horry 8 1 1 10 
Total 10 7 37 54 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes non-Florida permits and tailing permits.  
 
There are 27 dealer permits registered to South Carolina coastal counties (Table 3-8).  Most are 
in Charleston County. There are no federal dealer permits in Beaufort or Berkeley Counties.  
 
Table 3-8.  Federal dealer permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Dolphin-
Wahoo 


Snapper 
Grouper 


Wreckfish Total 


Charleston 7 6 2 15 
Georgetown 2 2 1 5 


Horry 3 4 0 7 
Total 12 12 3 27 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
Recreational Fishing 
 
Many areas that used to be dedicated to commercial fishing endeavors are now geared towards 
the private recreational angler and for-hire sector.  Most of the charter permits are associated 
with vessels from Charleston, Horry, and Georgetown Counties (Table 3-9). It is common for 
charter vessels to have all three federal charter permits.  
 
Table 3-9.  Federal charter permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Dolphin-
Wahoo 


Mackerels 
and Cobia


Snapper 
Grouper


Total 


Beaufort 10 17 14 41 
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Berkeley 0 1 1 2 
Charleston 43 38 36 117 


Georgetown 18 19 19 56 
Horry 28 28 25 81 
Total 99 103 95 297 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder.  
 
The majority of South Carolina saltwater anglers target coastal pelagic species such as king 
mackerel, Spanish mackerel, tunas, dolphins, and billfish.  A lesser number focus primarily on 
bottom fish such as snapper and groupers and often these species are the specialty of the 
headboats that run out of Little River, Murrells Inlet, and Charleston.  There are 35 coastal 
marinas in the state and 34 sport fishing tournaments.  South Carolina offers private recreational 
licenses for residents and visitors, and sales of all license types have more than doubled since 
2006 (Table 3-10). 
 
Table 3-10.  Sales of all saltwater recreational license types in South Carolina.  
Year Number of Licenses 


Sold 
2006 106,385 
2007 119,255 
2008 132,324 
2009 124,193 
2010 208,204 
2011 218,834 


Source: SC DNR 
 


3.4.6 Georgia 


 
Overview 
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Figure 3-5.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to Georgia Coastal Counties. 
 
There were two counties in Georgia with medium high vulnerability and those were Liberty and 
Chatham (Figure 3-5).  The fishing communities located in those counties are Savannah, 
Thunderbolt, Tybee Island and Skidaway Island in Chatham County, and Midway in Liberty 
County.   
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
Overall Georgia has much lower numbers of permits than other states.  McIntosh County has the 
most permits (Table 3-11).  Many Georgia fishermen target shrimp or hold state commercial 
fishing permits. 
 
Table 3-11.  Federal commercial fishing permits in Georgia coastal counties (2012).  
County* Dolphin-


Wahoo 
King 


Mackerel 
Spiny 


Lobster**
Rock 


Shrimp 
Snapper
Grouper


Spanish 
Mackerel 


Penaeid 
Shrimp 


Total 


Camden 1 1 4 2 1 1 4 14 
Chatham 2 1 0 1 1 1 17 23 


Glynn 1 1 0 2 1 1 15 21 
Liberty 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 


McIntosh 3 3 4 5 3 2 34 54 
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Total 7 6 8 10 6 5 72 114 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes non-Florida permits and tailing permits.  
 
There are only seven federal dealer permits associated with Georgia coastal communities, and 
only in Glynn and McIntosh County (Table 3-12).  
 
Table 3-12.  Federal dealer permits in Georgia coastal communities (2012).  
County* Dolphin-


Wahoo 
Rock 


Shrimp 
Snapper 
Grouper


Wreckfish Total 


Glynn 1 1 1 0 3 
McIntosh 1 1 1 1 4 


Total 2 2 2 1 7 
* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
 
Recreational Fishing 
 
Most federal charter permits are associated with Chatham and Glynn County (Table 3-13). 
Private recreational licenses in Georgia are included in a combination saltwater/freshwater 
license and offered in short-term and long-term licenses.  Although license holders may or may 
not fish for saltwater species, license sales over the past five years (Table 3-14) suggest that in 
general, private recreational fishing in Georgia has stayed fairly steady with the exception of 
2009, when license sales dropped for one year.   
 
Table 3-13.  Federal charter permits in Georgia coastal counties (2012).  
County Dolphin-


Wahoo 
Mackerels 
and Cobia 


Snapper
Grouper


Total 


Chatham 9 10 9 28 
Glynn 4 5 5 14 


McIntosh 1 1 1 3 
Total 14 16 15 45 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
 
Table 3-14.  Sales of recreational fishing license types that include saltwater in Georgia.   
Year Number of Licenses 


Sold 
2007 592,633 
2008 526,294 
2009 325,189 
2010 567,175 
2011 529,850 


Source: GA DNR 
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3.4.7 Florida 


 
Figure 3-6.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to South Atlantic Florida Counties. 
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A good portion of Florida’s east coast (Figure 3-6) is considered either medium high or highly 
vulnerable in terms of social vulnerability.  In fact, the only counties not included in those two 
categories are Nassau, St. John’s and Monroe.   
 
Commercial and recreational fishermen in the Florida Keys commonly fish both Gulf and 
Atlantic sides, and work under dual jurisdiction of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council and the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. 
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
Despite the high population growth rates and emphasis on a tourism economy in Florida, the 
commercial fishing sector in Florida is still robust in some areas.  There are several important 
communities that target snapper grouper species such as Mayport, Jacksonville, and Cocoa 
Beach, along with Key West, Marathon and Tavernier in the Florida Keys. Additional detailed 
information about Florida fishing communities can be found in the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment (SAFMC 2011).  
 
Florida has the largest number of commercial permits in the region (Table 3-15). The southern 
counties (Monroe, Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm Beach, and Duval) generally have the most 
commercial permits, especially finfish. The northern counties have the highest number of 
penaeid shrimp permits in the state.  The federal spiny lobster permits are most commonly 
associated with Monroe County in addition to the more than 900 Florida spiny lobster 
endorsement holders (pers. comm, FWC). 
 
Table 3-15(a).  Federal commercial finfish permits in Florida coastal counties (2012).  
County* Dolphin-


Wahoo 
King 


Mackerel 
Snapper
Grouper


Spanish 
Mackerel


Wreckfish Total 


Brevard 98 84 28 85 0 295 
Broward 87 47 13 60 0 207 


Duval 37 27 27 26 0 117 
Indian 
River 


53 51 11 54 0 169 


Martin 62 59 7 72 0 200 
Miami-
Dade 


163 82 77 153 0 475 


Monroe 365 163 217 245 2 992 
Nassau 8 5 4 5 0 22 
Palm 
Beach 


173 150 43 156 0 522 


St Johns 12 6 10 7 0 35 
St Lucie 60 52 9 69 0 190 
Volusia 24 15 16 17 3 75 
Total 1,142 741 462 949 5 3,299 
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Table 3-15(b).  Federal commercial crab, lobster and shrimp permits in Florida coastal counties 
(2012).  
 
County* Golden 


Crab 
Spiny 


Lobster** 
Rock 


Shrimp
Penaeid
Shrimp 


Total 


Brevard 0 25 5 9 39 
Broward 4 10 4 8 26 


Duval 0 20 10 32 62 
Indian 
River 


0 7 0 1 8 


Martin 0 12 2 2 16 
Miami-
Dade 


0 30 3 7 40 


Monroe 2 137 3 8 150 
Nassau 0 4 7 13 24 
Palm 
Beach 


3 21 0 4 28 


St Johns 0 2 0 4 6 
St Lucie 0 11 1 2 14 
Volusia 0 13 0 2 15 
Total 9 292 35 92 428 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes only federal tailing permits, not Florida crawfish endorsements. 
 
Florida is the only state that has permit holders for all federal dealer permits. Most deals are 
associated with Monroe, Miami-Dade, and Broward Counties (Table 3-16).  
 
Table 3-16.  Federal dealer permits in Florida (2012).  
County* Dolphin- 


Wahoo 
Golden 
Crab 


Rock 
Shrimp


Snapper 
Grouper


Wreckfish Total 


Brevard 5 3 4 6 2 20 
Broward 14 6 0 13 1 34 


Duval 2 1 2 3 1 9 
Indian 
River 


2 0 0 2 0 4 


Martin 2 1 0 2 0 5 
Miami-
Dade 


10 2 3 10 6 31 


Monroe 23 6 5 24 9 67 
Nassau 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Palm 
Beach 


7 3 1 6 1 18 
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St Johns 2 0 0 2 1 5 
St Lucie 2 0 0 2 0 4 
Volusia 6 0 1 7 2 16 
Total 75 22 17 77 23 214 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
Recreational Fishing 
 
Recreational fishing is economically and socially important for all Florida coastal counties, and 
for both residents and tourists.  Most charter permits are associated with the southern counties 
(Table 3-17), but there are at least 20 permits in all counties.  
 
Table 3-17.  Federal charter permits in Florida coastal counties (2012).  


County* Dolphin-Wahoo Mackerels and 
Cobia 


Snapper
Grouper


Total


Brevard 66 65 65 196 
Broward 58 57 59 174 


Duval 17 16 17 50 
Indian River 18 18 20 56 


Martin 10 10 11 31 
Miami-Dade 39 38 42 119 


Monroe 285 278 294 857 
Nassau 6 7 7 20 


Palm Beach 49 49 63 161 
St Johns 23 23 23 69 
St Lucie 7 6 8 21 
Volusia 30 33 32 95 
Total 608 600 641 1,849


*Based on mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
In 2010/2011, there were approximately 860,000 resident marine recreational licenses and 
394,000 non-resident marine recreational licenses sold in Florida (FWC 2012).  Eastern Florida 
recreational anglers took 10 million fishing trips: 5.4 million by private/rental boats, 4.5 million 
from shore, and 180,000 by party/charter boat (NMFS 2009) 


3.4.8 Environmental Justice Considerations 


 
Executive Order 12898 requires federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, 
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.  This executive 
order is generally referred to as environmental justice (EJ). 
 
To evaluate EJ considerations for the proposed actions, information on poverty and minority 
rates is examined at the county level. Information on the race and income status for groups at the 
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different participation levels (vessel owners, crew, dealers, processors, employees, employees of 
associated support industries, etc.) is not available.  Because the proposed actions would be 
expected to affect fishermen in several communities along the South Atlantic coast and not just 
those profiled, it is possible that other counties or communities have poverty or minority rates 
that exceed the EJ thresholds.   
 
In order to identify the potential for EJ concern, the rates of minority populations (non-white, 
including Hispanic) and the percentage of the population that was below the poverty line were 
examined.  The threshold for comparison that was used was 1.2 times the state average for 
minority population rate and percentage of the population below the poverty line. If the value for 
the community or county was greater than or equal to 1.2 times the state average, then the 
community or county was considered an area of potential EJ concern (EPA 1999).  Census data 
for the year 2010 was used.  Estimates of the state minority and poverty rates, associated 
thresholds, and community rates are provided in Table 3-18; note that only communities that 
exceed the minority threshold and/or the poverty threshold are included in the table. 
 
While some communities expected to be affected by this proposed amendment may have 
minority or economic profiles that exceed the EJ thresholds and, therefore, may constitute areas 
of concern, significant EJ issues are not expected to arise as a result of this proposed amendment.  
No adverse human health or environmental effects are expected to accrue to this proposed 
amendment, nor are these measures expected to result in increased risk of exposure of affected 
individuals to adverse health hazards.  The proposed management measures would apply to all 
participants in the affected area, regardless of minority status or income level, and information is 
not available to suggest that minorities or lower income persons are, on average, more dependent 
on the affected species than non-minority or higher income persons.  
 
Table 3-18.  Environmental Justice thresholds (2010 U.S. Census data) for counties in the South 
Atlantic region. Only coastal counties (east coast for Florida) with minority and/or poverty rates 
that exceed the state threshold are listed. 


State County Minority Minority Poverty Poverty 
  Rate Threshold* Rate Threshold*


Florida  47.4 56.88 13.18 15.81 


 


Broward 52.0 -4.6 11.7 4.11 
Miami-Dade 81.9 -34.5 16.9 -1.09 


Orange County 50.3 -2.9 12.7 3.11 
Osceola  54.1 -6.7 13.3 2.51 


Georgia  50.0 60.0 15.0 18.0 
 Liberty 53.2 -3.2 17.5 0.5 


South Carolina  41.9 50.28 15.82 18.98 
 Colleton 44.4 -2.5 21.4 -2.42 
 Georgetown 37.6 4.3 19.3 -0.32 
 Hampton 59.0 -17.1 20.2 -1.22 
 Jasper 61.8 -19.9 9.9 -0.92 


North Carolina  39.1 46.92 15.07 18.08 
 Bertie 64.6 -25.50 22.5 -4.42 
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State County Minority Minority Poverty Poverty 
  Rate Threshold* Rate Threshold*


Chowan 39.2 -0.1 18.6 -0.52 
Gates 38.8 0.3 18.3 -0.22 


Hertford 65.3 -26.2 23.5 -5.42 
Hyde 44.5 -5.4 16.2 1.88 


Martin 48.4 -9.3 23.9 -5.82 
Pasquotank 43.4 -4.3 16.3 1.78 
Perquimans 27.7 11.4 18.6 -0.52 


Tyrrell 43.3 -4.2 19.9 -1.82 
Washington 54.7 -15.6 25.8 -7.72 


*The county minority and poverty thresholds are calculated by comparing the county 
minority rate and poverty estimate to 1.2 times the state minority and poverty rates. A 
negative value for a county indicates that the threshold has been exceeded. 


 
The actions in this proposed amendment are expected to incur social and economic benefits to 
users and communities by implementing management measures that would contribute to the 
protection of important habitat. Although there may be some impacts on vessels due to area 
closures, the overall long-term benefits are expected to contribute to the social and economic 
health of South Atlantic communities.  
 
Finally, the general participatory process used in the development of fishery management 
measures (e.g., scoping meetings, public hearings, and open South Atlantic Council meetings) is 
expected to provide sufficient opportunity for meaningful involvement by potentially affected 
individuals to participate in the development process of this amendment and have their concerns 
factored into the decision process. Public input from individuals who participate in the fishery 
has been considered and incorporated into management decisions throughout development of the 
amendment. 


3.5 Administrative Environment  


3.5.1 The Fishery Management Process and Applicable Laws 


3.5.1.1 Federal Fishery Management 


 
Federal fishery management is conducted under the authority of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.), originally 
enacted in 1976 as the Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  The Magnuson-Stevens Act 
claims sovereign rights and exclusive fishery management authority over most fishery resources 
within the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), an area extending 200 nautical miles from the 
seaward boundary of each of the coastal states, and authority over U.S. anadromous species and 
continental shelf resources that occur beyond the U.S. EEZ. 
 
Responsibility for Federal fishery management decision-making is divided between the U.S. 
Secretary of Commerce and eight regional fishery management councils that represent the 
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expertise and interests of constituent states.  Regional councils are responsible for preparing, 
monitoring, and revising management plans for fisheries needing management within their 
jurisdiction.  The Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) is responsible for collecting and providing 
the data necessary for the councils to prepare fishery management plans and for promulgating 
regulations to implement proposed plans and amendments after ensuring that management 
measures are consistent with the Magnuson-Stevens Act and with other applicable laws.  In most 
cases, the Secretary has delegated this authority to NOAA Fisheries Service. 
 
The South Atlantic Council is responsible for conservation and management of fishery resources 
in Federal waters of the U.S. South Atlantic.  These waters extend from 3 to 200 miles offshore 
from the seaward boundary of the States of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and east 
Florida to Key West.  The South Atlantic Council has thirteen voting members:  one from 
NOAA Fisheries Service; one each from the state fishery agencies of North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Georgia, and Florida; and eight public members appointed by the Secretary.  On the 
South Atlantic Council, there are two public members from each of the four South Atlantic 
States.  Non-voting members include representatives of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. 
Coast Guard, State Department, and Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC).  
The South Atlantic Council has adopted procedures whereby the non-voting members serving on 
the Council Committees have full voting rights at the Committee level but not at the full Council 
level.  South Atlantic Council members serve three-year terms and are recommended by State 
Governors and appointed by the Secretary of Commerce from lists of nominees submitted by 
State governors.  Appointed members may serve a maximum of three consecutive terms.  
 
Public interests also are involved in the fishery management process through participation on 
Advisory Panels and through council meetings, which, with few exceptions for discussing 
personnel matters, are open to the public.  The South Atlantic Council uses a Scientific and 
Statistical Committee to review the data and science being used in assessments and fishery 
management plans/amendments.  In addition, the regulatory process is in accordance with the 
Administrative Procedures Act, in the form of “notice and comment” rulemaking. 


3.5.1.2 State Fishery Management 


 
The state governments of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida have the 
authority to manage fisheries that occur in waters extending three nautical miles from their 
respective shorelines.  North Carolina’s marine fisheries are managed by the Marine Fisheries 
Division of the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources.  The Marine 
Resources Division of the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources regulates South 
Carolina’s marine fisheries.  Georgia’s marine fisheries are managed by the Coastal Resources 
Division of the Department of Natural Resources.  The Marine Fisheries Division of the Florida 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission is responsible for managing Florida’s marine 
fisheries.  Each state fishery management agency has a designated seat on the South Atlantic 
Council.  The purpose of state representation at the Council level is to ensure state participation 
in Federal fishery management decision-making and to promote the development of compatible 
regulations in state and Federal waters.  
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The South Atlantic States are also involved through the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (ASMFC) in management of marine fisheries.  This commission was created to 
coordinate state regulations and develop management plans for interstate fisheries.  It has 
significant authority, through the Atlantic Striped Bass Conservation Act and the Atlantic 
Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act, to compel adoption of consistent state 
regulations to conserve coastal species.  The ASFMC also is represented at the Council level, but 
does not have voting authority at the Council level. 
 
NOAA Fisheries Service’ State-Federal Fisheries Division is responsible for building 
cooperative partnerships to strengthen marine fisheries management and conservation at the 
state, inter-regional, and national levels.  This division implements and oversees the distribution 
of grants for two national (Inter-jurisdictional Fisheries Act and Anadromous Fish Conservation 
Act) and two regional (Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act and Atlantic 
Striped Bass Conservation Act) programs.  Additionally, it works with the ASMFC to develop 
and implement cooperative State-Federal fisheries regulations.  


3.5.1.3 Enforcement 


 
Both the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries Office for Law 
Enforcement (NOAA/OLE) and the United States Coast Guard (USCG) have the authority and 
the responsibility to enforce South Atlantic Council regulations.   NOAA/OLE agents, who 
specialize in living marine resource violations, provide fisheries expertise and investigative 
support for the overall fisheries mission.  The USCG is a multi-mission agency, which provides 
at sea patrol services for the fisheries mission. 
 
Neither NOAA/OLE nor the USCG can provide a continuous law enforcement presence in all 
areas due to the limited resources of NOAA/OLE and the priority tasking of the USCG.  To 
supplement at sea and dockside inspections of fishing vessels, NOAA entered into Cooperative 
Enforcement Agreements with all but one of the States in the Southeast Region (North Carolina), 
which granted authority to State officers to enforce the laws for which NOAA/OLE has 
jurisdiction.  In recent years, the level of involvement by the States has increased through Joint 
Enforcement Agreements, whereby States conduct patrols that focus on Federal priorities and, in 
some circumstances, prosecute resultant violators through the State when a state violation has 
occurred.    
 
NOAA General Counsel issued a revised Southeast Region Magnuson-Stevens Act Penalty 
Schedule in June 2003, which addresses all Magnuson-Stevens Act violations in the Southeast 
Region.  In general, this Penalty Schedule increases the amount of civil administrative penalties 
that a violator may be subject to up to the current statutory maximum of $120,000 per violation.  
NOAA General Counsel requested public comment through December 20 2010, on a new draft 
policy. 
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 Chapter 4.  Environmental Consequences 
 


4.1 Action 1.  Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC 
  
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not modify the boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  The 
existing Oculina Bank HAPC is delineated by the following boundaries:  on the north by 28°30' 
N, on the south by 27°30' N., on the east by the 100-fathom (183-m) contour, and on the west by 
80°00' W.; and two adjacent satellite sites: the first bounded on the north by 28°30' N., on the 
south by 28°29' N., on the east by 80°00' W., and on the west by 80°03' W.; and the second 
bounded on the north by 28°17' N., on the south by 28°16' N., on the east by 80°00 W., and on 
the west by 80°03' W. 
  
Alternative 2.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC. 
 


Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 4-1).  Sub-alternative 2a = 
430 square miles 


 
Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 4-2).  Sub-alternative 2b = 
228 square miles 


 
Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 4-3).  Sub-alternative 2c = 
278 square miles 


 
Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 4-4).  Sub-alternative 2d = 
380 square miles 


  
Alternative 3.  Modify the western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 28° 4.5’N to the 
north boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary would coincide 
with the current western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W). The west boundary could 
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either use the 60 meter contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude (Figure 4-5). Alternative 3 = 76 
square miles 
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Figure 4-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 
100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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 Figure 4-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 70 
meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure 4-3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank 
HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 100 meter 
depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure 4-4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 90 
meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon.
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Figure 4-5.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Modification to the western boundary of the Oculina Bank 
HAPC.  The west boundary would follow the 80° 03’W longitude between 28° 30’N and 28° 
16’N which is the western border of the Oculina HAPC satellite regions, and would follow the 60 
meter contour as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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4.1.1 Biological Effects  
 
Within the Oculina Bank HAPC, the following prohibitions are in place: anchoring or use of 
grapples; trawling, use of fish traps, or bottom-longlines; fishing for or possession of rock 
shrimp; possession of coral or bottom habitat, including Oculina.  Under Alternative 1 (No 
Action) these actions would continue to be prohibited.  Alternatives 2, and associated sub-
alternatives and Alternative 3, propose increasing the size of the Oculina Bank HAPC and 
extending the prohibitions to a larger area.  As the size of the Oculina HAPC is increased, the 
biological benefit increases for the coral in the area, including Oculina; the species that use the 
bottom substrate as habitat; and for the rock shrimp populations in the HAPC.  Increasing the 
size of the Oculina HAPC, may provide a refuge for other important species in the area, such as 
snapper grouper populations.   
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Oculina Bank CHAPC  Proposed 


Northern Extension‐  Deepwater 


Shrimp Vessels Participating the 


Shrimp Fishery


Alternative 


2a


Alternative 


2d


New Alt. Alternative 


2c


Alternative 


2b


New Alt.


Proposed Extension Alternative Coral and 


Habitat Aps


60‐90m New Alt.   


(Staff)


70‐100m 70‐90m New Alt.  


Shrimp AP


VMS Points in Alternative (07‐11) 6,908 5,935 5,376 3,118 2,158 1,346


Total VMS Points (07‐11) 313,379 313,379 313,379 313,379 313,379 313,379


Total VMS Points (07‐11) (2‐4knots) 73,915 73,915 73,915 73,915 73,915 73,915


Percent in Alternative 2.20% 1.89% 1.72% 0.99% 0.69% 0.43%


VMS Points in Alternative (2‐4knots) 2,494 2,180 1,325 968 478 159


Percent in Alternative (2‐4knots) of 


Total VMS (2‐4knots)


3.37% 2.95% 1.79% 1.31% 0.65% 0.22%


Oculina Bank CHAPC  Proposed 


Northern Extension ‐ Deepwater 


Shrimp Vessels Participating in the 


Deepwater Shrimp (Rock and Royal Red 


Shrimp) Fisheries


Proposed Extension Alternative Coral and 


Habitat APs


60‐90m NewAlt 70‐100m 70‐90m ShrimpAP


VMS Points in Alternative (07‐11) 6,908 5,935 5,376 3,118 2,158 1,346


Total Offshore DWS VMS Points (07‐11) 91,056 91,056 91,056 91,056 91,056 91,056


Total Offshore DWS VMS Points (07‐11) 


(2‐4knots)


31,576 31,576 31,576 31,576 31,576 31,576


Percent in Alternative 7.59% 6.52% 5.90% 3.42% 2.37% 1.48%


VMS Points in Alternative (2‐4knots) 2,494 2,180 1,325 968 478 159


Percent in Alternative (2‐4knots) of 


Total DWS VMS (2‐4knots)


7.90% 6.90% 4.20% 3.07% 1.51% 0.50%


Oculina Bank CHAPC Proposed 


Northern Extension as it Relates to the 


Rock Shrimp Fishery


Proposed Extension Alternative Coral and 


Habitat APs


60‐90m NewAlt 70‐100m 70‐90m Shrimp AP


VMS Points in Alternative (07‐11) 6,908 5,935 5,376 3,118 2,158 1,346


Total Offshore Rock Shrimp VMS Points 


(07‐11)


79,214 79,214 79,214 79,214 79,214 79,214


Total Offshore Rock Shrimp Points (2‐4 


knots)


23,089 23,089 23,089 23,089 23,089 23,089


Percent in Alternative 8.72% 7.49% 6.79% 3.94% 2.72% 1.70%


VMS Points in Alternative (2‐4knots) 2,494 2,180 1,325 968 478 159


Percent in Alternative (2‐4knots) of 


Total Rock Shrimp VMS (2‐4knots)


10.80% 9.44% 5.74% 4.19% 2.07% 0.69%


 
 


Table 1.  VMS descriptive activity corresponding to the alternatives for expansion of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC. 
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4.1.2 Economic Effects 


  
“Marine resources are a type of natural capital that can be invested or used to generate a return to 
its owner” (Carter 2003).  From an economic perspective, CHAPCs may be viewed as an 
investment instrument that is applied to a public asset (i.e., federal fishery resources).  To be 
considered economically successful, total social benefits from CHAPC investment must 
outweigh all opportunity costs that are incurred, after accounting for risk.  The most efficient 
investment scheme is the one that either maximizes excess social benefit over cost or possibly 
minimizes excess social cost over benefit.  In other words, the preferred regulatory option should 
be the one that provides the greatest benefit for the least cost.  A similar approach was used for 
Snapper Grouper Amendment 14 (SAFMC 2007) that established a network of MPAs.  In this 
context, the net value of the proposed CHAPC expansions can be evaluated using a traditional 
benefit-cost framework:  do the potential benefits of protection, adjusted to account for risks, 
outweigh the potential costs realized over both the short and long run.  The discussion included 
here of general economic effects was covered in CE-BA 1 (SAFMC 2010c) and has been 
modified to fit the context of this amendment. 
 
For the most part benefit-cost valuation for MPAs, and similar designations (like CHAPCs), is 
determined by distributional effects related to the displacement of recreational and commercial 
fishermen, changes in economic impact on surrounding communities, and bio-economic linkages 
associated with the protected stock.  However, societal issues may be present as well.  Economic 
benefits and costs resulting from CHAPC protection may be characterized as either consumptive 
(e.g., commercial and recreational fishing) or non-consumptive (e.g., diving for sightseeing 
purposes).  Consumptive costs and benefits are direct biological and economic effects that affect 
the profitability of a commercial fishing fleet, the satisfaction of recreational fishermen, and the 
efficient use of society‘s resources.  Non-consumptive benefits and costs include societal losses 
and gains as well as effects on fishery management.  The following subsections describe specific 
costs and benefits relevant to implementation of CHAPCs for deepwater species.  After that, 
specific information is provided regarding the economic environment surrounding several 
affected fisheries.  
 


4.1.2.1 Costs  


 
Consumptive Costs  
Most of the consumptive costs associated with CHAPCs can be generalized as displacement 
effects directly incurred by commercial vessels that normally fish in the protected areas.  Direct 
consumptive costs to fishermen unable to fish in protected areas include a decrease in catch 
levels; an increase in trip-level costs associated with searching for new fishing grounds; an 
increase in opportunity costs associated with learning a new type of fishing; congestion and user 
conflicts on new fishing grounds; and increased personal risk.  Displacement effects have a 
negative impact on the predicted value of the proposed expansions of the CHAPCs in Actions 1, 
3, and 4.  Sometimes fishermen are able to mitigate these costs by redirecting effort to open areas 
and targeting different species.  This may not be possible in a case where the fishing for a 
particular species is highly specialized such as golden crab.  Although some displaced fishermen 
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may avoid some displacement costs as a result of redirecting effort and targeting different 
species, the addition of new fishing effort to open areas could have an extra negative effect on 
the health of other stocks.  
 


4.1.2.2 Major Types of Displacement Costs  


 
Decreased Catch Levels  
In the short run, total catch by displaced vessels may be reduced.  This result depends on 
technological decision-making by the affected vessels in response to an area closure.  
 
Changes in fishermen behavior are likely to have a temporal and spatial context and depend on 
both economic and biological conditions.  Short-run technological decisions could involve 
changes in the variable cost structure, gear modifications, and location choices involving fishing 
grounds as well as homeports.  Decreased harvest levels may be mitigated to the extent that 
fishermen can find alternative forms of fishing or spillover effects may create future harvest 
benefits such as increased catches or reduced harvest variability.  
 
Increase in Trip-Level/Search/Opportunity Costs  
Perhaps the most significant portion of displacement costs comes from the effect the closed area 
has on fishing behavior.  Displaced operators must now choose new fishing locations, maybe 
target new species, or even learn a new type of fishing.  These new trip level decisions have a 
direct impact on trip-related variable costs as well as time-related opportunity costs.  In 
particular, fuel costs are likely to change.  The immediate search for profitable alternative fishing 
grounds likely results in additional fuel expenditures and lost opportunities to fish.  In the case of 
the deepwater closures, vessels may actually use less fuel if the new fishing grounds are closer to 
shore or if significant spillover effects are realized on adjacent boundaries.  If displaced 
fishermen try to learn a new type of fishing or employ new types of gear, additional costs may be 
incurred as the fishermen go along the learning curve.  
 
Harvest and Personal Risks  
Closed area regulations could cause fishermen to incur extra risk as they seek new and 
unfamiliar fishing grounds or employ unfamiliar fishing techniques.  This risk could incorporate 
both harvest and personal dimensions.  Again though, the closure of deepwater areas may force 
vessels inshore, which could decrease the personal risk to the crew while reduced harvest 
variability from spillover effects could result in extra benefits.  
 
Regional Economic Impacts  
A possible indirect consumptive cost is the short-run impact that a reduction in income has on 
the surrounding communities.  If displaced fishermen cannot mitigate all losses incurred from the 
proposed CHAPC expansions, their communities likewise would be negatively affected as less 
income flows through different sectors of the local economy.  Fishing income originally spent in 
the community by fishermen cycles throughout the regional economy producing a multiplier 
effect, which induces regional expenditures and savings totaling more than the original income.  
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The amount of fishing income lost and the magnitude of the multiplier effect determines the 
extent of the negative impact on the predicted value.  
 
Non-consumptive Costs  
Decreases in the quality of inshore fishing grounds and reduced option, bequest, and existence 
values resulting from increased fishing pressure redirected toward inshore fish stocks result in 
non-consumptive costs.  Action 2 may mitigate some of these consequences.  To the extent that 
these costs are realized, a negative influence must be accounted for in the predicted valuation of 
CHAPCs.  See Figure 4-6 for examples of non-consumptive uses and a depiction of how non-
consumptive uses relate to other economic values of CHAPCs.  
 


 
Figure 4-6. Flow chart depicting different economic values associated with protected areas. 
 
Management Costs  
Direct costs incurred by management or some institutional body include funding for planning, 
maintenance, and enforcement; however, enforcement costs could be mitigated relative to other 
types of effort restrictions resulting in a net benefit.  The added regulatory cost that management 
must incur due to implementation of a closed area is a negative impact on the predicted value.  
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4.1.2.3 Benefits  


 
Consumptive Benefits  
Consumptive benefits could be realized over the long run if spillover effects are assumed to 
affect aggregate harvest levels in the remaining fishable areas as stocks become healthier.  Major 
consumptive benefits include spillover effects, increased stock biomass, increased harvest levels, 
and reduced variability of harvests and revenues.  
 
Replenishment/Stock Effects  
These effects refer to a net increase in biomass and aggregate harvest in the remaining open areas 
as a result of improved habitat due to expansion of the CHAPCs.  The amount of economic 
benefit that would eventually be derived due to spillover effects from the CHAPCs depends on a 
myriad of biological and economic factors specific to the species in question and the vessels that 
target them.  The long-term realization of spillover effects would have a positive impact on the 
predicted economic value of the proposed CHAPC expansions.  
 
Increased Catch Levels  
Over the long run, aggregate catch by displaced and unaffected vessels alike may increase due to 
spillover effects.  This result depends on biological characteristics of the stock as well as fleet 
wide technological decision-making in response to the area closure.  If spillover occurs in open 
fishing grounds, which historically have contributed a relatively small share towards aggregate 
catch (perhaps due to overexploitation), then the probability of increased harvests is relatively 
higher; however, if the protected species are overly sessile, the probability of increased harvests 
is relatively lower (Sanchirico et al. 2002).  
 
Non-consumptive Benefits  
 
Quality Increases in CHAPCs  
If regulation works from a biological perspective, then habitat and protected fish in the CHAPCs 
over time become more numerous and heavier, on average, due to an increase of older fish in the 
population.  Protection could also increase biodiversity, community structure, and general habitat 
conditions in the short- and long-term (Leeworthy and Wiley 2002).  These benefits could 
contribute to an overall healthier ecosystem which eventually supports sustained recreational and 
commercial fishing activities.  Thus, environmental quality increases constitute a positive 
addition to the predicted value of a CHAPC.  
 
Option Values  
Benefits may arise from maintaining the option to use the ecological resources within the 
proposed CHAPCs in the future.  In essence, society is paying a risk premium (i.e., closing the 
area to certain activities) to keep the option of future use available and hedge the uncertainty 
associated with damaging corals and their habitat.  Thus, the capture of option value through 
gear restrictions constitutes a positive addition to the predicted value of the proposed CHAPCs. 
See Figure 4-12 for a depiction of how option values relate to other economic values of 
protected areas.  
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Bequest and Existence Values  
Benefits may arise from CHAPCs as future generations are able to utilize the resources in these 
areas.  The amount that society is willing to pay for this benefit is known as a bequest value.  
Additionally, knowing that deepwater species would continue to exist in the future is known as 
an existence value.  Thus, the realization of bequest and existence values through closures 
constitutes a positive addition to the predicted value of the proposed CHAPCs expansions.  See 
Figure 4-12 for a depiction of how bequest and existence values relate to other economic values 
of protected areas.  
 


4.1.2.4 Commercial Fishery  


 
Alternative 1 (No action) would not expand the boundaries of the Oculina HAPC.  The 
additional areas proposed in Alternatives 2 and 3 would not be protected from bottom longlines; 
trawls (mid-water and bottom); dredge, pots, or traps; or use of anchor and chain, or use of 
grapple and chain by all fishing vessels under Alternative 1 (No Action).  As a result, the 
commercial fishery could experience long-term negative impacts from potential loss of habitat 
for commercial species due to lack of protection of these areas. The various sub-alternatives 
under Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 could have negative short-term impacts on the rock 
shrimp and snapper grouper fisheries. 
 
Rock Shrimp  
A detailed discussion of the economic effects on the rock shrimp fishery will be forthcoming 
when the VMS data for the alternatives and sub-alternatives have been analyzed. 
 
Snapper Grouper  
A detailed discussion of the economic effects of Action 1 on the snapper grouper fishery will be 
forthcoming when the existing data for the alternatives and sub-alternatives have been analyzed. 
 
The commercial fishery in general in general is expected to benefit in the long-term from an 
overall healthier ecosystem resulting from protection of corals and habitat and from increased 
stock levels.  
 


4.1.2.5 Recreational Fishery  


 
With regard to recreational fisheries, the anchoring prohibition that would be effect in Action 1, 
Alternatives 2 and 3 (including all sub-alternatives) would not impact fishing activities for the 
fisheries that do not anchor (e.g., troll fishery for billfish, dolphin, wahoo, tuna, etc.) and impacts 
on these recreational activities would be minimal.  Most fishing vessels would not be able to 
anchor effectively in the depths proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3.  Thus, the action of 
establishing the CHAPCs and prohibiting anchoring of fishing vessels within them would have 
only a small negative impact on recreational fisheries.  The small negative impact would be due 
to the restriction on anchoring.  
 







 
South Atlantic                                                                  Chapter 4.  Affected Environment 
Coral Amendment 7  
    


69


The recreational fishery is expected to benefit in the long term from an overall healthier 
ecosystem resulting from protection of corals and habitat and from increased stock levels.  
 


4.1.2.6 Non-Use Value  


 
Protecting this habitat described in Action 1 is expected to result in overall positive net 
economic benefits to society.  Specifically, society is expected to benefit from the possible 
availability of new information resulting from avoiding the loss of coral species that could be 
used to benefit society, an increase in bequest value, and an increase in existence value (see the 
beginning of the economic impacts section for an explanation of these terms).  The full suite of 
benefits the species that the proposed CHAPC expansions would protect are unknown but could 
include medicinal and environmental benefits. 
 


4.1.3 Social Effects  


 
Closed areas can have significant negative social effects on fishermen if any fishing grounds are 
no longer open to harvest.  Fishermen would need to fish other areas in order to maintain 
operations, which may result in user conflicts or overcrowding issues.  Additionally, increased 
economic costs associated with travel to other fishing grounds could affect crew employment 
opportunities on vessels. Long-term social benefits may be associated with the long-term 
biological benefits of closed areas, as long as the closures are appropriately selected and include 
a periodic evaluation of effectiveness.  Closing some areas may have broad social benefits by 
protecting more coral areas and may contribute to improved fishery resources. 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would have minimal social effects because the fleet is already 
harvesting in open areas and prohibited from working in the closed areas. Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3 would impact the rock shrimp fleet and possibly other commercial fisheries by 
closing some historic, present and potential future fishing grounds.  Additionally, if a transit 
provision is not established, travel costs could negatively affect some operations.  If the cost to 
travel to or from the fishing grounds is too high due to new closed areas under Alternatives 2 
and 3, a business may choose to no longer participate in the fishery. The size and the location of 
the closed areas are the two most significant factors that would be expected to negatively impact 
fishermen.  Larger areas (such as Sub-alternative 2a) could have more impact than smaller 
proposed areas (such as Sub-alternative 2b) if the location is in an area where harvest is 
occurring.    


4.1.4 Administrative Effects  


 
The expansion of the Oculina HAPC (Alternative 2 and sub-alternatives, Alternative 3) would 
have a moderate administrative impact.  Administrative impacts would be incurred through the 
rule making process, outreach and enforcement.  The impacts associated with enforcement would 
differ between the alternatives based on the size of the closed area .  It is expected the larger the 
expansion of the HAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative 
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impacts associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.  However, the shrimp 
fisheries that occur in the area are required to have a vessel monitoring system and this reduces 
the  level of at-sea enforcement.  Actions in the Comprehenisive Ecosystem Based Amendment 3 
propose the use of VMS for the commercial snapper-grouper fishery and  if that action and 
amendment are approved, the VMS would help with enforcement in the HAPC.   


4.2 Action 2.  Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank 
HAPC 


 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not implement a transit provision through Oculina Bank 
HAPC.  Currently, possession of rock shrimp in or from the area on board a fishing 
vessel is prohibited. 


 
Alternative 2.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  When transiting the 
Oculina Bank, gear must be stowed in accordance with CFR Section 622.35 (i)(2).  
Vessels must maintain a minimum speed of 5 knots while in transit through the Oculina 
HAPC.  In the event minimal speed is not sustainable, vessel must communicate to 
appropriate contact.  
 


4.2.1  Biological Effects  


The establishment of a transit provision would not result in biological effects within the Oculina 
HAPC.  A transit provision has been established in the South Atlantic for other fisheries through 
closed areas to allow for easier access to traditional fishing grounds.  Establishing a transit 
provision through Oculina may have negative biological benefits for the shrimp stocks that are 
on the Eastern side of Oculina as fishing vessels will have easier access to them.  Without a 
transit provision, the trip to those fishing grounds would be long and not cost effective to 
fishermen, providing an indirect protection to those shrimp populations.    
 


4.2.2 Economic Effects 


 
The intent of Action 2 is to lessen the economic effects on rock shrimp fishermen should the 
Council choose to implement Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a, 2b, 2c, or 2d of Alternative 2 any 
of which would extend the size of the Oculina Bank HAPC northwards.  Action 2, Alternative 1 
(No Action) would require rock shrimp fishermen to travel around either the northern or 
southern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC to reach allowable fishing grounds on the east 
side.  None of the proposed sub-alternatives would extend the boundary of the HAPC southward.  
All of the sub-alternatives of Action 1 would increase the northern latitude by the same distance.  
Moving the northern boundary further north would increase the direct economic costs in terms of 
increased expenses (fuel) and lost opportunity, not only due to the loss of fishing grounds in the 
additional closed area, but also due to fishing time lost by having to transit around the closed 
area.  While the exact extent of the economic effects of Action 1, Sub-Alternatives 2a, 2b, 2c, 
and 2d combined with Action 2, Alternative 1 (No Action) cannot be determined, the overall 
range of economic effects of the sub-alternatives would best be characterized in terms of the total 
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additional area closed.  In order of most to least expected direct negative economic effects, Sub-
Alternative 2a would be expected to have the greatest effect by closing an additional 430 square 
miles, followed by Sub-Alternative 2d (380 square miles), then Sub-Alternative 2c (278 square 
miles), and Sub-Alternative 2b (228 square miles) would have the smallest expected negative 
economic effect.   
 
Rock shrimp fishermen would receive some relief from the expected negative economic effects 
should Action 2, Alternative 2 be selected as the preferred.  This alternative would allow 
fishermen to transit the Oculina Bank with gear stowed and transiting at a minimum speed of 5 
knots.  However, should the Council select Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative, regardless 
of which alternative or sub-alternative is chosen in Action 1 would see a benefit because the 
transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC would all transit through the entire HAPC.  
Fishermen that are now required to transit around the current boundaries could transit through as 
long as they follow the guidelines.  This would be a positive, direct economic benefit for these 
fishermen as they will use less fuel and take less time to get to their fishing grounds. 
 


4.2.3 Social Effects  


 
If additional closed areas are established under Action 1, some negative impacts on the fishing 
vessels and crew may be reduced with a transit provision. The transit provision in Alternative 2 
would be beneficial to the shrimp and snapper grouper vessels by reducing the risk of negative 
impacts due to increased travel time and costs when traveling around a closed area to outer 
fishing grounds.  Establishment of a transit provision under Alternative 2 would not be expected 
to reduce the long-term social benefits of coral protection while reducing some of the negative 
impacts on the fishing fleet.  


4.2.4 Administrative Effects  


There would be minor administrative impacts associated with the transit provision.  
Administrative impacts associated with enforcement would be greatest for these action 
alternatives.  There are already transit provision regulations for other South Atlantic fisheries and 
modifying regulations to include transit through Oculina would not result is signifigant 
administrative impacts.  However, in discussion with the shrimp fishery participants, it has been 
made clear that the current transit provision regulations would need to be modified to better suit 
this fishery.  If modifications are made to the transit regulations, administrative impacts would 
increase on the agency during the development and implementation phase.  If modifications are 
not made to the transit provisions to suit the shrimp fishery, impacts on the fishery participants 
will increase as they will need to modify fishing behavior.  
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4.3 Action 3.  Expand boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC    
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action)  Do not expand the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC.  The existing Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC is delineated by the coordinates 
identified in CFR §633.35 (n)(iii).   


  
Alternative 2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC in the area west of the existing 
boundary approximately by the 200 meter depth contour between latitude 30°45.0’ to the north 
and latitude 29°52.0’ to the south (Figure 4-7).    
 
Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
Coral HAPC to include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and exclude areas of royal 
red fishery activity based on VMS data (Figure 4-8).     
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Figure 4-7.  Action 3, Alternative 2, the Coral Advisory Panel’s original proposed expansion of the 
Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC western boundary.  
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Figure 4-8.  Action 3, Alternative 3, modifications to the Coral AP’s recommendation for expanding the 
Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC based on suggestions from shrimp industry representatives during the 
CE-BA 3 public scoping process.  This figure includes area of mapped habitat within the Coral AP’s 
proposed extension and excludes areas of royal red fishery activity based on VMS data.  
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4.3.1 Biological Effects  


 
The Stetson Miami Terrace Coral HAPC (60, 937 square kilometers, 23,528 square miles) is the 
largest of the five deepwater Coral HAPCs implemented through the Comprehensive Ecosystem 
Based Amendment 1 (CE-BA 1).  It encompasses three of the former proposed Coral HAPCs off the 
coasts of South Carolina, Georgia, and East Florida to the Miami Terrace off of Biscayne Bay, and 
extends the western boundary to the 400-meter depth contour.  
 
Below are descriptions of the main areas encompassed by this proposed Coral HAPC.  
 
Stetson Reef - Stetson Reef is characterized by hundreds of pinnacles along the eastern Blake Plateau 
offshore South Carolina and over 200 coral mounds. This area supports a 152 meter-tall (500 feet) 
pinnacle in 822 meters (2,697 feet) of water where recent submersible dives discovered live bushes 
of Lophelia coral, sponges, gorgonians, and black coral bushes. This represents one of the tallest 
Lophelia coral lithoherms known.  
 
Savannah and East Florida Lithoherms - This site is characterized by numerous lithoherms at depths 
of 550 meters (1,804 feet) with relief up to 60 meters (197 feet) that provide live-bottom habitat. 
Submersible dives found that these lithoherms provided habitat for large populations of massive 
sponges and gorgonians in addition to smaller macroinvertebrates which have not been studied in 
detail. Some ridges have nearly 100% cover of sponges. Although few large fish have been observed 
at this site, a swordfish, several sharks, and numerous blackbelly rosefish were noted. Further south, 
echosounder transects along a 222-kilometer (138-mile) stretch off northeastern and central Florida 
(depth 700-800 meters; 2,297-2,625 feet) mapped nearly 300 coral mounds from 8 to 168 meters tall 
(26-551 feet). 
 
Miami Terrace - The Miami Terrace and Escarpment is a Miocene-age terrace off southeast Florida 
that supports high relief hardbottom habitats and rich benthic communities in 200-600 meter (1,969 
feet) depths.  Dense aggregations of 50 to 100 wreckfish were observed, in addition to blackbelly 
rosefish, skates, sharks, and dense schools of jacks. Lophelia mounds are also present at the base of 
the escarpment, within the Straits of Florida, but little is known of their abundance, distribution, or 
associated fauna. The steep escarpments, especially near the top of the ridges, are rich in corals, 
octocorals, and sponges. 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would not modify the Coral HAPC coordinates for the Stetson Miami 
Terrace Coral HAPC.  Alternative 2 would provide greater biological benefits to species caught 
within the expanded area.  Alternative 3 would have provide greater biological benefits to all 
species caught within the expanded area with the exception of royal red species.   
 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be expected to result in positive biological impacts to the 
deepwater coral habitat in these areas. Given the slow growth of deepwater corals, any impacts 
would be expected to result in long-term biological losses of deepwater coral habitat as well as the 
species that utilize this habitat. Under these alternatives, habitats within the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
proposed Coral HAPC expansion would be protected from damaging fishing gear such as bottom 
longline, which would have positive biological impacts on the species in the area. 
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It is reasonable to expect that when a fishing vessel uses bottom tending gear, anchors, or grapples 
and chains in the deepwater Coral HAPCs, it would result in a taking/killing of prohibited coral or 
live rock. Corals covered by the Coral FMP are considered to be non-renewable resources.  Fishing 
gear that comes in contact with the seafloor inevitably disturb the seabed and pose the most 
immediate direct threat to deepwater coral ecosystems.  Fishing gear that impact the seafloor include 
bottom trawls, bottom longlines, bottom gillnets, dredges, and pots/traps (Chuenpagdee et al., 2003; 
Morgan and Chuenpagdee, 2003).  Bottom tending gear and anchors, grapples, and chains can break 
fragile corals, dislodge reef framework, and scar corals, opening lesions for infection.  Impacts of 
gear damage are not limited to direct crushing of live coral but also include effects of the attached 
chains which will abrade and denude coral structures.  Stress caused by abrasion may result in a 
decline in health or stability of the reef or live bottom system.  In shallow water, coral will respond 
through polyp retraction, altered physiology or behavior, and when sheered by anchor chains provide 
a point for infection.  It is thought deepwater corals may respond similarly (John Reed, pers. comm. 
2007).  Damage inflicted by bottom tending gear, anchors, chains, and grapples is not limited to 
living coral and hardbottom resources but extends to disruption of the balanced and highly 
productive nature of the coral and live/hardbottom ecosystems. 
 


4.3.2 Economic Effects 


 
The general economic effects of CHAPCs discussed previously in sections 4.1.2.1 through 
4.1.2.3, and section 4.1.2.5 regarding the recreational fishery apply to Action 3, as well.  Specific 
economic effects to commercial fisheries will be reported as the impact of the proposed 
additional closed bottom areas is analyzed.  
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal social effects because this would maintain 
access to harvest areas.  The proposed extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC 
under Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red shrimp and snapper 
grouper fishings fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available.  Alternative 3 would 
likely have minimal impacts on the deepwater shrimp fleet because this would maintain access to 
harvest areas. 
 


4.3.3 Social Effects  


 
The potential social effects of establishing or expanding closed areas are discussed in Section 
4.1.3. Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal social effects because this would 
maintain access to shrimp and snapper grouper harvest areas that would be reduced under 
Alternative 2.  The proposed extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC under 
Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red and rock shrimp fleet, and 
possibly other fisheries, if historic fishing grounds are no longer available, but Alternative 3 
would likely reduce the potential impacts on the deepwater shrimp fleet because this would 
maintain access to harvest areas.  
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4.3.4 Administrative Effects  


  
The expansion of the Stetson Miami Terrace Coral HAPC (Alternative 2 and Alternative 3) 
would have a minimal administrative impact.  Administrative impacts would be incurred through 
the rule making process, outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts would differ 
between the alternatives in the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger the expansion 
of the Coral HAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts 
associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.  However, shrimp fisheries that 
may occur in the area are already equipped with VMS which will alleviate some of the concerns 
with at-sea enforcement.  
 


4.4 Action 4.  Expand boundaries of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC 
 


Alternative 1.  (No Action) Do not modify the boundaries of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC.  
The existing Cape Lookout Coral HAPC is identified by the following coordinates: 


  Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24’37”               75°45’11” 
 34°10’26”     75°58’44” 
 34°05’47”     75°54’54” 
 34°21’02”     75°41’25” 
 
Alternative 2.  Extend the northern boundary to encompass the area identified by the following 
coordinates (Figure 4-9): 


 Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24.6166’            75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’     75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’          75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’          75°41.5’ 
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 Figure 4-9.  Action 4, Alternative 2. Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion 
of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC northern boundary.
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4.4.1 Biological Effects  


 
The Comprehensive Ecosystem Based Amendment 1 implemented the Cape Lookout Coral HPAC in 
which the use of bottom longlines, trawls (mid-water and bottom), dredge, pots, or traps; use of 
anchor and chain, or use of grapple and chain by all fishing vessels; and possession of any species 
regulated by the Coral FMP are prohibited.  These are the same regulations currently in place within 
the Oculina HAPC (with the exception of mid-water trawls).  Under Alternative 1, these same 
prohibitions would apply.  Alternative 2 proposes to expand the original Cape Lookout Coral HPAC 
along the Northern boundary.  This would increase the size of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC from 
316 square kilometers to 324 square kilometers.  This expansion would benefit deepwater coral 
ecosystems and has been proposed based on new information of deepwater corals in the area.   
 
It is reasonable to expect that when a fishing vessel uses bottom tending gear, anchors, or grapples 
and chains in the deepwater Coral HAPCs, it would result in a taking/killing of prohibited coral or 
live rock. Corals covered by the Coral FMP are considered to be non-renewable resources.  Fishing 
gear that comes in contact with the seafloor inevitably disturb the seabed and pose the most 
immediate direct threat to deepwater coral ecosystems.  Fishing gear that impact the seafloor include 
bottom trawls, bottom longlines, bottom gillnets, dredges, and pots/traps (Chuenpagdee et al., 2003; 
Morgan and Chuenpagdee, 2003).  Bottom tending gear and anchors, grapples, and chains can break 
fragile corals, dislodge reef framework, and scar corals, opening lesions for infection.  Impacts of 
gear damage are not limited to direct crushing of live coral but also include effects of the attached 
chains which will abrade and denude coral structures.  Stress caused by abrasion may result in a 
decline in health or stability of the reef or live bottom system.  In shallow water, coral will respond 
through polyp retraction, altered physiology or behavior, and when sheered by anchor chains provide 
a point for infection.  It is thought deepwater corals may respond similarly (John Reed, pers. comm. 
2007).  Damage inflicted by bottom tending gear, anchors, chains, and grapples is not limited to 
living coral and hardbottom resources but extends to disruption of the balanced and highly 
productive nature of the coral and live/hardbottom ecosystems. 


  


4.4.2 Economic Effects  


  
The general economic effects of CHAPCs discussed previously in sections 4.1.2.1 through 
4.1.2.3, and section 4.1.2.5 regarding the recreational fishery apply to Action 3, as well.  Specific 
economic effects to commercial fisheries will be reported as the impact of the proposed 
additional closed bottom areas is analyzed.   
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal economic effects because this would 
maintain access to current harvest areas.  The proposed extension of the Cape Lookout Coral 
HAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative economic effects particularly on the snapper 
grouper fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available.   
 


4.4.3 Social Effects  
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The potential social effects of establishing or expanding closed areas are discussed in Section 
4.1.3. Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal negative social effects because no 
current or potential fishing grounds would be closed.  The proposed extension of the Cape 
Lookout Coral HAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red 
and rock shrimp fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available, or if the closed area 
affected travel to and from harvest areas. The small size of the expansion proposed under 
Alternative 2 would also be expected to result in less social impact than a larger area.  
 
 
 


4.4.4 Administrative Effects  


  
The expansion of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC (Alternative 2) would have a minimal 
administrative impact.  Administrative impacts would be felt through the rule making process, 
outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts would differ between the alternatives in 
the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the Cape Lookout 
HAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts associated with 
these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
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Chapter 5.  Council’s Choice for the 
Preferred Alternative 
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Chapter 6.  Cumulative Effects 


Needs to be updated.  


6.1 Biological 
 
1. Identify the significant cumulative effects issues associated with the proposed action 
and define the assessment goals. 
 
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) cumulative effects guidance states that this step is 
done through three activities.  The three activities and the location in the document are as 
follows:  


I. The direct and indirect effects of the proposed actions (Chapter 4); 
II. Which resources, ecosystems, and human communities are affected (Chapter 3); 


and 
III. Which effects are important from a cumulative effects perspective (information 


revealed in this Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA)? 
 
2. Establish the geographic scope of the analysis. 
 
The immediate impact area would be the federal 200-mile limit of the Atlantic off the coasts of 
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and east Florida to Key West, which is also the South 
Atlantic Council’s area of jurisdiction.  The extent of boundaries also would depend upon the 
degree of fish immigration/emigration and larval transport; whichever has the greatest 
geographical range.  The ranges of affected species are described in Section 3.2.1.  Section 3.1.3 
describes the essential fish habitat designation and requirements for species affected by this 
amendment.      
 
3. Establish the timeframe for the analysis. 
 
Establishing a timeframe for the CEA is important when the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions are discussed.  It would be advantageous to go back to a time when 
there was a natural, or some modified (but ecologically sustainable) condition.  However, data 
collection for many fisheries began when species were already fully exploited.  Therefore, the 
timeframe for analyses should be initiated when data collection began for the various fisheries.  
In determining how far into the future to analyze cumulative effects, the length of the effects will 
depend on the species and the alternatives chosen. 
 
4. Identify the other actions affecting the resources, ecosystems, and human 
communities of concern (the cumulative effects to the human communities are discussed in 
Section 4).  
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Listed are other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions occurring in the South Atlantic 
region.  These actions, when added to the proposed management measures, may result in 
cumulative effects on the biophysical environment. 
 


I. Fishery-related actions   
 


  A. Past 
 
  


B. Present 
 
In addition to snapper grouper fishery management issues being addressed in this 
amendment, several other snapper grouper amendments have been developed 
concurrently and are in the process of approval and implementation.  


 
Amendment 18A to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 2011f) contains 
measures to limit participation and effort in the black sea bass fishery, reduce 
bycatch in the black sea bass pot fishery, changes to the rebuilding strategy and 
other necessary changes to the management of black sea bass as a result of the 
ongoing stock assessment.  In addition, Amendment 18A includes alternatives to 
improve data collection.  The South Atlantic Council approved Amendment 18A 
in December 2011.   
 
Regulatory Amendment 11 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Regulatory Amendment 
11; SAFMC 2011b) was approved by the South Atlantic Council at their August 
9, 2011, meeting.  If approved, Regulatory Amendment 11 would remove the 
current deepwater closure beyond 240 ft for six deepwater snapper grouper 
species.  
 
The Comprehensive ACL Amendment (SAFMC 2011c) includes ACLs and AMs 
for federally managed species not undergoing overfishing in four FMPs (Snapper 
Grouper, Dolphin Wahoo, Golden Crab, and Sargassum.  Actions contained 
within the Comprehensive ACL Amendment include:  (1) Removal of species 
from the snapper grouper fishery management unit; (2) designating ecosystem 
component species; (3) allocations; (4) management measures to limit 
recreational and commercial sectors to their ACLs; (5) AMs; and (5) any 
necessary modifications to the range of regulations.  The South Atlantic Council 
approved the Comprehensive ACL Amendment in September 2011.  Regulations 
for the Comprehensive ACL Amendment will be in place on April 16, 2012. 
 
Amendment 20A to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Amendment 20A; SAFMC 
2011e) would distribute shares from inactive participants in the wreckfish 
individual transferable quota (ITQ) to active shareholders.  The South Atlantic 
Council approved Amendment 20A in December 2011.   
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Amendment 24 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Amendment 24; SAFMC 2011d) 
considers a rebuilding plan for red grouper, which is overfished and undergoing 
overfishing.  The South Atlantic Council approved Amendment 24 in December 
2011.   
 
Regulatory Amendment 12 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Regulatory Amendment 
12; SAFMC 2012) includes alternatives to adjust the golden tilefish ACL based 
on the results of a new assessment, which indicates golden tilefish are no longer 
experiencing overfishing and are not overfished.  Regulatory Amendment 12 also 
includes an action to adjust the recreational AM.  
 


 
  C. Reasonably Foreseeable Future 
 


Amendment 20B to the Snapper Grouper FMP are currently under development.  
The amendment will include a formal review of the current wreckfish ITQ 
program, and will update/modify that program according to recommendations 
gleaned from the review.  The amendments will also update the wreckfish ITQ 
program to comply with Reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens requirements. 


 
 


II. Non-Council and other non-fishery related actions, including natural events  
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5. Characterize the resources, ecosystems, and human communities identified in 
scoping in terms of their response to change and capacity to withstand stress.  
 
In terms of the biophysical environment, the resources/ecosystems identified in earlier steps of 
the CEA are the fish populations directly or indirectly affected by the regulations.  This step 
should identify the trends, existing conditions, and the ability to withstand stresses of the 
environmental components. 
 
  
 
6. Characterize the stresses affecting these resources, ecosystems, and human 
communities and their relation to regulatory thresholds.  
 
This step is important in outlining the current and probable stress factors on snapper grouper 
species identified in the previous steps.  The goal is to determine whether these species are 
approaching conditions where additional stresses could have an important cumulative effect 
beyond any current plan, regulatory, or sustainability threshold (CEQ 1997).  Sustainability 
thresholds can be identified for some resources, which are levels of impact beyond which the 
resources cannot be sustained in a stable state.  Other thresholds are established through 
numerical standards, qualitative standards, or management goals.  The CEA should address 
whether thresholds could be exceeded because of the contribution of the proposed action to other 
cumulative activities affecting resources. 
 
Fish populations  
Quantitative definitions of overfishing and overfished for golden tilefish are identified in 
Amendments 11 and 12 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 1998).  Numeric values of 
thresholds overfishing and overfished for golden tilefish were updated/modified in Amendment 
15B (SAFMC 2008b).  These values include maximum sustainable yield (MSY), the fishing 
mortality rate that produces MSY (FMSY), the biomass or biomass proxy that supports MSY 
(BMSY), the minimum stock size threshold below which a stock is considered to be overfished 
(MSST), the maximum fishing mortality threshold above which a stock is considered to be 
undergoing overfishing (MFMT), and optimum yield (OY).  Amendment 15b to the Snapper 
Grouper FMP also provided new definitions of MSST for golden tilefish.  Amendment 15b 
became effective in December 2009. 
 
Climate change 
Global climate changes could have significant effects on South Atlantic fisheries.  However, the 
extent of these effects is not known at this time.  Possible impacts include temperature changes 
in coastal and marine ecosystems that can influence organism metabolism and alter ecological 
processes such as productivity and species interactions; changes in precipitation patterns and a 
rise in sea level which could change the water balance of coastal ecosystems; altering patterns of 
wind and water circulation in the ocean environment; and influencing the productivity of critical 
coastal ecosystems such as wetlands, estuaries, and coral reefs (Kennedy et al. 2002).  
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It is unclear how climate change would affect snapper grouper species in the South Atlantic.  
Climate change can affect factors such as migration, range, larval and juvenile survival, prey 
availability, and susceptibility to predators.  In addition, the distribution of native and exotic 
species may change with increased water temperature, as may the prevalence of disease in 
keystone animals such as corals and the occurrence and intensity of toxic algae blooms.  Climate 
change may significantly impact snapper grouper species in the future, but the level of impacts 
cannot be quantified at this time, nor is the time frame known in which these impacts will occur. 
 
7. Define a baseline condition for the resources, ecosystems, and human communities.  
 
The purpose of defining a baseline condition for the resource and ecosystems in the area of the 
proposed action is to establish a point of reference for evaluating the extent and significance of 
expected cumulative effects.  The SEDAR assessments show trends in biomass, fishing 
mortality, fish weight, and fish length going back to the earliest periods of data collection.  For 
some species such as snowy grouper, assessments reflect initial periods when the stock was 
above BMSY and fishing mortality was fairly low.  However, some species such were heavily 
exploited or possibly overfished when data were first collected.  As a result, the assessment must 
make an assumption of the biomass at the start of the assessment period thus modeling the 
baseline reference points for the species.   
 
For a detailed discussion of the baseline conditions of each of the species addressed in this 
amendment the reader is referred to those stock assessment and stock information sources 
referenced in Item Number 6 of this CEA. 
 
8. Identify the important cause-and-effect relationships between human activities and 
resources, ecosystems, and human communities (Table 6-1). 
 
Table 6-1.  The cause and effect relationship of fishing and regulatory actions within the time 
period of the Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA).   
Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 


Effects 
Pre-January 12, 1989 Habitat destruction, growth overfishing 


of vermilion snapper. 
Damage to snapper grouper habitat, 
decreased yield per recruit of vermilion 
snapper.  


January 1989 Trawl prohibition to harvest fish 
(SAFMC 1988a & b). 


Increase yield per recruit of vermilion 
snapper; eliminate trawl damage to live 
bottom habitat. 


Pre-January 1, 1992 Overfishing of many snapper grouper 
species.  


Spawning stock ratio of these species is 
estimated to be less than 30% 
indicating that they are overfished.  


January 1992 Prohibited gear: fish traps south of 
Cape Canaveral, FL; entanglement 
nets; longline gear inside of 50 
fathoms; powerheads and bangsticks in 
designated SMZs off SC. 
Size/Bag limits: 10” TL vermilion 
snapper (recreational only); 12” TL 
vermilion snapper (commercial only); 


Reduce mortality of snapper grouper 
species.  
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Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 
Effects 


10 vermilion snapper/person/day; 
aggregate grouper bag limit of 
5/person/day; and 20” TL gag, red, 
black, scamp, yellowfin, and 
yellowmouth grouper size limit 
(SAFMC 1991a). 


Pre-June 27, 1994 Damage to Oculina habitat. Noticeable decrease in numbers and 
species diversity in areas of Oculina off 
FL  


July 1994 Prohibition of fishing for and retention 
of snapper grouper species (HAPC 
renamed OECA; SAFMC 1993) 


Initiated the recovery of snapper 
grouper species in OECA.  


1992-1999 Declining trends in biomass and 
overfishing continue for a number of 
snapper grouper species including 
golden tilefish.   


Spawning potential ratio for golden 
tilefish is less than 30% indicating that 
they are overfished.  


July 1994 Commercial quota for golden tilefish;  
commercial trip limits for golden 
tilefish; include golden tilefish in 
grouper recreational aggregate bag 
limits. 


 


February 24, 1999 All S-G without a bag limit:  aggregate 
recreational bag limit 20 
fish/person/day, excluding tomtate and 
blue runners.  Vessels with longline 
gear aboard may only possess snowy, 
warsaw, yellowedge, and misty 
grouper, and golden, blueline and sand 
tilefish. 


 


October 23, 2006 Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 13C 
(SAFMC 2006) 


Commercial vermilion snapper quota 
set at 1.1 million pounds gw; 
recreational vermilion snapper size 
limit increased to 12” TL to prevent 
vermilion snapper overfishing. 


Effective February 12, 
2009 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 14 
(SAFMC 2007) 


Use marine protected areas (MPAs) as 
a management tool to promote the 
optimum size, age, and genetic 
structure of slow growing, long-lived 
deepwater snapper grouper species 
(e.g., speckled hind, snowy grouper, 
warsaw grouper, yellowedge grouper, 
misty grouper, golden tilefish, blueline 
tilefish, and sand tilefish).  Gag and 
vermilion snapper occur in some of 
these areas. 


Effective March 20, 
2008 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 
15A (SAFMC 2008a) 


Establish rebuilding plans and SFA 
parameters for snowy grouper, black 
sea bass, and red porgy. 


Effective Dates Dec 16, 
2009, to Feb 16, 2010. 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 15B 
(SAFMC 2008b) 


End double counting in the commercial 
and recreational reporting systems by 
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Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 
Effects 
prohibiting the sale of bag-limit caught 
snapper grouper, and minimize impacts 
on sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish. 


Effective Date 
July 29, 2009 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 16 
(SAFMC 2009a) 


Protect spawning aggregations and 
snapper grouper in spawning condition 
by increasing the length of the 
spawning season closure, decrease 
discard mortality by requiring the use 
of dehooking tools, reduce overall 
harvest of gag and vermilion snapper to 
end overfishing. 


Effective Date  January 
4, 2010 


Red Snapper Interim Rule Prohibit commercial and recreational 
harvest of red snapper from January 4, 
2010, to June 2, 2010 with a possible 
186-day extension.  Reduce overfishing 
of red snapper while long-term 
measures to end overfishing are 
addressed in Amendment 17A. 


Effective Date 
December 4, 2010 


Snapper Grouper FMP Amendment 
17A (SAFMC 2010a). 


SFA parameters for red snapper; ACLs 
and ACTs; management measures to 
limit recreational and commercial 
sectors to their ACTs; accountability 
measures.  Establish rebuilding plan for 
red snapper. 
 


Effective Date January 
31, 2011  


Snapper Grouper Amendment 17B 
(SAFMC 2010b) 


ACLs and ACTs; management 
measures to limit recreational and 
commercial sectors to their ACTs; 
AMs, for species undergoing 
overfishing.  


Target 2012  Snapper Grouper FMP Amendment 
18A (SAFMC 2011f) 


Prevent overexploitation in the black 
sea bass fishery.  


Target 2011 Comprehensive ACL Amendment 
(SAFMC 2011c) 


ACLs ACTs, and AMs for species not 
experiencing overfishing; 
accountability measures; an action to 
remove species from the fishery 
management unit as appropriate; and 
management measures to limit 
recreational and commercial sectors to 
their ACTs. 


Target 2011 Regulatory Amendment 11 (SAFMC 
2011b) 


Re-addresses the deepwater area 
closure implemented in Amendment 
17B  


Effective Date July 15, 
2011 


Regulatory Amendment 9 (SAFMC 
2011a) 


Harvest management measures for 
black sea bass; commercial trip limits 
for gag, vermilion and greater 
amberjack 


Target 2012 Amendment 20A (Wreckfish) (SAFMC 
2011e) 


Redistribute inactive wreckfish shares.  
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Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 
Effects 


Target 2012 Amendment 24 (Red Grouper) 
(SAFMC 2011d) 


Establishes a rebuilding plan for red 
grouper, specifies ABC, and establishes 
ACL, ACT and revises AMs for the 
commercial and recreational sectors. 


Target 2012 Regulatory Amendment 12 (SAFMC 
2012) 


Adjusts the golden tilefish ACL based 
on the results of a new stock 
assessment and modifies the 
recreational golden tilefish AM. 


Target 2013 Snapper Grouper Amendment 22 
(under dev) 


Develop a long-term management 
program for red snapper in the South 
Atlantic.  


 
9. Determine the magnitude and significance of cumulative effects.   
 
     
10. Modify or add alternatives to avoid, minimize, or mitigate significant cumulative 
effects. 
 
 
11. Monitor the cumulative effects of the selected alternative and adopt management. 
 
The effects of the proposed action are, and will continue to be, monitored through collection of 
data by NOAA Fisheries Service, states, stock assessments and stock assessment updates, life 
history studies, and other scientific observations.   
 


6.2 Socioeconomic 
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Chapter 7: Other Applicable Law 


7.1 Administrative Procedures Act  
 
All federal rulemaking is governed under the provisions of the Administrative Procedures 


Act (APA) (5 U.S.C. Subchapter II), which establishes a “notice and comment” procedure to 
enable public participation in the rulemaking process.  Under the APA, NMFS is required to 
publish notification of proposed rules in the Federal Register and to solicit, consider and respond 
to public comment on those rules before they are finalized.  The APA also establishes a 30-day 
wait period from the time a final rule is published until it takes effect, with some exceptions. 
This amendment complies with the provisions of the APA through the South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council’s (South Atlantic Council) extensive use of public meetings, requests for 
comments, and consideration of comments.  The proposed rule associated with this amendment 
will have a request for public comments, which complies with the APA. 


  


7.2 Information Quality Act 
 
The Information Quality Act (Section 515 of the Treasury and General Government 


Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (Public Law 106-443)) which took effect October 1, 
2002, directed the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to issue government-wide 
guidelines that “provide policy and procedural guidelines to federal agencies for ensuring and 
maximizing the quality, objectivity, utility, and integrity of information disseminated by federal 
agencies”.  OMB directed each federal agency to issue its own guidelines, establish 
administrative mechanisms allowing affected persons to seek and obtain correction of 
information that does not comply with OMB guidelines, and report periodically to OMB on the 
number and nature of complaints. 
 


The NOAA Section 515 Information Quality Guidelines require a series of actions for each 
new information product subject to the Information Quality Act (IQA).  This document has used 
the best available information and made a broad presentation thereof. The process of public 
review of this document provides an opportunity for comment and challenge to this information, 
as well as for the provision of additional information.   
 


The information contained in this document was developed using best available scientific 
information.  Therefore, this amendment and National Environemental Policy Act (NEPA) 
analysis are in compliance with the IQA. 


7.3 Coastal Zone Management Act  
 
Section 307(c)(1) of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 requires 


that all federal activities that directly affect the coastal zone be consistent with approved state 
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coastal zone management programs to the maximum extent practicable.  While it is the goal of 
the South Atlantic Council to have management measures that complement those of the states, 
federal and state administrative procedures vary and regulatory changes are unlikely to be fully 
instituted at the same time.  Based on the analysis of the environmental consequences of the 
proposed action in Chapter 4, the South Atlantic Council has concluded this amendment would 
improve federal management of South Atlantic fisheries and is consistent to the maximum extent 
practicable with the Coastal Zone Management Plans of Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, and 
North Carolina.    


7.4  Endangered Species Act 
 


The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 U.S.C. Section 1531 et seq.) requires that 
federal agencies must ensure actions they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or endangered species or the habitat designated 
as critical to their survival and recovery.  The ESA requires NOAA Fisheries Service to consult 
with the appropriate administrative agency (itself for most marine species, and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service for all remaining species) when proposing an action that may affect threatened 
or endangered species or adversely modify critical habitat.  Consultations are necessary to 
determine the potential impacts of the proposed action.  They are concluded informally when 
proposed actions may affect but are “not likely to adversely affect” threatened or endangered 
species or designated critical habitat.  Formal consultations, resulting in a biological opinion, are 
required when proposed actions may affect and are “likely to adversely affect” threatened or 
endangered species or adversely modify designated critical habitat. 


 
The IPT, Council Staff, and Council reviewed the actions proposed in this Amendment and 


concluded that there were no impacts on threatened or endangered species of their habitat 
designated as critical to their survival and recovery.   
 


7.5 Executive Order 12612:  Federalism  
 


E.O. 12612 requires agencies to be guided by the fundamental federalism principles when 
formulating and implementing policies that have federalism implications.  The purpose of the 
Order is to guarantee the division of governmental responsibilities between the Federal 
government and the States, as intended by the framers of the Constitution.  No federalism issues 
have been identified relative to the actions proposed in this amendment and associated 
regulations.  Therefore, preparation of a Federalism assessment under E.O. 13132 is not 
necessary.  
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7.6 Executive Order 12866:  Regulatory Planning and Review 
 


E.O. 12866, signed in 1993, requires federal agencies to assess the costs and benefits of their 
proposed regulations, including distributional impacts, and to select alternatives that maximize 
net benefits to society.  To comply with E.O. 12866, NMFS prepares a Regulatory Impact 
Review (RIR) for all fishery regulatory actions that implement a new FMP or that significantly 
amend an existing plan.  RIRs provide a comprehensive analysis of the costs and benefits to 
society associated with proposed regulatory actions, the problems and policy objectives 
prompting the regulatory proposals, and the major alternatives that could be used to solve the 
problems.  The reviews also serve as the basis for the agency’s determinations as to whether 
proposed regulations are a “significant regulatory action” under the criteria provided in E.O. 
12866 and whether proposed regulations will have a significant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities in compliance with the RFA.  A regulation is economically significant if 
it is likely to result in an annual effect on the economy of at least $100,000,000 or adversely 
affect in a material way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, jobs, the 
environment, public health or safety, or state, local, or tribal governments or communities . 
 


The RIR is included as Appendix E. 
 


7.7 Executive Order 12962:  Recreational Fisheries  
 


E.O. 12962 requires federal agencies, in cooperation with States and Tribes, to improve the 
quantity, function, sustainable productivity, and distribution of U.S. aquatic resources for 
increased recreational fishing opportunities through a variety of methods including, but not 
limited to, developing joint partnerships; promoting the restoration of recreational fishing areas 
that are limited by water quality and habitat degradation; fostering sound aquatic conservation 
and restoration endeavors; and evaluating the effects of federally-funded, permitted, or 
authorized actions on aquatic systems and evaluating the effects of federally-funded, permitted, 
or authorized actions on aquatic systems and recreational fisheries, and documenting those 
effects.  Additionally, the order establishes a seven member National Recreational Fisheries 
Coordination Council responsible for, among other things, ensuring that social and economic 
values of healthy aquatic systems that support recreational fisheries are considered by federal 
agencies in the course of their actions, sharing the latest resource information and management 
technologies, and reducing duplicative and cost-inefficient programs among federal agencies 
involved in conserving or managing recreational fisheries.  The Council also is responsible for 
developing, in cooperation with Federal agencies, States, and Tribes, a Recreational Fishery 
Resource Conservation Plan - to include a five-year agenda.  Finally, the Order requires NMFS 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to develop a joint agency policy for administering the 
ESA. 
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
12962. 
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7.8 Executive Order 13089:  Coral Reef Protection 
 


E.O. 13089, signed by President William Clinton on June 11, 1998, recognizes the 
ecological, social, and economic values provided by the Nation’s coral reefs and ensures that 
federal agencies are protecting these ecosystems.  More specifically, the Order requires federal 
agencies to identify actions that may harm U.S. coral reef ecosystems, to utilize their program 
and authorities to protect and enhance the conditions of such ecosystems, and to ensure that their 
actions do not degrade the condition of the coral reef ecosystem.  
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
13089.  


 


7.9 Executive Order 13158:  Marine Protected Areas 
 


E. O. 13158 was signed on May 26, 2000, to strengthen the protection of U.S. ocean and 
coastal resources through the use of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs). The E.O. defined MPAs as 
“any area of the marine environment that has been reserved by Federal, State, territorial, tribal, 
or local laws or regulations to provide lasting protection for part or all of the natural and cultural 
resources therein”.  It directs federal agencies to work closely with state, local, and non-
governmental partners to create a comprehensive network of MPAs “representing diverse U.S. 
marine ecosystems, and the Nation’s natural and cultural resources”.  
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
13158. 


 


7.10 Marine Mammal Protection Act 
 


The Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) established a moratorium, with certain 
exceptions, on the taking of marine mammals in U.S. waters and by U.S. citizens on the high 
seas.  It also prohibits the importing of marine mammals and marine mammal products into the 
United States.  Under the MMPA, the Secretary of Commerce (authority delegated to NOAA 
Fisheries Service) is responsible for the conservation and management of cetaceans and 
pinnipeds (other than walruses).  The Secretary of the Interior is responsible for walruses, sea 
otters, polar bears, manatees, and dugongs.   
 


Part of the responsibility that NOAA Fisheries Service has under the MMPA involves 
monitoring populations of marine mammals to make sure that they stay at optimum levels.  If a 
population falls below its optimum level, it is designated as “depleted”.  A conservation plan is 
then developed to guide research and management actions to restore the population to healthy 
levels.   
 


In 1994, Congress amended the MMPA to govern the taking of marine mammals incidental 
to commercial fishing operations.  This amendment required the preparation of stock 
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assessments for all marine mammal stocks in waters under U.S. jurisdiction; development and 
implementation of take-reduction plans for stocks that may be reduced or are being maintained 
below their optimum sustainable population levels due to interactions with commercial fisheries; 
and studies of pinniped-fishery interactions.  The MMPA requires a commercial fishery to be 
placed in one of three categories, based on the relative frequency of incidental, serious injuries 
and mortalities of marine mammals.  Category I designates fisheries with frequent, serious 
injuries and mortalities incidental to commercial fishing; Category II designates fisheries with 
occasional, serious injuries and mortalities; and Category III designates fisheries with a remote 
likelihood or no known serious injuries or mortalities.   
 


Under the MMPA, to legally fish in a Category I and/or II fishery, a fisherman must take 
certain steps.  For example, owners of vessels or gear engaging in a Category I or II fishery are 
required to obtain a marine mammal authorization by registering with the Marine Mammal 
Authorization Program (50 CFR 229.4).  They are also required to accommodate an observer if 
requested (50 CFR 229.7(c)), and they must comply with any applicable take reduction plans. 
 


The actions in this amendment would modify the frequency and methods of data collection.  
None of the actions will have an impact on marine mammals.   
  


7.11 Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186 
 


The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) implemented several bilateral treaties for bird 
conservation between the United States and Great Britain, the United States and Mexico, the 
United States and Japan, and the United States and the former Union of Soviet Socialists 
Republics.  Under the MBTA, it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, possess, trade, or 
transport any migratory bird, or any part, nest, or egg of a migratory bird, included in treaties 
between the countries, except as permitted by regulations issued by the Department of the 
Interior (16 U.S.C. 703-712).  Violations of the MBTA carry criminal penalties.  Any equipment 
and means of transportation used in activities in violation of the MBTA may be seized by the 
United States government and, upon conviction, must be forfeited to the government.   
 


Executive Order 13186 directs each federal agency taking actions that have, or are likely to 
have, a measurable negative effect on migratory bird populations to develop and implement a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to 
conserve those bird populations.  In the instance of unintentional take of migratory birds, NOAA 
Fisheries Service would develop and use principles, standards, and practices that will lessen the 
amount of unintentional take in cooperation with the USFWS.  Additionally, the MOU would 
ensure that National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analyses evaluate the effects of actions 
and agency plans on migratory birds, with emphasis on species of concern.   
 


An MOU is currently being developed, which will address the incidental take of migratory 
birds in commercial fisheries under the jurisdiction of NOAA Fisheries Service.  NOAA 
Fisheries Service must monitor, report, and take steps to reduce the incidental take of seabirds 
that occurs in fishing operations.  The United States has already developed the U.S. National 
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Plan of Action for Reducing Incidental Catch of Seabirds in Longline Fisheries.  Under that plan 
many potential MOU components are already being implemented. 
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
13186.   


7.12 National Environmental Policy Act  
 


This amendment to the South Atlantic Snapper Grouper FMP has been written and organized 
in a manner that meets NEPA requirements, and thus is a consolidated NEPA document,  as 
described in NOAA Administrative Order (NAO) 216-6, Section 6.03.a.2. 
 
Purpose and Need for Action 
The purpose and need for this action are described in Section 1.4. 
 
Alternatives 
The alternatives for this action are described in Section 2.0. 
 
Affected Environment 
The affected environment is described in Section 3.0. 
 
Impacts of the Alternatives 
The impacts of the alternatives on the environment are described in Section 4.0.   
 


7.13 National Marine Sanctuaries Act 
 


Under the National Marine Sanctuaries Act (NMSA) (also known as Title III of the Marine 
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972), as amended, the U.S. Secretary of 
Commerce is authorized to designate National Marine Sanctuaries to protect distinctive natural 
and cultural resources whose protection and beneficial use requires comprehensive planning and 
management.  The National Marine Sanctuary Program is administered by the Sanctuaries and 
Reserves Division of the NOAA.  The Act provides authority for comprehensive and coordinated 
conservation and management of these marine areas.  The National Marine Sanctuary Program 
currently comprises 13 sanctuaries around the country, including sites in American Samoa and 
Hawaii.  These sites include significant coral reef and kelp forest habitats, and breeding and 
feeding grounds of whales, sea lions, sharks, and sea turtles.  The two main sanctuaries in the 
South Atlantic exclusive economic zone are Gray’s Reef and Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuaries. 
 


The alternatives considered in this Amendment are not expected to have any adverse impacts 
on the resources managed by the Gray’s Reef and Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuaries. 
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7.14 Paperwork Reduction Act  
 


The purpose of the Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) is to minimize the burden on the public.  
The Act is intended to ensure that the information collected under the proposed action is needed 
and is collected in an efficient manner (44 U.S.C. 3501 (1)).  The authority to manage 
information collection and record keeping requirements is vested with the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB).  This authority encompasses establishment of guidelines 
and policies, approval of information collection requests, and reduction of paperwork burdens 
and duplications.  PRA requires NOAA Fisheries Service to obtain approval from the OMB 
before requesting most types of fishery information from the public.   


 
None of the actions in this amendment will request information from the public and the 


actions will not trigger a PRA approval.   
 


7.15 Regulatory Flexibility Act  
 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) of 1980 (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) requires federal 
agencies to assess the impacts of regulatory actions implemented through notice and comment 
rulemaking procedures on small businesses, small organizations, and small governmental 
entities, with the goal of minimizing adverse impacts of burdensome regulations and record-
keeping requirements on those entities.  Under the RFA, NOAA Fisheries Service must 
determine whether a proposed fishery regulation would have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities.  If not, a certification to this effect must be prepared and 
submitted to the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business Administration.  
Alternatively, if a regulation is determined to significantly impact a substantial number of small 
entities, the Act requires the agency to prepare an initial and final Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis to accompany the proposed and final rule, respectively.  These analyses, which describe 
the type and number of small businesses, affected, the nature and size of the impacts, and 
alternatives that minimize these impacts while accomplishing stated objectives, must be 
published in the Federal Register in full or in summary for public comment and submitted to the 
chief counsel for advocacy of the Small Business Administration.  Changes to the RFA in June 
1996 enable small entities to seek court review of an agency’s compliance with the Act’s 
provisions. 
 


The Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis is included as Appendix D. 
 


7.16 Small Business Act  
 


Enacted in 1953, the Small Business Act requires that agencies assist and protect small-
business interests to the extent possible to preserve free competitive enterprise.  The objectives 
of the act are to foster business ownership by individuals who are both socially and economically 
disadvantaged; and to promote the competitive viability of such firms by providing business 
development assistance including, but not limited to, management and technical assistance, 
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access to capital and other forms of financial assistance, business training, and counseling, and 
access to sole source and limited competition federal contract opportunities, to help firms 
achieve competitive viability.  Because most businesses associated with fishing are considered 
small businesses, NOAA Fisheries Service, in implementing regulations, must make an 
assessment of how those regulations will affect small businesses.  Economic and social impacts 
of the actions and alternatives are included in the analysis in Chapter 4.   


7.17 Public Law 99-659:  Vessel Safety  
 


Public Law 99-659 amended the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act to require that a Fishery Management Plan (FMP) or FMP amendment must consider, and 
may provide for, temporary adjustments (after consultation with the U.S. Coast Guard and 
persons utilizing the fishery) regarding access to a fishery for vessels that would be otherwise 
prevented from participating in the fishery because of safety concerns related to weather or to 
other ocean conditions. 
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Chapter 8.  List of Agencies, 
Organizations, and Persons Consulted 
Responsible Agency 
           
Coral Amendment 7:    Environmental Assessment   
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council  NMFS, Southeast Region 
4055 Faber Place Drive, Suite 201   263 13th Avenue South  
Charleston, South Carolina 29405 St. Petersburg, Florida 33701    
(843) 571-4366 (TEL) (727) 824-5301 (TEL) 
Toll Free: 866-SAFMC-10 (727) 824-5320 (FAX)  
(843) 769-4520 (FAX) 
safmc@safmc.net  
 
List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Consulted 
SAFMC Law Enforcement Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Coral Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Shrimp Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee  
North Carolina Coastal Zone Management Program 
South Carolina Coastal Zone Management Program  
Georgia Coastal Zone Management Program 
Florida Coastal Zone Management Program  
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 
North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries 
North Carolina Sea Grant 
South Carolina Sea Grant 
Georgia Sea Grant 
Florida Sea Grant 
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission  
Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries Development Foundation 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
 - Washington Office 
 - Office of Ecology and Conservation 
 - Southeast Regional Office 
 - Southeast Fisheries Science Center
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AMENDMENT 8 TO THE FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR CORAL, CORAL 
REEFS, AND LIVE/HARDBOTTOM HABITATS of the SOUTH ATLANTIC REGION 







    I


Definitions of Abbreviations and Acronyms Used in the 
Amendment


ABC acceptable biological catch 
 
ACL annual catch limits 
 
AM accountability measures 
 
ACT annual catch target 
 
B  a measure of stock biomass in either 


weight or other appropriate unit 
 
BMSY  the stock biomass expected to exist 


under equilibrium conditions when 
fishing at FMSY 


 
BOY  the stock biomass expected to exist 


under equilibrium conditions when 
fishing at FOY 


 
BCURR  The current stock biomass 
 
 
CPUE  catch per unit effort 
 
 
EA  environmental assessment 
 
EEZ  exclusive economic zone 
 
EFH  essential fish habitat 
 
F  a measure of the instantaneous rate 


of fishing mortality 
 
F30%SPR fishing mortality that will produce a 
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Abstract 
 
 
Actions in Coral Amendment 8 address modifications to Coral Habitat Areas of 
Particular Concern in the South Atlantic.  
 
Actions in Coral Amendment 8 consider alternatives that could: 
 


 Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern 
(HAPC)  


 Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 Expand the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC 
 Expand the boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC 


 
This Environmental Assessment has been prepared to analyze the effects of the 
actions considered in these amendments.    
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Why is the South Atlantic Council taking Action? 
 


 
 
 


 


Purpose for Action 
 
The purpose of Coral Amendment 8 is to increase protections for 
deepwater coral based on new information of deepwater coral 
resources in the South Atlantic.  
 


Need for Action 
 
The need for action in Coral Amendment 8 is to address recent 
discoveries of deepwater coral resources and protect deepwater 


coral ecosystems in the South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction from 
future activities that could compromise their condition.  
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What Are the Proposed Actions? 
 
There are 4 actions being proposed in Coral Amendment 8.  Each action has a range of 
alternatives, including a ‘no action alternative’ and a ‘preferred alternative’. 
 
 
  
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral Amendment 8 
 


1. Expand Boundaries of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC 


 
2. Implement a Transit Provision 


through Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


3. Expand Boundaries of the Stetson-
Miami Terrace CHAPC  


 
4. Expand Boundaries of the Cape 


Lookout CHAPC 
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What Are the Alternatives? 
 
Action 1.  Expand boundaries of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC  
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not modify the boundaries of 
the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
The existing Oculina Bank HAPC is delineated by the 
following boundaries:  on the north by 28°30' N, on the south 
by 27°30' N., on the east by the 100-fathom (183-m) contour, 
and on the west by 80°00' W.; and two adjacent satellite sites: 
the first bounded on the north by 28°30' N., on the south by 
28°29' N., on the east by 80°00' W., and on the west by 
80°03' W.; and the second bounded on the north by 28°17' N., on the south by 28°16' N., on the 
east by 80°00 W., and on the west by 80°03' W. 
 
Alternative 2.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure S-1).  Sub-Alternative 2a = 
430 square miles 
 
Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from the 
current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W.   The west 
and east boundaries would follow close to the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour 
lines, respectively, while annexing hard bottom features, as represented in the simplified 
polygon (Figure S-2).  Sub-alternative 2b = 329 square miles 


 
Alternative 3.  Modify the western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 28° 4.5’N to the 
north boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary would coincide 
with the current western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W). The west boundary could 
either use the 60 meter contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude (Figure S-5).  Alternative 3 = 76 
square miles 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 8 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit Provision 
through Oculina Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of Stetson-


Miami Terrace CHAPC 
 


4.  Expand Boundaries of Cape    
 Lookout CHAPC 
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Figure S-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 
60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure S-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modification to the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 100 
meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon, and obvious hard bottom features 
have been annexed. 
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Figure S-3.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Modification to the western boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  The west boundary would follow the 80° 03’W longitude between 28° 30’N and 
28° 16’N which is the western border of the Oculina HAPC satellite regions, and would follow 
the 60 meter contour as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Summary of Effects 
 
Biological:  Under Alternative 1 (No Action) gear prohibitions that are currently restricted in 
the existing Oculina Bank HAPC would continue to be prohibited.  Prohibited gear within the 
Oculina HAPC includes bottom longline, bottom trawl, dredge, pot or trap as well as the use of 
an anchor, anchor and chain, or grapple and chain.  Within Oculina Bank HAPC fishing for or 
possessing rock shrimp or Oculina coral is also prohibited.  Alternative 2 and associated sub-
alternatives and Alternative 3 propose increasing the size of the Oculina Bank HAPC and 
extending the prohibitions to a larger area.  As the size of the Oculina HAPC is increased, the 
biological benefit increases for the coral in the area, including Oculina; the species that use the 
bottom substrate as habitat; and for the rock shrimp populations in the HAPC.  Increasing the 
size of the Oculina Bank HAPC, may provide a refuge for other important species in the area, 
such as snapper grouper populations.   
 
Economic:  Under Alternative 1 (No Action), the additional areas proposed in Alternatives 2 
and 3 would not be protected from bottom longlines; trawls (mid-water and bottom); dredge, 
pots, or traps; or use of anchor and chain, or use of grapple and chain by all fishing vessels.  As a 
result, the commercial fishery could experience long-term negative impacts from potential loss 
of habitat for commercial species due to lack of protection of these areas. The various sub-
alternatives under Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 could have negative short-term impacts on 
the rock shrimp and snapper grouper fisheries. 
 
With regard to recreational fisheries, the anchoring prohibition that would be effect in Action 1, 
Alternatives 2 and 3 (including sub-alternatives) would not impact fishing activities for the 
fisheries that do not anchor (e.g., troll fishery for billfish, dolphin, wahoo, tuna, etc.) and impacts 
on these recreational activities would be minimal.  Most fishing vessels would not be able to 
anchor effectively in the depths proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3.  Thus, the action of 
expanding the CHAPCs and prohibiting anchoring of fishing vessels within them would have 
only a small negative impact on recreational fisheries. 
 
Social:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would have minimal social effects because the fleet is 
already harvesting in open areas and prohibited from working in the closed areas. Alternative 2 
and Alternative 3 would impact the rock shrimp fleet and possibly other commercial fisheries by 
closing some historic, present and potential future fishing grounds.  Additionally, if a transit 
provision is not established (as considered under Action 2), travel costs could negatively affect 
some operations.  If the cost to travel to or from the fishing grounds is too high due to new 
closed areas under Alternatives 2 and 3, a business may choose to no longer participate in the 
fishery. The size and the location of the closed areas are the two most significant factors that 
would be expected to negatively impact fishermen. 
 
Administrative:  Administrative impacts would be incurred through the rule making process, 
outreach and enforcement.  The impacts associated with enforcement would differ between the 
alternatives based on the size of the closed area.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the 
HAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts associated with 
these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
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Action 2.  Implement a Transit Provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not implement a transit provision through Oculina Bank HAPC.  
Currently, possession of rock shrimp in or from the area on 
board a fishing vessel is prohibited. 
 
Alternative 2.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank 
HAPC.  When transiting the Oculina Bank, gear must be 
stowed in accordance with CFR Section 622.35 (i)(2).  
Vessels must maintain a minimum speed of 5 knots while in 
transit through the Oculina HAPC.  In the event minimal 
speed is not sustainable, vessel must communicate to 
appropriate contact.  
 
Alternative 3.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank 
HAPC with possession of rock shrimp on board.  When 
transiting through the Oculina Bank HAPC vessels must 
maintain a speed of not less than 6 knots, determined by ping 
rate that is acceptable by law enforcement (i.e. 5 minutes), 
with gear appropriately stowed (stowed is defined as doors and nets out of water).  The transit 
provision includes a call-in specification in case of mechanical failure or emergency.   
 
 
Summary of Effects 
 
Biological:  The establishment of a transit provision would not result in biological effects within 
the Oculina HAPC.  A transit provision has been established in the South Atlantic for other 
fisheries through closed areas to allow for easier access to traditional fishing grounds.  
Establishing a transit provision through Oculina may have negative biological benefits for the 
shrimp stocks that are on the eastern side of Oculina Bank HAPC as fishing vessels will have 
easier access to them.  Without a transit provision, the trip to those fishing grounds would be 
long and not cost effective to fishermen, providing an indirect protection to those shrimp 
populations.    
 
Economic:  Moving the northern boundary further north would increase the direct economic 
costs in terms of increased expenses (fuel) and lost opportunity, not only due to the loss of 
fishing grounds in the additional closed area, but also due to fishing time lost by having to transit 
around the closed area.  While the exact extent of the economic effects of Action 1, Sub-
Alternatives 2a and 2b combined with Action 2, Alternative 1 (No Action) cannot be 
determined, the overall range of economic effects of the sub-alternatives would be characterized 
best in terms of the total additional area closed. Rock shrimp fishermen would receive some 
relief from the expected negative economic effects should Action 2, Alternative 2 be selected as 
the preferred.  This alternative would allow fishermen to transit the Oculina Bank with gear 
stowed and transiting at a minimum speed of 5 knots. 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 8 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit 
Provision through Oculina 
Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of the 


Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC
 


4.  Expand Boundaries of the 
Cape Lookout CHAPC 
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Social:  If additional closed areas are established under Action 1, some negative impacts on the 
fishing vessels and crew may be reduced with a transit provision. The transit provision in 
Alternative 2 would be beneficial to the shrimp and snapper grouper vessels by reducing the risk 
of negative impacts due to increased travel time and costs when traveling around a closed area to 
outer fishing grounds.  Establishment of a transit provision under Alternative 2 would not be 
expected to reduce the long-term social benefits of coral protection while reducing some of the 
negative impacts on the fishing fleet.  
 
Administrative:  There would be minor administrative impacts associated with the transit 
provision.  Administrative impacts associated with enforcement would be greatest for these 
action alternatives.  If modifications are made to the transit regulations, administrative impacts 
would increase on the agency during the development and implementation phase.  Alternative 3 
would require the vessel to maintain a speed of 6 knots as indicated by an increased ping rate on 
the vessel monitoring system (VMS).  Depending on the frequency of transit, this might lead to a 
slight increase in the impacts associated with monitoring of VMS by law enforcement.   If 
modifications are not made to the transit provisions to suit the shrimp fishery, impacts on the 
fishery participants will increase as they will need to modify fishing behavior.   
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Action 3.  Expand boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC   
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action) Do not expand the 
boundaries of the Stetson-Miami CHAPC. 
 
The existing Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC is 
delineated by the coordinates identified in CFR §633.35 
(n)(iii).   


  
Alternative 2.  Modify the southern southeast boundary 
of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC western extension 
in a manner that releases the flatbottom region to the 
extent possible while maintaining protection of coral 
habitat (Figure S-4).  
 
Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation 
for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC to 
include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and 
exclude areas of royal red fishery activity based on VMS data (Figure S-5).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 8 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit Provision 
through Oculina Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of the 


Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC
 


4.  Expand Boundaries of the Cape  
 Lookout CHAPC 
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Figure S-4.  Action 3, Alternative 2.  Modification to the southern southeast boundary of 
the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC in a manner that releases the flatbottom region to the 
extent possible while maintaining protection of coral habitat. 
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Figure S-5.  Action 3, Alternative 3, modifications to the Coral AP’s original 
recommendation for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC based on suggestions 
from shrimp industry representatives during the CE-BA 3 public scoping process.  This 
figure includes area of mapped habitat within the Coral AP’s original proposed extension and 
excludes areas of royal red fishery activity based on VMS data.
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Summary of Effects 
 
Biological:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would not modify coordinates for the Stetson Miami 
Terrace CHAPC.  Within the CHAPCs, the use of bottom longline, bottom trawl, mid-water 
trawl, dredge, anchor, pot or trap, anchor and chain and grapple and chain is prohibited.  
Alternative 2 would provide greater biological benefits to species caught within the expanded 
area.  Alternative 3 would have provide greater biological benefits to all species caught within 
the expanded area with the exception of royal red species.   
 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be expected to result in positive biological impacts to the 
deepwater coral habitat in these areas as it would extend the prohibitions on bottom damaging 
gear.  Given the slow growth of deepwater corals, any impacts would be expected to result in 
long-term biological losses of deepwater coral habitat as well as the species that utilize this 
habitat. Under these alternatives, habitats within the Stetson-Miami Terrace proposed CHPAC 
expansion would be protected from damaging fishing gear such as bottom longline, which would 
have positive biological impacts on the species in the area. 
 
Economic:   
 
Social:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal social effects because this would 
maintain access to shrimp and snapper grouper harvest areas that would be reduced under 
Alternative 2.  The proposed extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC under 
Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red and rock shrimp fleet, and 
possibly other fisheries, if historic fishing grounds are no longer available, but Alternative 3 
would likely reduce the potential impacts on the deepwater shrimp fleet because this would 
maintain access to harvest areas.  
 
Administrative:  The expansion of the Stetson Miami Terrace CHAPC (Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3) would have minimal administrative impacts.  Administrative impacts would be 
incurred through the rule making process, outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts 
would differ between the alternatives in the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger 
the expansion of the CHAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative 
impacts associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
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Action 4.  Expand boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC 
 
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action) Do not modify the boundaries of 
the Cape Lookout CHAPC.  
 
The existing Cape Lookout CHAPC is identified by the 
following coordinates: 
 
  Latitude     Longitude  


 34°24’37”            75°45’11” 
 34°10’26”     75°58’44” 
 34°05’47”     75°54’54” 
 34°21’02”     75°41’25” 
 
Alternative 2.  Extend the northern boundary to encompass the area identified by the following 
coordinates (Figure S-6): 
 
 Latitude      Longitude  


 34°24.6166’          75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’      75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’      75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’      75°41.5’ 
 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 8 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit Provision 
through Oculina Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of 


Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC 
 


4.  Expand Boundaries of Cape  
 Lookout CHAPC 
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Figure S-6.  Action 4, Alternative 2.  Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion of the 
Cape Lookout CHAPC northern boundary.  







1 
South Atlantic    Summary 
Coral Amendment 8 
 


Summary of Effects 
 
Biological:  Under Alternative 1 (No Action), the same prohibitions currently restricted within 
the CHAPC would apply.  Within the CHAPCs, the use of bottom longline, bottom trawl, mid-
water trawl, dredge, anchor, pot or trap, anchor and chain and grapple and chain is prohibited.  
Alternative 2 proposes to expand the original Cape Lookout CHAPC along the northern 
boundary.  This would increase the size of the Cape Lookout CHAPC from 316 square 
kilometers to 324 square kilometers.  This expansion would benefit deepwater coral ecosystems 
and has been proposed based on new information of occurrence of deepwater Lophelia corals in 
the area.    
 
Economic:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal economic effects because 
this would maintain access to current harvest areas.  The proposed extension of the Cape 
Lookout CHAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative economic effects particularly on the 
snapper grouper fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available.   
 
Social:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal negative social effects because no 
current or potential fishing grounds would be closed.  The proposed extension of the Cape 
Lookout CHAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red and 
rock shrimp fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available, or if the closed area affected 
travel to and from harvest areas. The small size of the expansion proposed under Alternative 2 
would also be expected to result in less social impact than a larger area. 
 
Administrative:  The expansion of the Cape Lookout CHAPC (Alternative 2) would have a 
minimal administrative impact.  Administrative impacts would be felt through the rule making 
process, outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts would differ between the 
alternatives in the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the Cape 
Lookout CHAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts 
associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 
 
 


1.1 What Actions Are Being 
Proposed? 


 
Fishery managers are proposing changes to 


regulations through Coral Amendment 8.  
Actions included in Coral Amendment 8 would 
expand protection of deepwater coral resources 
that have been designated as Habitat Areas of 
Particular Concern (HAPC) and Coral Habitat 
Areas of Particular Concern (CHAPCs).  
 


1.2 Who is Proposing the 
Actions? 


 
The South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council (South Atlantic Council) is proposing the 
actions contained within this document.  The 
South Atlantic Council recommends management 
measures and submits them to the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) who ultimately 
approves, disapproves, or partially approves, and implements the actions in the amendment on 
behalf of the Secretary of Commerce.  NMFS is an agency in the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration within the Department of Commerce. 
 
 


                              
 
 


 


South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council 


 
 Is responsible for conservation and 


management of fish stocks in the South 
Atlantic Region 
 


 Consists of 13 voting members who are 
appointed by the Secretary of Commerce 
 


 Manages the waters from 3 to 200 miles off the 
coasts of North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Georgia, and Florida 


 
 Develops management plans and 


recommends regulations to NOAA Fisheries 
Service for implementation 
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1.3 Where is the Project Located?  


Management of the federal fisheries in the South Atlantic covers the area between  3-200 
nautical miles (nm) (Figure 1-1).   This management is conducted under the fishery management 
plans (FMP) developed by the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  Actions in this 
document would amend the FMP for Coral and Coral Reefs of the South Atlantic.   
 


1.4 Why is the South Atlantic 
Council Considering 
Action? 


Recent studies have indicated pinnacles and 
mounds of deepwater coral ecosystems in the 
South Atlantic Region.  The South Atlantic 
Council has a history of protecting these 
important habitats through the development of 
the Oculina HAPC (1994), and the Deepwater 
CHAPCs (2008).  New discoveries of 
deepwater coral ecosystems have led the 
Council to propose boundary modifications to 
the original coral protection areas.  


 
   


 


Figure 1-1.  Jurisdictional boundaries 
of the South Atlantic Council 
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Purpose for Action 
 
The purpose of Coral Amendment 8 is to increase protections for 
deepwater coral based on new information of deepwater coral resources 
in the South Atlantic.   
 


Need for Action 
 
The need for action in Coral Amendment 8 is to address recent 
discoveries of deepwater coral resources and protect deepwater coral 
ecosystems in the South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction from activities 
that could compromise their condition.   
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Chapter 2.  Proposed Actions 
 


This section contains the proposed actions being considered 
to meet the purpose and need.  Each action contains a range of 
alternatives, including the no action (status-quo).  Alternatives 
the South Atlantic Council considered but eliminated from 
detailed study during the development of this amendment are 
described in Appendix A. 


 


2.1 Action 1.  Expand Boundaries of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC 


 
Alternative 1.  (No Action)  Do not revise boundaries of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
The existing Oculina Bank HAPC is delineated by the 
following boundaries:  on the north by 28°30' N, on the south by 27°30' N., on the east by the 
100-fathom (183-m) contour, and on the west by 80°00' W.; and two adjacent satellite sites: the 
first bounded on the north by 28°30' N., on the south by 28°29' N., on the east by 80°00' W., and 
on the west by 80°03' W.; and the second bounded on the north by 28°17' N., on the south by 
28°16' N., on the east by 80°00 W., and on the west by 80°03' W. 
 
Alternative 2.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC. 
 


Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon.  Sub-alternative 2a = 430 square 
miles 


 
Sub-alternative 2b.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from the 
current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W.  The west 
and east boundaries would follow close to the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour 
lines, respectively, while annexing obvious hard bottom features as represented in the 
simplified polygon.  Sub-alternative 2b = 329 square miles   


  
Alternative 3.  Modify the western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 28° 4.5’N to the 
north boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary would coincide 
with the current western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W). The west boundary could 
either use the 60 meter contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude.   Alternative 3 = 76 square miles 
 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 8 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit Provision 
through Oculina Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of the 


Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC 
 


4. Expand Boundaries of the 
Cape Lookout CHAPC 
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Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Biological:  Under Alternative 1 (No Action) gear prohibitions that are currently restricted in 
the existing Oculina Bank HAPC would continue to be prohibited.  Prohibited gear within the 
Oculina HAPC includes bottom longline, bottom trawl, dredge, pot or trap as well as the use of 
an anchor, anchor and chain, or grapple and chain.  Within Oculina Bank HAPC, fishing for or 
possessing rock shrimp or Oculina coral is also prohibited.  Alternative 2 and associated sub-
alternatives and Alternative 3, propose increasing the size of the Oculina Bank HAPC and 
extending the prohibitions to a larger area.  As the size of the Oculina HAPC is increased, the 
biological benefit increases for the coral in the area, including Oculina; the species that use the 
bottom substrate as habitat; and for the rock shrimp populations in the HAPC.  Increasing the 
size of the Oculina Bank HAPC, may provide a refuge for other important species in the area, 
such as snapper grouper populations.   
 
Economic:  Under Alternative 1 (No Action), the additional areas proposed in Alternatives 2 
and 3 would not be protected from bottom longlines; trawls (mid-water and bottom); dredge, 
pots, or traps; or use of anchor and chain, or use of grapple and chain by all fishing vessels.  As a 
result, the commercial fishery could experience long-term negative impacts from potential loss 
of habitat for commercial species due to lack of protection of these areas. The various sub-
alternatives under Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 could have negative short-term impacts on 
the rock shrimp and snapper grouper fisheries. 
 
With regard to recreational fisheries, the anchoring prohibition that would be effect in Action 1, 
Alternatives 2 and 3 (including sub-alternatives) would not impact fishing activities for the 
fisheries that do not anchor (e.g., troll fishery for billfish, dolphin, wahoo, tuna, etc.) and impacts 
on these recreational activities would be minimal.  Most fishing vessels would not be able to 
anchor effectively in the depths proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3.  Thus, the action of 
establishing the CHAPCs and prohibiting anchoring of fishing vessels within them would have 
only a small negative impact on recreational fisheries. 
 
Social:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would have minimal social effects because the fleet is 
already harvesting in open areas and prohibited from working in the closed areas. Alternative 2 
and Alternative 3 would impact the rock shrimp fleet and possibly other commercial fisheries by 
closing some historic, present and potential future fishing grounds.  Additionally, if a transit 
provision is not established, travel costs could negatively affect some operations.  If the cost to 
travel to or from the fishing grounds is too high due to new closed areas under Alternatives 2 
and 3, a business may choose to no longer participate in the fishery. The size and the location of 
the closed areas are the two most significant factors that would be expected to negatively impact 
fishermen. 
 
Administrative:  Administrative impacts would be incurred through the rule making process, 
outreach and enforcement.  The impacts associated with enforcement would differ between the 
alternatives based on the size of the closed area.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the 
HAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts associated with 
these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   


 







South Atlantic     Chapter 2.  Proposed Actions 
Coral Amendment 8 
   


6


  
Table 2-1.  Summary of effects under Action 1. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
Alternative 2        
Alternative 3   
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2.2  Action 2.  Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not implement a transit provision through Oculina Bank HAPC.  
Currently, possession of rock shrimp in or from the area on board a fishing vessel is prohibited. 
 
Alternative 2.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  When transiting the Oculina 
Bank, gear must be stowed in accordance with CFR Section 622.35 (i)(2).  Vessels must 
maintain a minimum speed of 5 knots while in transit through the Oculina HAPC.  In the event 
minimal speed is not sustainable, vessel must communicate to appropriate contact. 
 
Alternative 3.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC with possession of rock 
shrimp on board.  When transiting through the Oculina Bank HAPC vessels must maintain a 
speed of not less than 6 knots, determined by a ping rate that is acceptable by law enforcement 
(i.e. 5 minutes), with gear appropriately stowed (stowed is defined as doors and nets out of 
water).  The transit provision includes a call-in specification in case of mechanical failure or 
emergency.  
 


 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Biological:  The establishment of a transit provision would not result in biological effects within 
the Oculina HAPC.  A transit provision has been established in the South Atlantic for other 
fisheries through closed areas to allow for easier access to traditional fishing grounds.  
Establishing a transit provision through Oculina may have negative biological benefits for the 
shrimp stocks that are on the eastern side of Oculina Bank HAPC as fishing vessels will have 
easier access to them.  Without a transit provision, the trip to those fishing grounds would be 
long and not cost effective to fishermen, providing an indirect protection to those shrimp 
populations.    
 
Economic:  Moving the northern boundary further north would increase the direct economic 
costs in terms of increased expenses (fuel) and lost opportunity, not only due to the loss of 
fishing grounds in the additional closed area, but also due to fishing time lost by having to transit 
around the closed area.  While the exact extent of the economic effects of Action 1, Sub-
Alternatives 2a and 2b combined with Action 2, Alternative 1 (No Action) cannot be 
determined, the overall range of economic effects of the sub-alternatives would best be 
characterized in terms of the total additional area closed. Rock shrimp fishermen would receive 
some relief from the expected negative economic effects should Action 2, Alternative 2 be 
selected as the preferred.  This alternative would allow fishermen to transit the Oculina Bank 
with gear stowed and transiting at a minimum speed of 5 knots. 
 
Social:  If additional closed areas are established under Action 1, some negative impacts on the 
fishing vessels and crew may be reduced with a transit provision. The transit provision in 
Alternative 2 would be beneficial to the shrimp and snapper grouper vessels by reducing the risk 
of negative impacts due to increased travel time and costs when traveling around a closed area to 
outer fishing grounds.  Establishment of a transit provision under Alternative 2 would not be 
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expected to reduce the long-term social benefits of coral protection while reducing some of the 
negative impacts on the fishing fleet.  
 
Administrative:  There would be minor administrative impacts associated with a transit 
provision through Oculina Bank HAPC.  Administrative impacts associated with enforcement 
would be greatest for these action alternatives.  If modifications are made to the transit 
regulations, administrative impacts would increase on the agency during the development and 
implementation phase.  Alternative 3 would require the vessel to maintain a speed of 6 knots as 
indicated by an increased ping rate on the vessel monitoring system (VMS).  Depending on the 
frequency of transit, this might lead to a slight increase in the impacts associated with monitoring 
of VMS by law enforcement.  If modifications are not made to the transit provisions to suit the 
shrimp fishery, impacts on the fishery participants will increase as they will need to modify 
fishing behavior.   
 
Table 2-2.  Summary of effects under Action 2 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
Alternative 2        
Alternative 3   
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2.3 Action 3.  Expand boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC 
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action)  Do not revise the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC.  The existing Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC is delineated by the coordinates 
identified in CFR §633.35 (n)(iii). 
  
Alternative 2.  Modify the southern southeast boundary of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC 
western extension in a manner that releases the flatbottom region to the extent possible while 
maintaining protection of coral habitat.   
 
Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC to include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and exclude areas of royal red 
fishery activity based on VMS data.  
 
 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Biological: Alternative 1 (No Action) would not modify the coordinates for the Stetson Miami 
Terrace CHAPC.  Within the CHAPCs, the use of bottom longline, bottom trawl, mid-water 
trawl, dredge, anchor, pot or trap, anchor and chain and grapple and chain is prohibited.  
Alternative 2 would provide greater biological benefits to species caught within the expanded 
area.  Alternative 3 would provide greater biological benefits to all species caught within the 
expanded area with the exception of royal red shrimp.   
 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be expected to result in positive biological impacts to the 
deepwater coral habitat in these areas as it would extend the prohibitions on bottom damaging 
gear.  Given the slow growth of deepwater corals, any impacts would be expected to result in 
long-term biological losses of deepwater coral habitat as well as the species that utilize this 
habitat.  Under these alternatives, habitats within the Stetson-Miami Terrace proposed CHAPC 
expansion would be protected from damaging fishing gear such as bottom longline, which would 
have positive biological impacts on the species in the area. 
 
Economic:   
 
Social:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal social effects because this would 
maintain access to shrimp and snapper grouper harvest areas that would be reduced under 
Alternative 2.  The proposed extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC under 
Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red and rock shrimp fleet, and 
possibly other fisheries, if historic fishing grounds are no longer available, but Alternative 3 
would likely reduce the potential impacts on the deepwater shrimp fleet because this would 
maintain access to harvest areas.  
 
Administrative:  The expansion of the Stetson Miami Terrace CHAPC (Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3) would have minimal administrative impacts.  Administrative impacts would be 
incurred through the rule making process, outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts 
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would differ between the alternatives in the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger 
the expansion of the CHAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative 
impacts associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
  
 
 
Table 2-3.  Summary of effects under Action 3. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)    
Alternative 2   
Alternative 3   
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2.4 Action 4.  Expand boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC  
 


Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not modify the boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC.  The 
existing Cape Lookout CHAPC is identified by the following coordinates: 
 
  Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24’37”               75°45’11” 
 34°10’26”     75°58’44” 
 34°05’47”     75°54’54” 
 34°21’02”     75°41’25” 
 
Alternative 2.  Extend the northern boundary to encompass the area identified by the following 
coordinates: 
 
 Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24.6166’            75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’     75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’          75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’          75°41.5’ 
 
 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Biological:  Under Alternative 1 (No Action), the same prohibitions currently restricted within 
the CHAPC would apply.  Within the CHAPCs, the use of bottom longline, bottom trawl, mid-
water trawl, dredge, anchor, pot or trap, anchor and chain and grapple and chain is prohibited.  
Alternative 2 proposes to expand the original Cape Lookout CHAPC along the northern 
boundary.  This would increase the size of the Cape Lookout CHAPC from 316 square 
kilometers to 324 square kilometers.  This expansion would benefit deepwater coral ecosystems 
and has been proposed based on new information of occurrence of deepwater Lophelia corals in 
the area.   
 
Economic:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal economic effects because 
this would maintain access to current harvest areas.  The proposed extension of the Cape 
Lookout CHAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative economic effects particularly on the 
snapper grouper fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available.   
 
Social:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal negative social effects because no 
current or potential fishing grounds would be closed.  The proposed extension of the Cape 
Lookout CHAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red and 
rock shrimp fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available, or if the closed area affected 
travel to and from harvest areas. The small size of the expansion proposed under Alternative 2 
would also be expected to result in less social impact than a larger area. 
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Administrative:  The expansion of the Cape Lookout CHAPC (Alternative 2) would have a 
minimal administrative impact.  Administrative impacts would be felt through the rule making 
process, outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts would differ between the 
alternatives in the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the Cape 
Lookout HAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts 
associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
 
 
 
 
Table 2-4.  Summary of effects under Action 4. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
Alternative 2       
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Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
 
This section describes the affected environment in the proposed project area.  The affected 
environment is divided into four major components: 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 Habitat environment (Section 3.1) 
 


Examples include coral reefs and sea grass beds 


 
 


 Biological environment (Section 3.2) 
 


Examples include populations of golden tilefish, 
corals, turtles 


 
 


 Human environment (Sections 3.3 & 3.4) 
 


Examples include fishing communities and 
economic descriptions of the fisheries 


 
 


 Administrative environment (Section 3.5) 
 


Examples include the fishery management 
process and enforcement activities 
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3.1 Habitat Environment 


 
Coral Amendment 8 addresses management measures to protect deepwater coral ecosystems, 
including Oculina and Lophelia.  Chapter 3 details the biological environment for the species 
that will be most affected by this amendment. 
 
Detailed information on the life history of the other species affected by this amendment through 
the data collection action can be found in previous amendments and the habitat and biological 
environment can be found in the Fishery Ecosystem Plan (SAFMC, 2009).    
 
The actions in this amendment are expected to have an impact on the shrimp fisheries and the 
snapper grouper fisheries.  The affected environment for these fisheries are described in Section 
XX.    
 
Information on the habitat utilized by species in the Snapper Grouper Complex is included in 
Volume II of the Fishery Ecosystem Plan (SAFMC 2009b) and incorporated here by reference. 
The FEP can be found at: 
http://www.safmc.net/ecosystem/Home/EcosystemHome/tabid/435/Default.aspx 
 
The affected environment for the snapper grouper fishery has recently been described in the 
Comprehensive Annual Catch Limit (ACL) Amendment (SAFMC 2011c), Amendment 17B 
(Amendment 17B) to the Fishery Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper of the South 
Atlantic Region (SAMFC 2010b), and the Fishery Ecosystem Plan (FEP) of the South Atlantic 
Region (SAMFC 2009).  Those descriptions of the biological, social, economic, and 
administrative environments are herein incorporated by reference.  
 


3.1.1 Deepwater Coral Reef Habitat  


 
Deepwater coral reefs are common off the southeastern U.S. within the exclusive economic zone.  
These habitats include high-relief, hardbottom features at numerous sites on the Blake Plateau 
from North Carolina southward through the Straits of Florida.  A limited number of sites have 
been mapped to a high resolution and even fewer reefs have been characterized in detail (Reed et 
al. 2006).  However, there is increasing evidence that deepwater corals are important fish habitat 
(Costello et al. 2005) and hotspots of increased biodiversity.  Similar to shallow tropical coral 
reefs, deepwater coral reefs support important ecosystem functions.  Like their shallow-water 
counterparts, deepwater coral habitats are affected by human activities (e.g., fishing pressure, 
marine debris, fishing gear interactions).  Contrary to shallow-water corals, deepwater corals are 
located in aphotic zones which are deeper than light can penetrate and allow for photosynthesis.  
Major damage from trawling activities has been documented on deepwater Oculina and Lophelia 
reefs in the northeastern Atlantic (Rogers 1999; Fossa et al. 2002; Koenig et al. 2005; Reed et al. 
2007) and to a lesser degree off the southeastern U.S. (Ross et al. 2012a). 
 
Two types of azooxanthellate (lacking symbiotic algae) corals form deepwater reefs along the 
Florida coast: Oculina varicosa and Lophelia pertusa.  Other dominant azooxanthellate, colonial 
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scleractinian (stony or hard) corals on deepwater reefs in the southeastern U.S. include 
Enallopsammia profunda, Madrepora oculata, and Solenosmilia variabilis (Reed 2002a,b).  
Several solitary coral species are also common (Cairns 1979, 2000) along with many species of 
bamboo octocorals (Family Isididae), black corals (Order Antipatharia), and calcified 
hydrozoans (Family Stylasteridae).  In addition, these deepwater reefs provide substrate and 
habitat for other sessile macrofauna including octocorals (gorgonians) and sponges, which in 
turn provide habitat for a not well-studied, but biologically rich and diverse community of 
associated fishes, crustaceans, mollusks, echinoderms, polychaete and sipunculan worms, and 
other macrofauna (Reed et al. 2006).   
 
Deepwater Oculina reefs are unique to Florida with the only known reefs located off the east 
coast.  Lophelia reefs are also present in this area, but their distribution is broader (Reed et al. 
2005).  Deepwater corals are likely controlled (in part) by their upper temperature limits (Ross et 
al. 2012a).  While Oculina and Lophelia reefs occur at disparate depths, 60 to 100 m and 500 to 
800 m, respectively, they are notably similar in morphology.  They are also similar in mound 
structure, which is composed of layers of coral debris and sediment.  In addition, both form 
topographic high-relief mound features (termed bioherm or lithoherm) that are capped with 
living coral thickets (Reed et al. 2005).  Bioherms are deepwater coral banks that over centuries 
have formed a mound of unconsolidated sediment and coral debris (Reed 2002a,b), whereas 
lithoherms are high-relief, lithified carbonate mounds (Neumann and Ball 1970). 
 
Both Oculina and Lophelia reefs occur in regions of strong currents (Florida Current, Gulf 
Stream).  In addition, Oculina reefs are periodically exposed to nutrient-rich, coldwater 
upwelling temperatures of 7.4 to 10 °C, which is similar to the mean temperatures of the 
Lophelia reefs in this region.  However, the associated fauna are noticeably different between 
Oculina and Lophelia reefs.  For example, Reed et al. (2006) identified 38 taxa of Porifera 
(sponges) and 41 Cnidaria (corals and anemones) from the Lophelia reefs, but no massive 
sponges or gorgonians were common to the Oculina bioherms.  Live coral coverage is generally 
low on the majority of both Lophelia and Oculina reefs in this region (1% to 10%); however, 
cover varies from nearly 100% living coral on a few reefs to of 100% dead coral rubble on other 
reefs.   


3.1.1.1 Oculina varicosa reef habitat characterization 


 
The majority of the Oculina reefs are found in depths of 60 to 100 m in a zone 2 to 6 km wide 
along the eastern Florida shelf of the United States (Avent et al. 1977; Reed 1980).  Much of the 
habitat that has been mapped and characterized is within or adjacent to the Oculina Bank HAPC, 
located 15 nautical miles off Fort Pierce and extending northward towards Cape Canaveral.  
However, in 1982 Reed discovered a mound located approximately 55 km north of the Oculina 
HAPC, located offshore of New Smyrna Beach (Reed et al. 2005) (described in 3.1.2). 
 
Categories of deepwater Oculina habitats include pinnacles or bioherms, isolated coral thickets 
on hardbottom, and rubble with isolated live colonies.  The bioherms range in height from 3 to 
35 m and are capped with live and standing dead coral.  The age of one mound was estimated to 
be between 1,000 to 1,500 years old based on core sampling and coral growth rates (1.6 cm yr; 
Reed 1981).  Standing dead coral is common in each type of habitat (Reed et al. 2005).  Coral 
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thickets can be found on flat sandy bottom habitats and are common on low-relief hardbottom.  
They typically consist of 3 to 4 m linear colonies or groups of 1 to 2 m diameter colonies (Reed 
1980).  In addition, extensive areas of dead Oculina can form rubble habitat with isolated 
colonies of live coral.  Reed et al. (2005) described two types of coral rubble habitat: 1) 
extensive areas of coral rubble/sediment matrix that provide little habitat for epifaunal growth, 
relative to standing live or dead coral; and 2) structured coral rubble habitat, but without the 
sediment matrix, which provides some habitat for epifauna, and is often associated with the 
flanks and peaks of the high-relief pinnacles.  The dead coral rubble can result from natural 
processes such as bioerosion, disease, or global warming, or from human impacts, e.g., fish and 
shrimp trawling, scallop dredging, anchoring, bottom longlines, and depth charges (Reed et al. 
2005). 
 
Reed (1980) describes several sites within the Oculina Bank HAPC.  One of the most notable 
sites, referred to as Jeff’s Reef, is also the southernmost known intact Oculina reef (Figure 1).  
Jeff’s Reef is an isolated bank, approximately 300 m in width, with a minimum depth of 64 m at 
the crest and maximum depth of 81 m at the base that contains three parallel east-west ridges that 
are capped with live coral 1 to 2 m in height.  The south face has a steep slope (30 to 45°) and is 
covered with contiguous Oculina that measures 1 to 2 m in height; whereas the north slope is 
less steep (<25°) and has more rubble and scattered colonies that are 0.5 to 2.0 m in diameter.  In 
some areas along the bank, the colonies establish east-west rows, which are 2 to 3 m in width, 
and form step-like terraces up the slope of the bank.  In addition to the high-relief Oculina banks 
and low-relief coral thickets, Reed (1980) further described over 50 sites within the Oculina 
Bank HAPC that had sparsely scattered live Oculina colonies from 0.25 to 2.0 m in diameter.   
 
In addition to the natural habitats, restoration modules were deployed in the Experimental 
Oculina Research Reserve (Figure 1; EORR) from 1996 to 2001.  In total, 281 large and 450 
small modules were deployed over a 315 square km area in various configurations.  Some of the 
modules were deployed with coral transplants, which have survived.  Additionally, recruitment 
of new colonies had been observed on the older modules (Brooke et al. 2004).  
Much of the Oculina habitat had been severely degraded or destroyed since the 1980s.  Reed et 
al. (2005) described evidence of habitat damage, particularly in northern areas.  In 1976, one site 
off Cape Canaveral was described as having up to 100% cover of live coral.  Observations from 
this same site in 2001 revealed that the coral thickets on the mound had been reduced to rubble 
except for a few scattered intact coral colonies at the base.  The coral structure on parts of 
Chapman’s Reef and Steeple Pinnacle had been damaged, and Sebastian Pinnacles and Twin 
Peaks were covered with small pieces of coral rubble (Figure 1; Brooke et al. 2004).  Other signs 
of habitat damage included visual sightings of trawlers in closed areas, fishing lines and bottom 
longlines wrapped around coral colonies and remnants of bottom trawl nets that appear to be 
recent, damaged artificial reef modules, and trawl tracks in the rubble noted near the damaged 
restoration modules.  Changes in fish communities have also occurred during this same time 
frame.  The dominant species shifted from grouper species, particularly scamp (Mycteroperca 
phenax), to small non-fishery species, such as red barbier (Hemanthius vivanus) and roughtongue 
bass (Holanthius martinicensis) (Koenig et al. 2000).  Spawning aggregations of gag (M. 
microlepis) and scamp previously observed on Jeff’s and Chapman’s Reef had either disappeared 
completely or been reduced to a few small individuals (Brooke et al. 2004).  
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The deep shelf-edge Oculina reefs form natural spawning grounds for species managed under the 
SAFMC snapper-grouper fishery management plan, including commercially important 
populations of gag and scamp.  They also serve as nursery grounds for snowy grouper 
(Epinephelus niveatus), and feeding grounds for these and many other commercial fish species 
including black sea bass (Centropristis striata), red grouper (E. morio), speckled hind (E. 
drummondhayi), Warsaw grouper (E. nigritus), amberjack (Seriola spp.), red porgy (Pagrus 
pagrus), and red snapper (Lutjanus campechanus) (Gilmore and Jones 1992).  Biodiversity, 
grouper densities, and percentage of intact coral have been documented to be higher inside the 
Oculina Bank HAPC compared to outside (Harter et al. 2009).  


3.1.1.2 Lophelia pertusa reef habitat 


 
Compared to deepwater Oculina reefs, Lophelia reefs are cosmopolitan, occurring not only along 
the southeastern U.S. continental slope, but also in the Gulf of Mexico, off Nova Scotia, in the 
northeastern Atlantic, the South Atlantic, the Mediterranean Sea, the Indian Ocean, and in parts 
of the Pacific Ocean over a depth range of 50 to 2,170 m (Cairns 1979; Rogers 1999).  Although 
more extensive surveys are needed, Lophelia reefs appear to populate the southeastern U.S. 
continental slope in great abundance (Stetson et al. 1962; Paull et al. 2000; Reed 2002b).  The 
southeastern U.S. and Gulf of Mexico are estimated to have the most extensive deep coral areas 
in the U.S. (Hain and Corcoran 2004). 
 
The structure-building coral, L. pertusa, has a morphology  similar to Oculina, forming massive 
bushy colonies.  It is fragile and susceptible to physical destruction (Fossa et al. 2002).  Most 
Lophelia habitats in the southeast U.S. are in depths from about 370 to at least 900 m (Reed and 
Ross 2005).  Lophelia habitats can occur in small scattered colonies attached to hardbottom 
substrates.  In addition, they form complex, high profile features (bioherms and lithoherms) that 
can range in height from 8 to 168 m.  The ridges and reef mounds accelerate bottom currents 
which are favorable to attached filter-feeders.  Thus, the growing reef alters local currents, 
enhancing the environment for continued coral growth and faunal recruitment (Genin et al. 
1986).  Along the sides and around the bases of these banks are rubble zones of dead coral pieces 
which may extend large distances away from the mounds (Reed and Ross 2005).   
 
Reed and Ross (2005) described the known deepwater Lophelia habitats in the southeast U.S., 
including the North Carolina Lophelia Reefs, Stetson Reefs, Savannah Lithoherms, East Florida 
Lophelia Pinnacles, Miami Terrace, and Pourtales Terrace (Figure 2).  The North Carolina 
Lophelia Reefs appear to be the northernmost deepwater reefs on the southeastern U.S. slope.  
The Stetson Reefs, located offshore of Charleston, South Carolina, contain over 200 coral 
mounds with L. pertusa and E. profunda as the dominant coral species.  The Savannah 
Lithoherms contain numerous mounds that range in height from 30 to 60 m.  The East Florida 
Lophelia Pinnacles extend from southern Georgia south to Jupiter, Florida).  In 2004, nearly 300 
deepwater reefs were identified in this area (Reed et al. 2005).  The Miami Terrace provides 
high-relief rocky hardbottom habitats, and along the eastern edge, a 90 m tall escarpment is 
capped with live Lophelia coral, stylasterid hydrocoral, bamboo coral, black coral, and various 
sponges and octocorals.  The Pourtales Terrace runs parallel to the Florida Keys and provides 
extensive, high-relief, hardbottom habitat and bioherms covered with live coral.  In addition, 
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numerous sinkholes occur on the outer edge of the Terrace with bottoms 600 m deep and up to 
600 m in diameter.     
 
A total of 146 species of benthic invertebrates has been identified from six deepwater reef sites 
off the southeastern U.S. (Reed 2004).  The dominant benthic species include 70 Porifera 
(sponges) and 58 Cnidaria (corals and anemones).  In total, at least 67 fish species have been 
identified from these deepwater reef sites (Reed, 2004; Ross, 2004; Reed et al. 2005).  Species 
that are common to most deepwater reef sites include the blackbelly rosefish (Helicolenus 
dactylopterus), morid cod (Laemonema melanurum), red bream (Beryx decadactylus), Atlantic 
roughy (Hoplostethus occidentalis), conger eel (Conger oceanicus), and wreckfish (Polyprion 
americanus).  Additional sampling of the deeper Lophelia reefs may greatly add to this faunal 
list. 


3.1.1.3  Habitat characterization of Oculina varicosa habitat within expansion areas under 
consideration for SAFMC management action 


In 1982, Reed discovered pinnacles (14 to 20 m tall) as far north as 28°59.2'N, 80°06.6'W 
(located east of New Smyrna Beach) at depths from 79 to 84 m (Figure 3).  These Oculina reefs 
extend at least 55 km north of the current OCULINA BANK HAPC.  At that time, these reefs 
were the northernmost known Oculina pinnacles that had been discovered.  The pinnacles were 
described as having more exposed rock than the pinnacles south of Cape Canaveral, with also 
having scattered thickets of live Oculina (Reed et al. 2005).   
 
In 2011, Reed gave a presentation to the SAFMC on two new areas of high-relief Oculina coral 
mounds and hardbottom habitats that had been discovered outside, but adjacent to, the current 
boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  The locations of these sites were originally identified 
from NOAA regional bathymetric charts (Cape Canaveral 85, Titusville 84, New Smyrna 83, and 
Daytona 82) and later verified in 2011 (as described in the next paragraph) with multibeam sonar 
and ground-truthed with Remotely Operated Vehicles (ROV) and submersible video surveys.  
One area extends from the northern boundary of the OCULINA BANK HAPC up to St. 
Augustine.  The second area is to the west of the current boundary, primarily between the 
OCULINA BANK HAPC satellite areas (Figure 3; Reed 2011).  
 
These areas were examined during a recent research cruise (June 2011, funded by NOAA’s Deep 
Sea Coral Program and Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institute’s Cooperative Institute for Ocean 
Exploration, Research, and Technology).  The sonar maps and ROV dives confirmed that the 
high-relief features of the NOAA regional charts were high-relief Oculina coral mounds.  Reed 
(2011) characterized these areas as similar habitat to those Oculina reefs within the Oculina 
Bank HAPC with individual mounds that are 15 to 20 m in height, a maximum depth of 92 m, 
and a minimum depth of 64 m at the peaks.  It is estimated that over 100 mounds exist in this 
area.  Other observations include gentle slopes (10 to 45°) covered with coral rubble, standing 
dead coral, and sparse live Oculina coral colonies.  Exposed limerock (hardbottom) with 1 to 2 m 
relief ledges was observed at the base of some mounds.  Between the mounds and west of the 
main reef track, the substrate is mostly soft sediment but patchy rock pavement (hardbottom) 
habitat and coral rubble is also present.   
 







South Atlantic                                                         Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
Coral Amendment 8 
   


19


This cruise also documented Oculina coral mounds and hardbottom habitat west of the current 
Oculina Bank HAPC boundary.  Multibeam sonar maps made earlier in 2002 and 2005 revealed 
numerous (dozens) high-relief coral mounds and hardbottom habitat that are west of the western 
Oculina Bank HAPC boundary, primarily between the two satellite areas (Reed et al. 2005).  A 
few of these mounds are comprised mostly of coral rubble, with live and standing dead Oculina 
(Harter et al. 2009).  The dominant fish fauna in these areas included scamp and snowy grouper.  
Gag, greater amberjack (Seriola dumerili), and black seabass were also observed, in addition to a 
tilefish (Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps or Caulolatilus microps) burrow (Reed 2011). 


3.1.1.4   Habitat characterization of Lophelia pertusa habitat within expansion areas under 
consideration off Jacksonville for SAFMC management action 


 
In 2010, live colonies of Lophelia were discovered in unusually shallow depths (180 to 250 m) 
during ROV surveys off northeast Florida.  Prior to this discovery, small colonies of Lophelia 
had been seen in depths of approximately 300 m off the southeastern U.S., but no substantial 
amounts had been reported in depths < 370 m.  The bottom temperatures (7-10° C) were colder 
than expected at these shallow depths, and more similar to temperatures encountered at 400 to 
600 m.  Common deepwater fauna not only occured at this site, but were much more abundant 
and larger than observed elsewhere.  Typical hardbottom macroinvertebrates included octocorals, 
stony corals, black corals, and golden crab (Chaceon fenneri).  The most common fishes 
recorded here were blackbelly rosefish, morid cod, a synaphobranchid eel (Dysommina rugosa), 
and small serranids (Anthias spp.) (Ross et al. 2012a).  
 
This Lophelia habitat is unique at this shallow depth and largely driven by the abundance of 
hardbottom habitat and its proximity to the Gulf Stream.  In this area, the Gulf Stream is directed 
away from the coast, which creates an upwelling of deep water and consequently a long-term 
primary productivity envelope.  These oceanographic features create an environment suitable for 
supporting a deepwater Lophelia community.  The presence of bioherms and abundant coral 
rubble, the well-developed coldwater sessile community, and the abundance of associated fauna 
suggest that this site is a long-term feature, rather than short-term opportunistic colonization 
(Ross et al. 2012a).   
 
The extent to which this habitat may be subject to bottom-damaging activities is not well known.  
However, Ross et al. (2012a) observed discarded fishing gear, indicating to some extent that the 
area is a known fishing ground.  
 


3.1.1.5   Habitat characterization of Lophelia pertusa habitat within expansion areas under 
consideration off Cape Lookout for SAFMC management action 


 
Cape Lookout is a coral bank system composed of two distinct areas located approximately 75 
km southeast of Cape Lookout, North Carolina.  This area appears to be the northernmost 
deepwater coral habitat on the southeastern U.S. slope.  Within the HAPC, individual mounds 
capped with Lophelia can reach up to 100 m in height and exhibit slopes of 60°.  The sides of 
these mounds are covered with small to large (up to 5 m in height) bushes of living and dead 
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Lophelia.  Low-profile hardbottom habitats and extensive zones of coral rubble are also within 
this area (Ross and Quattrini 2009).   
 
The expansion area was mapped with multibeam sonar opportunistically during a research cruise 
that transited through the area.  The multibeam map depicts numerous low-relief mounds that are 
located north of the HAPC (Figure 4).  Ross et al. (2012b) described two museum records of 
Lophelia off Cape Lookout.  The northernmost record was collected from the newly discovered 
low-profile mounds.    


3.1.2 Snapper Grouper Habitat  


 
Predominant snapper grouper offshore fishing areas are located in live bottom and shelf-edge 
habitats, where water temperatures range from 11º to 27º C (52º to 81º F) due to the proximity of 
the Gulf Stream, with lower shelf habitat temperatures varying from 11º to 14º C (52º to 57º F).  
Water depths range from 16 to 27 meters (54 to 90 feet) or greater for live-bottom habitats, 55 to 
110 meters (180 to 360 feet) for the shelf-edge habitat, and from 110 to 183 meters (360 to 600 
feet) for lower-shelf habitat areas. 
 
The exact extent and distribution of productive snapper grouper habitat on the continental shelf 
north of Cape Canaveral is unknown.  Current data suggest from 3 to 30% of the shelf is suitable 
habitat for these species.  These live-bottom habitats may include low relief areas, supporting 
sparse to moderate growth of sessile (permanently attached) invertebrates, moderate relief reefs 
from 0.5 to 2 meters (1.6 to 6.6 feet), or high relief ridges at or near the shelf break consisting of 
outcrops of rock that are heavily encrusted with sessile invertebrates such as sponges and sea fan 
species.  Live-bottom habitat is scattered irregularly over most of the shelf north of Cape 
Canaveral, Florida, but is most abundant offshore from northeastern Florida.  South of Cape 
Canaveral, the continental shelf narrows from 56 to 16 kilometers (35 to 10 miles) wide, thence 
reducing off the southeast coast of Florida and the Florida Keys.  The lack of a large shelf area, 
presence of extensive, rugged living fossil coral reefs, and dominance of a tropical Caribbean 
fauna are distinctive benthic characteristics of this area. 
 
Rock outcroppings occur throughout the continental shelf from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to 
Key West, Florida (MacIntyre and Milliman 1970; Miller and Richards 1979; Parker et al. 1983), 
which are principally composed of limestone and carbonate sandstone (Newton et al. 1971), and 
exhibit vertical relief ranging from less than 0.5 to over 10 meters (33 feet).  Ledge systems 
formed by rock outcrops and piles of irregularly sized boulders are also common.  Parker et al. 
(1983) estimated that 24% (9,443 km2) of the area between the 27 and 101 meters (89 and 331 
feet) depth contours from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to Cape Canaveral, Florida is reef 
habitat.  Although the bottom communities found in water depths between 100 and 300 meters 
(328 and 984 feet) from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to Key West, Florida is relatively small 
compared to the whole shelf, this area, based upon landing information of fishers, constitutes 
prime reef fish habitat and probably significantly contributes to the total amount of reef habitat in 
this region. 
 
Artificial reef structures are also utilized to attract fish and increase fish harvests; however, 
research on artificial reefs is limited and opinions differ as to whether or not these structures 
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promote an increase of ecological biomass or merely concentrate fishes by attracting them from 
nearby, natural un-vegetated areas of little or no relief. 
 
The distribution of coral and live hard bottom habitat as presented in the Southeast Marine 
Assessment and Prediction (SEAMAP) Bottom Mapping Project is a proxy for the distribution of 
the species within the snapper grouper complex.  The method used to determine hard bottom 
habitat relied on the identification of reef obligate species including members of the snapper 
grouper complex.  The Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute (FWRI), using the best 
available information on the distribution of hard bottom habitat in the south Atlantic region, 
prepared ArcView maps for the four-state project.  These maps, which consolidate known 
distribution of coral, hard/live bottom, and artificial reefs as hard bottom, are available on the 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s (South Atlantic Council) Internet Mapping 
System website:  http://ocean.floridamarine.org/efh_coral/ims/viewer.htm. 
 
Plots of the spatial distribution of offshore species were generated from the Marine Resources 
Monitoring, Assessment, and Prediction Program (MARMAP) data. The plots serve as point 
confirmation of the presence of each species within the scope of the sampling program.  These 
plots, in combination with the hard bottom habitat distributions previously mentioned, can be 
employed as proxies for offshore snapper grouper complex distributions in the south Atlantic 
region.  Maps of the distribution of snapper grouper species by gear type based on Marine 
Assessment Monitoring and Prediction Program (MARMAP) data can also be generated through 
the Council’s Internet Mapping System at the above address. 


3.1.3 Shrimp Habitat 


[add] 
 


3.1.4 Essential Fish Habitat  


 
Snapper Grouper 
 
Essential fish habitat (EFH) is defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) as “those waters and substrates necessary to fish for 
spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity” (16 U.S. C. 1802(10)).  Specific categories 
of EFH identified in the South Atlantic Bight, which are utilized by federally managed fish and 
invertebrate species, include both estuarine/inshore and marine/offshore areas.  Specifically, 
estuarine/inshore EFH includes:  Estuarine emergent and mangrove wetlands, submerged aquatic 
vegetation, oyster reefs and shell banks, intertidal flats, palustrine emergent and forested 
systems, aquatic beds, and estuarine water column.  Additionally, marine/offshore EFH includes:  
Live/hard bottom habitats, coral and coral reefs, artificial and manmade reefs, Sargassum 
species, and marine water column.   
 
EFH utilized by snapper grouper species in this region includes coral reefs, live/hard bottom, 
submerged aquatic vegetation, artificial reefs and medium to high profile outcroppings on and 
around the shelf break zone from shore to at least 183 meters [600 feet (but to at least 2,000 feet 
for wreckfish)] where the annual water temperature range is sufficiently warm to maintain adult 
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populations of members of this largely tropical fish complex.  EFH includes the spawning area in 
the water column above the adult habitat and the additional pelagic environment, including 
Sargassum, required for survival of larvae and growth up to and including settlement. In 
addition, the Gulf Stream is also EFH because it provides a mechanism to disperse snapper 
grouper larvae. 
 
For specific life stages of estuarine- dependent and near shore snapper grouper species, EFH 
includes areas inshore of the 30 meter (100-foot) contour, such as attached macroalgae; 
submerged rooted vascular plants (seagrasses); estuarine emergent vegetated wetlands 
(saltmarshes, brackish marsh); tidal creeks; estuarine scrub/shrub (mangrove fringe); oyster reefs 
and shell banks; unconsolidated bottom (soft sediments); artificial reefs; and coral reefs and 
live/hard bottom habitats. 
 
Coral 
Habitat characterization of Oculina varicosa habitat within expansion areas under 
consideration for SAFMC management action 
In 1982, Reed discovered pinnacles (14 to 20 m tall) as far north as 28°59.2'N, 80°06.6'W 
(located east of New Smyrna Beach) at depths from 79 to 84 m (Figure 3).  These Oculina reefs 
extend at least 55 km north of the current Oculina Bank HAPC.  At that time, these reefs were 
the northernmost known Oculina pinnacles that had been discovered.  The pinnacles were 
described as having more exposed rock than the pinnacles south of Cape Canaveral, with also 
having scattered thickets of live Oculina (Reed et al. 2005).   
 
In 2011, Reed gave a presentation to the SAFMC’s Coral Advisory Panel on two new areas of 
high-relief Oculina coral mounds and hardbottom habitats that had been discovered outside, but 
adjacent to, the current boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  The locations of these sites were 
originally identified from NOAA regional bathymetric charts (Cape Canaveral 85, Titusville 84, 
New Smyrna 83, and Daytona 82) and later verified in 2011 (as described in the next paragraph) 
with multibeam sonar and ground-truthed with Remotely Operated Vehicles (ROV) and 
submersible video surveys.  One area extends from the northern boundary of the OCULINA 
BANK HAPC up to St. Augustine.  The second area is to the west of the current boundary, 
primarily between the OCULINA BANK HAPC satellite areas (Figure 3; Reed 2011).  
 
These areas were examined during a recent research cruise (June 2011, funded by NOAA’s Deep 
Sea Coral Program and Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institute’s Cooperative Institute for Ocean 
Exploration, Research, and Technology).  The sonar maps and ROV dives confirmed that the 
high-relief features of the NOAA regional charts were high-relief Oculina coral mounds.  Reed 
(2011) characterized these areas as similar habitat to those Oculina reefs within the Oculina 
Bank HAPC with individual mounds that are 15 to 20 m in height, a maximum depth of 92 m, 
and a minimum depth of 64 m at the peaks.  It is estimated that over 100 mounds exist in this 
area.  Other observations include gentle slopes (10 to 45°) covered with coral rubble, standing 
dead coral, and sparse live Oculina coral colonies.  Exposed limerock (hardbottom) with 1 to 2 m 
relief ledges was observed at the base of some mounds.  Between the mounds and west of the 
main reef track, the substrate is mostly soft sediment but patchy rock pavement (hardbottom) 
habitat and coral rubble is also present.   
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This cruise also documented Oculina coral mounds and hardbottom habitat west of the current 
Oculina Bank HAPC boundary.  Multibeam sonar maps made earlier in 2002 and 2005 revealed 
numerous (dozens) high-relief coral mounds and hardbottom habitat that are west of the western 
Oculina Bank HAPC boundary, primarily between the two satellite areas (Reed et al. 2005).  A 
few of these mounds are comprised mostly of coral rubble, with live and standing dead Oculina 
(Harter et al. 2009).  The dominant fish fauna in these areas included scamp and snowy grouper.  
Gag, greater amberjack (Seriola dumerili), and black seabass were also observed, in addition to a 
tilefish (Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps or Caulolatilus microps) burrow (Reed 2011). 


3.1.3.1  Habitat Areas of Particular Concern  


 
Snapper Grouper 
 
Areas which meet the criteria for Essential Fish Habitat-Habitat Areas of Particular Concern 
(EFH-HAPCs) for species in the snapper grouper management unit include medium to high 
profile offshore hard bottoms where spawning normally occurs; localities of known or likely 
periodic spawning aggregations; near shore hard bottom areas; The Point, The Ten Fathom 
Ledge, and Big Rock (North Carolina); The Charleston Bump (South Carolina); mangrove 
habitat; seagrass habitat; oyster/shell habitat; all coastal inlets; all state-designated nursery 
habitats of particular importance to snapper grouper(e.g., Primary and Secondary Nursery Areas 
designated in North Carolina); pelagic and benthic Sargassum; Hoyt Hills for wreckfish; the 
Oculina Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern; all hermatypic coral habitats and reefs; 
manganese outcroppings on the Blake Plateau; and Council-designated Artificial Reef Special 
Management Zones (SMZs).   
 
Areas that meet the criteria for EFH-HAPCs include habitats required during each life stage 
(including egg, larval, postlarval, juvenile, and adult stages).  In addition to protecting habitat 
from fishing related degradation though fishery management plan (FMP) regulations, the South 
Atlantic Council, in cooperation with NOAA Fisheries Service, actively comments on non-
fishing projects or policies that may impact essential fish habitat.  With guidance from the 
Habitat Advisory Panel, the South Atlantic Council has developed and approved policies on: 
energy exploration, development, transportation and hydropower re-licensing; beach dredging 
and filling and large-scale coastal engineering; protection and enhancement of submerged 
aquatic vegetation; alterations to riverine, estuarine and near shore flows; offshore aquaculture; 
marine invasive species and estuarine invasive species. 
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3.2 Biological and Ecological Environment  


 
The reef environment in the South Atlantic management area affected by actions in this 
amendment is defined by two components (Figure 3-1).  Each component will be described in 
detail in the following sections. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
Figure 3-1.  Two components of the biological environment described in this amendment
 


3.2.1 Fish Populations 


 
The waters off the South Atlantic coast are home to a diverse population of fish.  The snapper 
grouper fishery management unit currently contains 73 species of fish, many of them neither 
“snappers” nor “groupers”.   These species live in depths from a few feet (typically as juveniles) 
to hundreds of feet.  As far as north/south distribution, the more temperate species tend to live in 
the upper reaches of the South Atlantic management area (black sea bass, red grouper) while the 
tropical variety’s core residence is in the waters off south Florida waters, Caribbean Islands, and 
northern South America (black grouper, mutton snapper).  
 
These are reef-dwelling species that live amongst each other.  These species rely on the reef 
environment for protection and food.  There are several reef tracts that follow the southeastern 
coast.  The fact that these fish populations congregate together dictates the nature of the fishery 
(multi-species) and further forms the type of management regulations proposed in this 
amendment. 
 
Snapper grouper species commonly taken with red grouper could be affected by actions in this 
amendment.  Snapper grouper species most likely to be affected by the proposed actions include 
many species that occupy the same habitat at the same time.  Therefore, snapper grouper species 
are likely to be caught when regulated since they will be incidentally caught when fishermen 
target other co-occurring species. 
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3.2.2 Deepwater Shrimp 


 
Rock shrimp and royal red shrimp are directly impacted by the actions in this amendment.  
Fishermen harvesting rock shrimp in the South Atlantic also target royal red shrimp.  The latter 
is currently not a Council-managed species.  Hence, descriptions of both the rock shrimp and 
royal red shrimp resource are offered here. 
 
Rock Shrimp 


Description and distribution 
Rock shrimp, Sicyonia brevirostris, (Figure 3-2) are very different in appearance from the three 
penaeid species.  Rock shrimp can be easily separated from penaeid species by their thick, rigid, 
stony exoskeleton.  The body of the rock shrimp is covered with short hair and the abdomen has 
deep transverse grooves and numerous tubercles.     
 


 
Figure 3-2.  Rock shrimp, Sicyonia brevirostris. 
 
Recruitment to the area offshore of Cape Canaveral occurs between April and August with two 
or more influxes of recruits entering within one season (Kennedy et al. 1977).  Keiser (1976) 
described the distribution of rock shrimp in coastal waters of the southeastern United States.  
Whitaker (1982) presented a summary of information on rock shrimp off South Carolina.  The 
only comprehensive research to date on rock shrimp off the east coast of Florida was by 
Kennedy et al. (1977).  This section presents some of the more significant findings by Kennedy 
et al. (1977) regarding the biology of rock shrimp on the east coast of Florida. 
 
Rock shrimp are found in the Gulf of Mexico, Cuba, the Bahamas, and the Atlantic Coast of the 
U.S. to Virginia (SAFMC 1993).  The center of abundance and the concentrated commercial 
fishery for rock shrimp in the south Atlantic region occurs off northeast Florida south to Jupiter 
Inlet.  Rock shrimp live mainly on sand bottom from a few meters to 183 m (600 feet), and 
occasionally deeper (SAFMC 1993).  The largest concentrations are found between 25 and 65 
meters (82 and 213 feet).   
 
Although rock shrimp are also found off North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia and are 
occasionally landed in these states, no sustainable commercially harvestable quantities of rock 
shrimp comparable to the fishery prosecuted in the EEZ off Florida are being exploited.  Rock 
shrimp are included in the fishery management unit (FMU) of the Shrimp FMP of the South 
Atlantic Region. 
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Reproduction 


Rock shrimp are dioecious (separate sexes).  Female rock shrimp attain sexual maturity at about 
17 millimeter (0.6 inches) carapace length (CL), and all males are mature by 24 millimeters (0.9 
inches) CL.  Seasonal temperature initiates maturation.  Rock shrimp have ovaries that extend 
from the anterior end of the cephalothorax to the posterior end of the abdomen.   
 
Rock shrimp, as with most shrimp species, are highly fecund.  Fecundity most probably, as with 
penaeids, increases with size.  In rock shrimp, copulation is believed to take place between hard-
shelled individuals.  The spawning season for rock shrimp is variable with peak spawning 
beginning between November and January and lasting 3 months (Kennedy et al. 1977).  
Individual females may spawn three or more times in one season.  Peak spawning activity seems 
to occur monthly and coincides with the full moon (Kennedy et al. 1977).   
 


Development, growth and movement patterns 
Kennedy et al. (1977) found rock shrimp larvae to be present year round with no trend relative to 
depth, temperature, salinity, and length or moon phase.  The development from egg to postlarvae 
takes approximately one month.  Subsequently the development from postlarvae to the smallest 
mode of recruits takes two to three months. 
 
For rock shrimp the development from egg to postlarvae takes approximately one month. 
Subsequently, the development from postlarvae to the smallest mode of recruits takes two to 
three months.  The major transport mechanism affecting planktonic larval rock shrimp is the 
shelf current systems near Cape Canaveral, Florida (Bumpus 1973).  These currents keep larvae 
on the Florida Shelf and may transport them inshore during spring.  Recruitment to the area 
offshore of Cape Canaveral occurs between April and August with two or more influxes of 
recruits entering within one season (Kennedy et al. 1977). 
 
Rates of growth in rock shrimp are variable and depend on factors such as season, water 
temperature, shrimp density, size, and sex.  Rock shrimp grow about 2 to 3 millimeters CL (0.08-
0.1 inches) per month as juveniles and 0.5 - 0.6 millimeters CL (0.02 inches) per month as adults 
(Kennedy et al. 1977). 
   
Density is thought to also affect growth of rock shrimp.  In 1993, the industry indicated that rock 
shrimp were abundant but never grew significantly over 36/40, the predominant count that was 
harvested during July and August of that year.  During years of low densities, the average size 
appears to be generally larger. 
 
Since rock shrimp live between 20 and 22 months, natural mortality rates are very high, and with 
fishing, virtually the entire year class will be dead at the end of the season.  The intense fishing 
effort that exists in today’s fishery, harvests exclusively the incoming year class.  Three year 
classes were present in sampling conducted between 1973 and 1974 by Kennedy et al. (1977).  
Fishing mortality in combination with high natural mortality and possibly poor environmental 
conditions may be high enough to prevent any significant escapement of adults to constitute a 
harvestable segment of the population.  The better than average rock shrimp production in the 
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1996 season possibly resulted from better environmental conditions more conducive to rock 
shrimp reproduction and spawning. 
 


Ecological relationships 
Along the Florida Atlantic coast, the predominant substrate inside of 200 m depth is fine to 
medium sand with small patches of silt and clay (Milliman 1972).  Juvenile and adult rock 
shrimp are bottom feeders.  Rock shrimp are most active at night (Carpenter 2002).  Stomach 
contents analyses indicated that rock shrimp primarily feed on small bivalve mollusks and 
decapod crustaceans (Cobb et al. 1973).  Kennedy et al. (1977) found the relative abundance of 
particular crustaceans and mollusks in stomach contents of rock shrimp corresponding to their 
availability in the surrounding benthic habitat.  The diet of rock shrimp consists primarily of 
mollusks, crustaceans, and polychaete worms.  Also included are nematodes and foraminiferans.  
Ostracods, amphipods, and decapods made up the bulk of the diet, with lesser amounts of 
tanaidaceans, isopods, cumaceans, gastropods, and other bivalves also present (Kennedy et al. 
1977).   
 
Kennedy et al. (1977) characterized rock shrimp habitat and compiled a list of crustacean and 
molluscan taxa associated with rock shrimp benthic habitat.  The bottom habitat on which rock 
shrimp thrive is limited and thus limits the depth distribution of these shrimp.  Cobb et al. (1973) 
found the inshore distribution of rock shrimp to be associated with terrigenous and biogenic sand 
substrates and only sporadically on mud.  Rock shrimp also utilize hardbottom and coral, more 
specifically Oculina, habitat areas.  This was confirmed with research trawls capturing large 
amounts of rock shrimp in and around the Oculina Bank HAPC prior to its designation. 
 


Abundance and status of stocks 
For stocks such as rock shrimp, information from which to establish stock status determination 
criteria is limited to measures of catch.  Nevertheless, with the proposed changes to the 
permitting system and new reporting requirements being considered permit Amendment 7 to the 
Shrimp Plan (SAFMC, in review), better information would be collected on the effort and catch 
in this fishery.  Data should be reviewed periodically to determine if better inferences can be 
drawn to address BMSY.  Additionally, any time that annual catch levels trigger one of the 
selected thresholds, new effort should be made to infer BMSY or a reasonable proxy. 
 
Stock status determination criteria for rock shrimp were calculated from catch estimates as 
reported in Amendment 1 of the Shrimp Plan (SAFMC 1996a) during the period 1984-1996 
(Table 3-4).  
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Table 3-4.  Landings (pounds) data used to calculate the current MSY value for rock shrimp in 
the South Atlantic. 


Year Landings 
1986 2,514,895 
1987 3,223,692 
1988 1,933,097 
1989 3,964,942 
1990 3,507,955 
1991 1,330,919 
1992 2,572,727 
1993 5,297,197 
1994 6,714,761 


Note: Data for the period 1986 to 1994 are taken from Shrimp Amendment 1 (SAFMC 1996a). 
 


Maximum Sustainable Yield -- Because rock shrimp live only 20 to 22 months, landings 
fluctuate considerably from year to year depending primarily on environmental factors.  
Although there is a good historical time series of catch data, the associated effort data were not 
considered adequate to calculate a biologically realistic value for MSY.  Nevertheless, two 
standard deviations above the mean total landings was considered to be a reasonable proxy for 
MSY (SAFMC 1996a).  The MSY proxy for rock shrimp, based on the state data from 1986 to 
1994, is 6,829,449 pounds heads on (SAFMC 1996a).  
 
Optimum Yield -- OY is equal to MSY.  The intent is to allow the amount of harvest that can be 
taken by U.S. fishermen without reducing the spawning stock below the level necessary to 
ensure adequate reproduction.  This is appropriate for an annual crop like rock shrimp when 
recruitment is dependent on environmental conditions rather than female biomass.  A relatively 
small number of mature shrimp can provide sufficient recruits for the subsequent year’s 
production (SAFMC 1996a). 
 
Overfished Definition -- The South Atlantic rock shrimp resource is overfished when annual 
landings exceed a value two standard deviations above mean landings during 1986 to 1994 
(mean=3,451,132 pounds., s.d. =1,689,159), or 6,829,449 pounds heads on (SAFMC 1996a).  In 
other words, the stock would be overfished if landings exceeded MSY.  The status of rock 
shrimp stocks in the South Atlantic are not considered overfished at this time.  High fecundity 
enables rock shrimp to rebound from a very low population size in one year to a high population 
size in the next when environmental conditions are favorable (SAFMC 1996a).  
 
Overfishing Definition -- There is no designation of overfishing for rock shrimp.  The overfished 
definition, which is based on landings (and fishing effort) in excess of average catch is, in 
essence, an overfishing definition. 
 
For further information on rock shrimp, see Shrimp Amendment 7 (SAFMC XXXX). 
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Royal Red Shrimp 
 
Description and distribution 
 
Royal red shrimp, Pleoticus robustus (Figure 3-3) are members of the family Solenoceridae, and 
are characterized by a body covered with short hair and a rostrum with the ventral margin 
toothless.  Color can range from orange to milky white.  Royal red shrimp are found on the 
continental slope throughout the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic area from Cape Cod to 
French Guiana.  In the South Atlantic they are found in large concentrations primarily off 
northeast Florida.  They inhabit the upper regions of the continental slope from 180 meters (590 
feet) to about 730 meters (2,395 feet), but concentrations are usually found at depths of between 
250 meters (820 feet).  Royal red shrimp are not burrowers but dig grooves in the substrate in 
search of small benthic organisms (Carpenter 2002).  They have been commercially harvested in 
a relatively limited capacity.  Royal red shrimp are not included in the Fishery Management Unit 
for the Shrimp FMP of the South Atlantic because no management measures were being 
proposed for the species when the FMP was developed. 
 


 
 


Figure 3-3.  Royal red shrimp, Pleoticus robustus. 
(Perez-Farfante and Kenlsey 1997) 
 


Reproduction 
Anderson and Lindner (1975), in a study off the east coast of Florida, stated that males mature at 
125 millimeters (5 inches) total length (TL), while females mature at 155 millimeters (6 inches) 
TL.  Based on examination of ovaries they determined that peak spawning off that area is during 
winter and spring, although some spawning occurs throughout the year.  Mating is similar to 
penaeid shrimp, with the male placing a relatively large spermatophore on the female’s thelycum 
(Perez-Farfante 1977). 
 


Development, growth and movement patterns 
Larvae of this species are unknown (Anderson and Lindner 1975), although several 
developmental stages have been described for the closest related species, Pleoticus muelleri, 
which occurs in much shallower depths off Brazil and Argentina  (Scelzo and Boschi 1975).  
Anderson and Lindner (1975) collected no shrimp smaller than 55 millimeters (2 inches) TL, and 
concluded that royal red shrimp do not fully recruit to fishing gear until age 2.  They surmised 
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that this species can live up to 5 years.  Movement appears restricted to the above mentioned 
depth ranges. 


 
Ecological relationships 


Other than bottom type preferences mentioned above, little published information exists on 
ecological relationships.  Gut content studies on the shrimp and identification of potential 
predators in their habitat could elucidate trophic relationships. 
 


Abundance and status of stocks 
Other than the study by Anderson and Lindner (1975), little fishery-independent information 
exists on Pleoticus robustus in the south Atlantic, therefore abundance must be estimated from 
reported fisheries landings.  Landings in this region have averaged approximately 225,000 
pounds over the last 5 years.  Concerns over overfishing a relatively long-lived species have led 
to conservative catch limits in the Gulf of Mexico fishery (GMFMC 1995), and similar 
constraints should be observed in the south Atlantic, until estimates of abundance and sustainable 
yield can be made. 


3.2.3 Protected Species 


 
There are 31 different species of marine mammals that may occur in the EEZ of the South 
Atlantic region.  All 31 species are protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) 
and six are also listed as endangered under the ESA (i.e., sperm, sei, fin, blue, humpback, and 
North Atlantic right whales).  In addition to those six marine mammals, five species of sea turtle, 
the smalltooth sawfish, five distinct population segments (DPSs) of Atlantic sturgeon, and two 
Acropora coral species (elkhorn [Acropora palmata] and staghorn [A. cervicornis]) are protected 
under the ESA.  Portions of designated critical habitat for North Atlantic right whales and 
Acropora corals also occur within the South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction.  Descriptions of the 
life history characteristics of the protected species can be found in the FEP (SAMFC 2009b) and 
in Comprehensive ACL Amendment (SAFMC 2011c), and are herein incorporated by reference.   
 
Species listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA, along with any designated critical 
habitat(s) in the action area, are listed below.  A review of the species’ biology, population 
status, distribution, and on-going threats is provided in order to evaluate potential effects of the 
fishery and proposed action(s) on the listed species, as required by Section 7 of the ESA.   


Potentially Affected ESA-Listed Species Under NOAA Fisheries Service’s Purview  
Marine mammals Scientific Name Status 
Blue whale  Balaenoptera musculus Endangered 
Humpback whale Megaptera novaeangliae Endangered 
Fin whale Balaenoptera physalus Endangered 


North Atlantic right whale Eubalaena glacialis Endangered 


Sei whale Balaenoptera borealis Endangered 
Sperm whale Physeter macrocephalus Endangered 


Sea Turtles Scientific Name Status 
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Endangered/Threatened * 
Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys imbricata Endangered 
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Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea Endangered 


Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta Threatened** 


Kemp’s ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys kempii  Threatened 


Invertebrates   
Elkhorn coral  Acropora palmata Threatened 


Staghorn coral Acropora cervicornis Threatened 


Fish Scientific Name Status 
Smalltooth sawfish Pristis pectinata Endangered *** 
Atlantic sturgeon  Acipenser oxyrinchus Endangered/Threatened **** 
Critical Habitat  
Elkhorn and staghorn coral  


North Atlantic right whale  
*Green sea turtles in U.S. waters are listed as threatened except for the Florida breeding population, which is listed as endangered. 
**The Northwest Atlantic distinct population segment (DPS). 
***The United States DPS. 
*** The New York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, Carolina, and South Atlantic DPSs are listed as endangered; the Gulf of Maine DPS is listed 
as threatened. 


Potentially Affected ESA-Listed Species Under U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) Purview 


Birds Scientific Name Status 
Bermuda Petrel Pterodrama cahow  Endangered 
Roseate Tern Sterna dougallii  Endangered***** 
***** North American populations federally listed under the ESA: endangered on Atlantic coast south to NC, 
threatened elsewhere.  


 
ESA-Listed Sea Turtles  
Green, hawksbill, Kemp‘s ridley, leatherback, and the NW Atlantic DPS of loggerhead sea 
turtles are all highly migratory and travel widely throughout the South Atlantic. The following 
sections are a brief overview of the general life history characteristics of the sea turtles found in 
the South Atlantic region. Several volumes exist that cover more thoroughly the biology and 
ecology of these species (i.e., Lutz and Musick (eds.) 1997, Lutz et al. (eds.) 2002).  
 
Green sea turtle hatchlings are thought to occupy pelagic areas of the open ocean and are often 
associated with Sargassum rafts (Carr 1987, Walker 1994). Pelagic stage green sea turtles are 
thought to be carnivorous. Stomach samples of these animals found ctenophores and pelagic 
snails (Frick 1976, Hughes 1974). At approximately 20 to 25 centimeters (8-10 inches) carapace 
length, juveniles migrate from pelagic habitats to benthic foraging areas (Bjorndal 1997). As 
juveniles move into benthic foraging areas a diet shift towards herbivory occurs. They consume 
primarily seagrasses and algae, but are also know to consume jellyfish, salps, and sponges 
(Bjorndal 1980, 1997; Paredes 1969; Mortimer 1981, 1982). The diving abilities of all sea turtles 
species vary by their life stages. The maximum diving range of green sea turtles is estimated at 
110 meters (360 feet) (Frick 1976), but they are most frequently making dives of less than 20 
meters (65 feet) (Walker 1994). The time of these dives also varies by life stage. The maximum 
dive length is estimated at 66 minutes with most dives lasting from 9 to 23 minutes (Walker 
1994).  
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The hawksbill’s pelagic stage lasts from the time they leave the nesting beach as hatchlings until 
they are approximately 22-25 centimeters (8-10 inches) in straight carapace length (Meylan 
1988, Meylan and Donnelly 1999). The pelagic stage is followed by residency in developmental 
habitats (foraging areas where juveniles reside and grow) in coastal waters. Little is known about 
the diet of pelagic stage hawksbills. Adult foraging typically occurs over coral reefs, although 
other hard-bottom communities and mangrove-fringed areas are occupied occasionally. 
Hawksbills show fidelity to their foraging areas over several years (van Dam and Diéz 1998). 
The hawksbill‘s diet is highly specialized and consists primarily of sponges (Meylan 1988). 
Gravid females have been noted ingesting coralline substrate (Meylan 1984) and calcareous 
algae (Anderes Alvarez and Uchida 1994), which are believed to be possible sources of calcium 
to aid in eggshell production. The maximum diving depths of these animals are not known, but 
the maximum length of dives is estimated at 73.5 minutes. More routinely, dives last about 56 
minutes (Hughes 1974).  
 
Kemp’s ridley hatchlings are also pelagic during the early stages of life and feed in surface 
waters (Carr 1987, Ogren 1989). Once the juveniles reach approximately 20 centimeters (8 
inches) carapace length they move to relatively shallow (less than 50 meters; 164 feet.) 
benthic foraging habitat over unconsolidated substrates (Márquez-M. 1994). They have also been 
observed transiting long distances between foraging habitats (Ogren 1989). Kemp‘s ridleys 
feeding in these nearshore areas primarily prey on crabs, though they are also known to ingest 
mollusks, fish, marine vegetation, and shrimp (Shaver 1991). The fish and shrimp Kemp‘s 
ridleys ingest are not thought to be a primary prey item but instead may be scavenged 
opportunistically from bycatch discards or from discarded bait (Shaver 1991). Given their 
predilection for shallower water, Kemp‘s ridleys most routinely make dives of 50 m or less 
(Soma 1985, Byles 1988). Their maximum diving range is unknown. Depending on the life stage 
Kemp‘s ridleys may be able to stay submerged anywhere from 167 minutes to 300 minutes, 
though dives of 12.7 minutes to 16.7 minutes are much more common (Soma 1985, Mendonca 
and Pritchard 1986, Byles 1988). Kemp‘s ridleys may also spend as much as 96% of their time 
underwater (Soma 1985, Byles 1988).  
 
Leatherbacks are the most pelagic of all ESA-listed sea turtles and spend most of their time in 
the open ocean although they will enter coastal waters and are seen over the continental shelf on 
a seasonal basis to feed in areas where jellyfish are concentrated. Leatherbacks feed primarily on 
cnidarians (medusae, siphonophores) and tunicates. Unlike other sea turtles, leatherbacks‘ diets 
do not shift during their life cycles. Because leatherbacks‘ ability to capture and eat jellyfish is 
not constrained by size or age, they continue to feed on these species regardless of life stage 
(Bjorndal 1997). Leatherbacks are the deepest diving of all sea turtles. It is estimated that these 
species can dive in excess of 1000 meters (Eckert et al. 1989) but more frequently dive to depths 
of 50 to 84 meters (Eckert et al. 1986). Dive times range from a maximum of 37 minutes to more 
routines dives of 4 to 14.5 minutes (Standora et al. 1984, Eckert et al. 1986, Eckert et al. 1989, 
Keinath and Musick 1993). Leatherbacks may spend 74% to 91% of their time submerged 
(Standora et al. 1984).  
 
Loggerhead hatchlings forage in the open ocean and are often associated with Sargassum rafts 
(Hughes 1974, Carr 1987, Walker 1994, Bolten and Balazs 1995). The pelagic stage of these sea 
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turtles are known to eat a wide range of things including salps, jellyfish, amphipods, crabs, 
syngnathid fish, squid, and pelagic snails (Brongersma 1972). Stranding records indicate that 
when pelagic immature loggerheads reach 40-60 centimeters (16-23 inches) straight-line 
carapace length they begin to live in coastal inshore and nearshore waters of the continental shelf 
throughout the U.S. Atlantic (Witzell 2002). Here they forage over hard- and soft-bottom 
habitats (Carr 1986). Benthic foraging loggerheads eat a variety of invertebrates with crabs and 
mollusks being an important prey source (Burke et al. 1993). Estimates of the maximum diving 
depths of loggerheads range from 211 to 233 meters (692-764 feet.) (Thayer et al. 1984, Limpus 
and Nichols 1988). The lengths of loggerhead dives are frequently between 17 and 30 minutes 
(Thayer et al. 1984, Limpus and Nichols 1988, Limpus and Nichols 1994, Lanyan et al. 1989) 
and they may spend anywhere from 80 to 94% of their time submerged (Limpus and Nichols 
1994, Lanyan et al. 1989).  
 
ESA-Listed Marine Fish  
The historical range of the smalltooth sawfish in the U.S. ranged from New York to the Mexico 
border. Their current range is poorly understood but believed to have contracted from these 
historical areas. In the South Atlantic region, they are most commonly found in Florida, 
primarily off the Florida Keys (Simpfendorfer and Wiley 2004). Only two smalltooth sawfish 
have been recorded north of Florida since 1963 (the first was captured off North Carolina in 
1999 (Schwartz 2003) and the other off Georgia 2002 [Burgess unpublished data]). Historical 
accounts and recent encounter data suggest that immature individuals are most common in 
shallow coastal waters less than 25 meters (Bigelow and Schroeder 1953, Adams and Wilson 
1995), while mature animals occur in waters in excess of 100 meters (Simpfendorfer pers. 
comm. 2006). Smalltooth sawfish feed primarily on fish. Mullet, jacks, and ladyfish are believed 
to be their primary food resources (Simpfendorfer 2001). Smalltooth sawfish also prey on 
crustaceans (mostly shrimp and crabs) by disturbing bottom sediment with their saw (Norman 
and Fraser 1938, Bigelow and Schroeder 1953).  
NMFS convened the Smalltooth Sawfish Recovery Team, comprising sawfish scientists, 
managers, and environmental managers, to develop a plan to recover the U.S. distinct population 
segment (DPS) of smalltooth sawfish. The plan recommends specific steps to recover the DPS, 
focusing on reducing fishing impacts, protecting important habitats, and educating the public. 
The draft recovery plan was made available for public comment in August 2006 and can be 
found at www.nmfs.noaa.gov.  
 
On May 1, 2009, the Southeast Regional Office, Sustainable Fisheries Division, requested 
reinitiation of the Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation on the South Atlantic shrimp 
fishery and its effects on smalltooth sawfish because the amount of authorized incidental take for 
smalltooth sawfish had been exceeded. The most recent biological opinion on shrimp fishing 
under the Shrimp Fishery Management Plan for the South Atlantic, completed on February 25, 
2005, concluded the continued authorization of the South Atlantic shrimp fishery is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of smalltooth sawfish. An incidental take statement was 
issued authorizing the annual incidental lethal take of up to one smalltooth sawfish. A smalltooth 
sawfish take was observed in a shrimp trawl in the South Atlantic exclusive economic zone 
(EEZ) on July 26, 2008. It was in poor condition and believed not to have survived the 
interaction. Three additional smalltooth sawfish were observed taken in a shrimp trawls in the 
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South Atlantic EEZ during a fishing trip from March 5-9, 2009. One of the smalltooth sawfish is 
thought to have died from the interaction; the other two were released alive and assumed to have 
survived.  
 
Under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), it is illegal to catch or harm an endangered sawfish. 
However, some fishermen catch sawfish incidentally while fishing for other species. NMFS and 
the Smalltooth Sawfish Recovery Team have developed guidelines to fishermen telling them 
how to safely handle and release any sawfish they catch.  
 
Five separate distinct population segments (DPSs) of the Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser 
oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) were listed under the ESA effective April 6, 2012 (76 FR 5914; February 
12, 2012).  From north to south, the DPSs are the Gulf of Maine, New York Bight, Chesapeake 
Bay, Carolina, and South Atlantic (Figure XX).  The New York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, 
Carolina, and South Atlantic DPSs are listed as endangered, and the Gulf of Maine DPS is listed 
as threatened.  The five DPSs were listed under the ESA as a result of threats from a combination 
of habitat curtailment and modification, overutilization (i.e., being taken as bycatch) in 
commercial fisheries, and the inadequacy of regulatory mechanisms in ameliorating these 
impacts and threats.   
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Figure XX.  Map Depicting the Five DPSs of Atlantic sturgeon 
 
Atlantic sturgeon are long-lived, estuarine dependent, anadromous1 fish (Bigelow and Schroeder 
1953, Vladykov and Greeley 1963, Mangin 1964, Pikitch et al. 2005, Dadswell 2006, ASSRT 
2007), that historically occurred from Labrador south to the St. Johns River, Florida.  Generally, 
Atlantic sturgeon use coastal bays, sounds, and ocean waters in depths less than 132 ft 
(Vladykov and Greeley 1963, Murawski and Pacheco 1977, Dovel and Berggren 1983, Smith 
1985, Collins and Smith 1997, Welsh et al. 2002, Savoy and Pacileo 2003, Stein et al. 2004, 
USFWS 2004, Laney et al. 2007, Dunton et al. 2010, Erickson et al. 2011, Wirgin and King 
2011), where they feed on a variety of benthic invertebrates and fish (Bigelow and Schroeder 
1953, ASSRT 2007, Guilbard et al. 2007, Savoy 2007).  Mature Atlantic sturgeon make 
spawning migrations from estuarine waters to rivers as water temperatures reach 43ºF for males 
(Smith et al. 1982, Dovel and Berggren 1983, Smith 1985, ASMFC 2009) and 54ºF for females 


                                                 
1 Anadromous refers to a fish that is born in freshwater, spends most of its life in the sea, and returns to freshwater to 
spawn (NEFSC FAQ’s, available at http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/faq/fishfaq1a.html, modified June 16, 2011)  
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(Dovel and Berggren 1983, Smith 1985, Collins et al. 2000a), typically between February 
(southern systems) and July (northern systems).  Individuals spawn at intervals of once every 1-5 
years for males and once every 2-5 years for females.  Spawning is believed to occur in flowing 
water between the salt front of estuaries and the fall line of large rivers, when and where optimal 
flows are 18-30 in/s and depths are 36-89 ft (Borodin 1925, Dees 1961, Leland 1968, Scott and 
Crossman 1973, Crance, 1987, Shirey et al. 1999, Bain et al. 2000, Collins et al. 2000a, Caron et 
al. 2002, Hatin et al. 2002, ASMFC 2009).  Females may produce 400,000 to 4 million eggs per 
spawning year (Vladykov and Greeley 1963, Smith et al., 1982, Van Eenennaam et al. 1996, Van 
Eenennaam and Doroshov 1998, Stevenson and Secor 1999, Dadswell 2006) and deposit eggs on 
hard bottom substrate such as cobble, coarse sand, and bedrock (Dees 1961, Scott and Crossman 
1973, Gilbert 1989, Smith and Clugston 1997, Bain et al. 2000, Collins et al. 2000a, Caron et al. 
2002, Hatin et al. 2002, Mohler, 2003, ASMFC 2009).  Upon hatching, studies suggest that early 
juvenile Atlantic sturgeon (age-0 [i.e., YOY], age-1, and age-2) remain in low salinity waters of 
their natal estuaries (Haley 1999, Hatin et al. 2007, McCord et al. 2007, Munro et al. 2007) for 
months to years before emigrating to open ocean as subadults (Holland and Yelverton 1973, 
Dovel and Berggen 1983, Waldman et al. 1996, Dadswell 2006, ASSRT 2007).  Growth rates 
and age at maturity are both influenced by water temperature, as Atlantic sturgeon grow larger 
and mature faster in warmer waters.  Atlantic sturgeon may live up to 60 years, reach lengths up 
to 14 feet and weigh over 800 lbs.  Tagging studies and genetic analyses (Wirgin et al. 2000, 
King et al. 2001, Waldman et al. 2002, ASSRT 2007, Grunwald et al. 2008) indicate that 
Atlantic sturgeon exhibit ecological separation during spawning throughout their range that has 
resulted in multiple, genetically distinct, interbreeding population segments.  
 
The construction of dams, dredging, and modification of water flows have reduced the amount 
and quality of habitat available for Atlantic sturgeon spawning and foraging.  Water quality 
(temperature, salinity, and dissolved oxygen) has also been reduced by terrestrial activities, 
leading to further declines in available spawning and nursery habitat.  Although spawning 
historically occurred within many Atlantic coast rivers, only 16 U.S. rivers are known to 
currently support spawning based on available evidence (i.e., presence of YOY or gravid 
Atlantic sturgeon documented within the past 15 years) (ASSRT 2007). 
 
Overutilization of Atlantic sturgeon from directed fishing caused initial severe declines in 
Atlantic sturgeon populations in the Southeast, from which they have never recovered.  Although 
directed harvest of this species has ceased, Atlantic sturgeon continue to be incidentally caught 
as bycatch in other commercial fisheries.  Because Atlantic sturgeon mix extensively in marine 
waters and may utilize multiple river systems for nursery and foraging habitat in addition to their 
natal spawning river, they are subject to being caught in multiple fisheries throughout their 
range.  Additionally, Atlantic sturgeon are more sensitive to bycatch mortality because they are a 
long-lived species, have an older age at maturity, have lower maximum fecundity values, and a 
large percentage of egg production occurs later in life.  Based on these life history traits, 
Boreman (1997) calculated that Atlantic sturgeon can only withstand the annual loss of up to five 
percent of their population to bycatch mortality without suffering population declines.  Mortality 
rates of Atlantic sturgeon taken as bycatch in various types of fishing gear range between 0-51 
percent, with the greatest mortality occurring in sturgeon caught by sink gillnets.  While many of 
the threats to the Atlantic sturgeon have been ameliorated or reduced due to the existing 
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regulatory mechanisms, such as the moratorium on directed fisheries for Atlantic sturgeon, 
bycatch is currently not being addressed through existing mechanisms.   
 
The recovery of Atlantic sturgeon along the Atlantic Coast, especially in areas where habitat is 
limited and water quality is severely degraded, will require improvements in the following areas: 
(1) elimination of barriers to spawning habitat either through dam removal, breaching, or 
installation of successful fish passage facilities; (2) operation of water control structures to 
provide appropriate flows, especially during spawning season; (3) imposition of dredging 
restrictions including seasonal moratoriums and avoidance of spawning/nursery habitat; and, (4) 
mitigation of water quality parameters that are restricting sturgeon use of a rivers (i.e., DO).  
Stronger regulatory mechanisms may likely aid in achieving these improvements.  These 
regulatory mechanisms may also aid in reducing bycatch mortality in commercial fisheries, again 
assisting in the recovery of the species. 
 
ESA-Listed Marine Invertebrates  
 
Elkhorn (Acropora palmata) and staghorn (A. cervicornis) coral were listed as threatened under 
the ESA on May 9, 2006.  The Atlantic Acropora Status Review (Acropora Biological Review 
Team 2005) presents a summary of published literature and other currently available scientific 
information regarding the biology and status of both these species.  
 
Elkhorn and staghorn corals are two of the major reef-building corals in the wider Caribbean. 
In the South Atlantic region, they are found most commonly in the Florida Keys; staghorn coral 
occurs the furthest north with colonies documented off Palm Beach, Florida (26°3'N).  The depth 
range for these species ranges from <1 meter (3 feet) to 60 meters (197 feet).  The optimal depth 
range for elkhorn is considered to be 1 to 5 meters (3-16 feet) depth (Goreau and Wells 1967), 
while staghorn corals are found slightly deeper, 5 to 15 meters (16-49 feet) (Goreau and Goreau 
1973).  
 
All Atlantic Acropora species (including elkhorn and staghorn coral) are considered to be 
environmentally sensitive, requiring relatively clear, well-circulated water (Jaap et al. 1989). 
Optimal water temperatures for elkhorn and staghorn coral range from 25° to 29°C (77-84°F) 
(Ghiold and Smith 1990, Williams and Bunkley-Williams 1990).  Both species are almost 
entirely dependent upon sunlight for nourishment, contrasting the massive, boulder-shaped 
species in the region (Porter 1976, Lewis 1977) that are more dependent on zooplankton.  Thus, 
Atlantic Acropora species are much more susceptible to increases in water turbidity than some 
other coral species.  
 
Fertilization and development of elkhorn and staghorn corals is exclusively external. Embryonic 
development culminates with the development of planktonic larvae called planulae (Bak et al. 
1977, Sammarco 1980, Rylaarsdam 1983).  Unlike most other coral larvae, elkhorn and staghorn 
planulae appear to prefer to settle on upper, exposed surfaces, rather than in dark or cryptic ones 
(Szmant and Miller 2006), at least in a laboratory setting.  Studies of elkhorn and staghorn corals 
indicated that larger colonies of both species had higher fertility rates than smaller colonies 
(Soong and Lang 1992).  
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Species of Concern  
 
NOAA Fisheries Service has created a list of Species of Concern as a publicly available list 
identifying other species of concern.  These are species about which NOAA Fisheries Service 
has some concerns regarding status and threats, but for which insufficient information is 
available to indicate a need to list the species under the ESA.  NOAA Fisheries Service uses the 
list to draw proactive attention and conservation action to these species.  No federal mandate 
protects species of concern under the ESA although voluntary protection of these species is 
urged.  To date, no incidental capture of any of these species has been reported in the shrimp 
fishery in the South Atlantic region.  
 
List of Marine Species of Concern in the Southeastern United States  
Alwife herring Alosa pseudoharengus 
Atlantic bluefin tuna Thunnus thynnus 
Blueback herring Alosa aestivalis 
Dusky shark Carcharhinus obscurus  
Sand tiger shark Odontaspis taurus  
Speckled hind Epinephelus drummondhayi  
Warsaw grouper Epinephelus nigritus  
Nassau grouper Epinephelus striatus  
Ivory Tree Coral Oculina varicosa 
 


3.3 Human Environment 


 


3.3.1    Economic Description of the Commercial Fishery 


 


3.3.1.4 Economic Activity 


 


3.3.2     Economic Description of the Recreational Fishery 


 


3.3.2.1      Harvest 


  


3.3.2.2      Effort  


 


3.3.2.3      Permits  


 
For-hire vessels are required to have a for-hire snapper grouper permit to fish for or possess 
snapper grouper species in the South Atlantic EEZ.  The number of vessels with for-hire snapper 
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grouper permits for the period 2005-2010 is provided in Table 3-20.  This sector operates as an 
open access fishery and not all permitted vessels are necessarily active in the fishery. Some 
vessel owners obtain open access permits as insurance for uncertainties in the fisheries in which 
they currently operate. 
 
The number of for-hire permits issued for the South Atlantic snapper grouper fishery increased 
from 1,904 permits in 2005 to 2,104 permits in 2008, but subsequently decreased to 2,091 in 
2009 and 1,815 in 2010.  The majority of snapper grouper for-hire permitted vessels were home-
ported in Florida; a relatively high proportion of these permitted vessels were also home-ported 
in North Carolina and South Carolina.  Many vessels with South Atlantic for-hire snapper-
grouper permits were homeported in states outside of SAFMC’s area of jurisdiction, particularly 
in the Gulf states of Alabama through Texas.  Although the number of vessels with South 
Atlantic for-hire snapper grouper permits homeported in states outside of SAFMC’s area of 
jurisdiction increased from 2005 to 2009, they still accounted for approximately the same 
proportion (9-10%) of the total number of permits.  For-hire snapper-grouper permits in these 
other areas fell in 2010. 
 
Table 3-20.  Number of South Atlantic for-hire snapper-grouper vessel permits, 2005-2010.  


Home Port State 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
 


2010 Avg. 
North Carolina 294 317 353 399 391 333 348 
South Carolina 136 142 152 160 167 147 151 
Georgia 37 36 37 35 36 28 35 
Florida 1,267 1,304 1,312 1,310 1,280 1,110 1,264 
Gulf States (AL-TX) 102 84 79 84 87 84 87 
Other States 68 84 93 116 130 113 101 
Total 1,904 1,967 2,026 2,104 2,091 1,815 1,985 


 
For hire permits do not distinguish charterboats from headboats.  Based on a 1997 survey, 
Holland et al. (1999) estimated that a total of 1,080 charter vessels and 96 headboats supplied 
for-hire services in all South Atlantic fisheries during 1997.  By 2010, the estimated number of 
headboats supplying for-hire services in all South Atlantic fisheries had fallen to 85, indicating a 
decrease in fleet size of approximately 11% between 1997 and 2010 (K. Brennan, Beaufort 
Laboratory, SEFSC, personal communication, Feb. 2011). 
 
There are no specific permitting requirements for recreational anglers to harvest snapper 
grouper.  Instead, anglers are required to possess either a state recreational fishing permit that 
authorizes saltwater fishing in general, or be registered in the federal National Saltwater Angler 
Registry system, subject to appropriate exemptions. 
 


3.3.2.4      Economic Value and Expenditures  
 
Participation, effort, and harvest are indicators of the value of saltwater recreational fishing.  
However, a more specific indicator of value is the satisfaction that anglers experience over and 
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above their costs of fishing.  The monetary value of this satisfaction is referred to as consumer 
surplus.  The value or benefit derived from the recreational experience is dependent on several 
quality determinants, which include fish size, catch success rate, and the number of fish kept.  
These variables help determine the value of a fishing trip and influence total demand for 
recreational fishing trips.  
 
While anglers receive economic value as measured by the consumer surplus associated with 
fishing, for-hire businesses receive value from the services they provide.  Producer surplus is the 
measure of the economic value these operations receive.  Producer surplus is the difference 
between the revenue a business receives for a good or service, such as a charter or headboat trip, 
and the cost the business incurs to provide that good or service.  Estimates of the producer 
surplus associated with for-hire trips are not available.  However, proxy values in the form of net 
operating revenues are available (David Carter, NMFS SEFSC, personal communication, August 
2010).  These estimates were culled from several studies – Liese et al. (2009), Dumas et al. 
(2009), Holland et al. (1999), and Sutton et al. (1999).  Estimates of net operating revenue per 
angler trip (2009 dollars) on representative charter trips (average charter trip regardless of area 
fished) are $146 for Louisiana through east Florida, $135 for east Florida, $156 for northeast 
Florida, and $128 for North Carolina.  For charter trips into the EEZ only, net operating revenues 
are $141 in east Florida and $148 in northeast Florida.  For full-day and overnight trips only, net 
operating revenues are estimated to be $155-$160 in North Carolina.  Comparable estimates are 
not available for Georgia, South Carolina, or Texas. 
 
Net operating revenues per angler trip are lower for headboats than for charterboats.  Net 
operating revenue estimates for a representative headboat trip are $48 in the Gulf of Mexico (all 
states and all of Florida), and $63-$68 in North Carolina.  For full-day and overnight headboat 
trips, net operating revenues are estimated to be $74-$77 in North Carolina.  Comparable 
estimates are not available for Georgia and South Carolina. 
 
The foregoing value estimates should not be confused with angler expenditures or the economic 
activity (impacts) associated with these expenditures.  While expenditures for a specific good or 
service may represent a proxy or lower bound of value (a person would not logically pay more 
for something than it was worth to them), they do not represent the net value (benefits minus 
cost), nor the change in value associated with a change in the fishing experience.   
 
Estimates of the economic activity (impacts) associated with recreational fishing for any species 
could be derived using average coefficients for recreational angling across all fisheries (species), 
as derived by an economic add-on to the MRFSS, and described and utilized in NMFS (2009).  
Business activity is characterized in the form of FTE jobs, income impacts (wages, salaries, and 
self-employed income), output (sales) impacts (gross business sales), and value-added impacts 
(difference between the value of goods and the cost of materials or supplies).  Job and output 
(sales) impacts are equivalent metrics across both the commercial and recreational sectors.  
Income and value-added impacts are not equivalent, though similarity in the magnitude of 
multipliers may result in roughly equivalent values.  Neither income nor value-added impacts 
should be added to output (sales) impacts because this would result in double counting.  Job and 
output (sales) impacts, however, may be added across sectors. 
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The current model to derive business activity is based on the number of recreational trips for a 
species.  Because these trips for golden tilefish are relatively sparse (see Tables 3-14 through 3-
17), estimates of economic activity generated by the recreational sector for the golden tilefish 
portion of the snapper grouper fishery reflect such sparse data.  Estimates of the average golden 
tilefish recreational effort (2005-2010) and associated economic impacts (2008 dollars) are 
provided in Table 3-21.  Target trips were used as the measure of recreational effort.  As 
previously discussed, more trips may catch a species than target the species.  Where such occurs, 
estimates of the economic activity associated with the average number of catch trips can be 
calculated based on the ratio of catch trips to target trips because the average output impact and 
jobs per trip cannot be differentiated by trip intent. 
 
It should be noted that output impacts and value added impacts are not additive and the impacts 
for individual species should not be added because of possible duplication (some trips may target 
multiple species).  Also, the estimates of economic activity should not be added across states to 
generate a regional total because state-level impacts reflect the economic activity expected to 
occur within the state before the revenues or expenditures “leak” outside the state, possibly to 
another state within the region.  Under a regional model, economic activity that “leaks” from, for 
example, Florida into Georgia would still occur within the region and continue to be tabulated.  
As a result, regional totals would be expected to be greater than the sum of the individual state 
totals.  Regional estimates of the economic activity associated with golden tilefish recreational 
fishing are unavailable at this time. 
 
Because the headboat sector in the Southeast is not covered by the MRFSS, the current model 
used in deriving estimates could not provide this sector’s estimates of economic activity.  In the 
particular case of golden tilefish, estimating economic activity of the headboat sector is also 
unnecessary because this sector did not report any landings of the species during the period 
considered. 


3.3.2.5      Financial Operations of the Charter and Headboat Sectors  
 
Holland et al. (1999) estimated that the charterboat fee in the South Atlantic ranged from $292 to 
$2,000.  The actual cost depended on state, trip length, and the variety of services offered by the 
charter operation.  Depending on the state, the average fee for a half-day trip ranged from $296 
to $360, for a full day trip the range was $575 to $710, and for an overnight trip the range was 
$1,000 to $2,000.  Most (>90%) Florida charter operators offered half-day and full-day trips and 
about 15% of the fleet offered overnight trips.  In comparison, only about 3% of operations in the 
other South Atlantic states offered overnight trips.   
 
For headboats, the average fee in Florida was $29 for a half-day trip and $45 for a full day trip.  
For North and South Carolina, the average base fee was $34 per person for a half-day trip and 
$61 per person for a full day trip.  Most of these headboat trips operated in Federal waters in the 
South Atlantic (Holland et al. 1999). 
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Capital investment in charter vessels averaged $109,301 in Florida, $79,868 for North Carolina, 
$38,150 for South Carolina and $51,554 for Georgia (Holland et al. 1999).  Charterboat owners 
incur expenses for inputs such as fuel, ice, and tackle in order to offer the services required by 
their passengers.  Most expenses incurred in 1997 by charter vessel owners were on crew wages 
and salaries and fuel.  The average annual charterboat business expenditures incurred was 
$68,816 for Florida vessels, $46,888 for North Carolina vessels, $23,235 for South Carolina 
vessels, and $41,688 for vessels in Georgia in 1997.  The average capital investment for 
headboats in the South Atlantic was approximately $220,000 in 1997.  Total annual business 
expenditures averaged $135,737 for headboats in Florida and $105,045 for headboats in other 
states in the South Atlantic.  
 
The 1999 study on the for-hire sector in the Southeastern U.S. presented two sets of average 
gross revenue estimates for the charter and headboat sectors in the South Atlantic (Holland et al., 
1999).  The first set of estimates were those reported by survey respondents and were as follows: 
$51,000 for charterboats on the Atlantic coast of Florida; $60,135 for charterboats in North 
Carolina; $26,304 for charterboats in South Carolina; $56,551 for charterboats in Georgia; 
$140,714 for headboats in Florida; and $123,000 for headboats in the other South Atlantic states 
(Holland et al., 1999).  The authors generated a second set of estimates using the reported 
average trip fee, average number of trips per year, and average number of passengers per trip (for 
the headboat sector) for each vessel category for Florida vessels.  Using this method, the 
resultant average gross revenue figures were $69,268 for charterboats and $299,551 for 
headboats.  Since the calculated estimates were considerably higher than the reported estimates 
(22% higher for charterboats and 113% higher for headboats), the authors surmised that this was 
due to sensitivity associated with reporting gross receipts, and subsequent under reporting.  
Alternatively, the respondents could have overestimated individual components of the calculated 
estimates.  Although the authors only applied this methodology to Florida vessels, assuming the 
same degree of under reporting in the other states results in the following estimates in average 
gross revenues:  $73,365 for charterboats in North Carolina, $32,091 for charterboats in South 
Carolina; $68,992 for charterboats in Georgia; and $261,990 for headboats in the other South 
Atlantic states. 
 
It should be noted that the study’s authors were concerned that while the reported gross revenue 
figures may be underestimates of true vessel income, the calculated values could overestimate 
gross income per vessel from for-hire activity (Holland et al., 1999).  Some of these vessels are 
also used in commercial fishing activities and that income is not reflected in these estimates.  
 
A more recent study of the North Carolina for-hire fishery provides some updated information on 
the financial status of the for-hire fishery in the state (Dumas et al., 2009).  Depending on vessel 
length, regional location, and season, charter fees per passenger per trip ranged from $168.14 to 
$251.59 for a full-day trip and from $93.63 to $123.95 for a half-day trip; headboat fees ranged 
from $72.50 to $81.78 for a full-day trip and from $38.08 to $45 for a half-day trip.  Charterboats 
generated a total of $55.7 million in passenger fees, $3.2 million in other vessel income (e.g., 
food and beverages), and $4.8 million in tips.  The corresponding figures for headboats were 
$9.8 million in passenger fees, $0.2 million in other vessel income, and $0.9 million in tips.  
Non-labor expenditures (e.g., boat insurance, dockage fees, bait, ice, fuel) amounted to $43.6 
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million for charterboats and $5.3 million for headboats.  Summing across vessel lengths and 
regions, charter vessels had an aggregate value (depreciated) of $120.4 million and headboats 
had an aggregate value (depreciated) of $10.2 million. 
 


3.4 Social and Cultural Environment 


 
The proposed actions in this amendment may affect fishermen and communities associated with 
the snapper grouper fishery and the deepwater shrimp fisheries. Communities associated with 
each of the fisheries will be described in the sections below and previous amendments with 
detailed descriptions of social environments of these fisheries are incorporated as references.  
The fishing restrictions for the HAPCs included in this amendment are also described in order to 
provide context.  
 
This amendment includes proposed changes for Oculina Bank HAPC, the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC, and the Cape Lookout CHAPC.  HAPC fishing restrictions include the prohibition of 
anchoring or using grapples; trawling, using fish traps, or bottom-longlines; fishing for or 
possession of rock shrimp; and possession of coral or bottom habitat.  The Oculina Experimental 
Closed Area (located within in the Oculina Bank HAPC) includes additional restrictions 
including the prohibition of fishing for or possession of snapper or grouper species.  All snapper 
or grouper taken incidentally by hook and line gear must be released immediately by cutting the 
line without removing the fish from water. 
 
In general, the people who may be directly affected by the proposed regulations include captain 
and crew of commercial and for-hire vessels, vessel owners, recreational anglers, and coastal 
communities.  In addition to regulatory change, individuals who may be affected by proposed 
actions also live and work in an environment with natural, economic, social and political 
dynamics.   


 
Coastal growth and development affects many coastal communities, especially those with either 
or both commercial and recreational working waterfronts.  The rapid disappearance of these 
types of waterfronts has important implications as the disruption of various types of fishing-
related businesses and employment.  The process of “gentrification,” which tends to push those 
of a lower socio-economic class out of traditional communities as property values and taxes rise 
has become common along coastal areas of the U.S. and around the world.  Working waterfronts 
tend to be displaced with development that is often stated as the “highest and best” use of 
waterfront property, but often is not associated with water-dependent occupations.  However, 
with the continued removal of these types of businesses over time the local economy becomes 
less diverse and more reliant on the service sector and recreational tourism.  As home values 
increase, people within lower socio-economic strata find it difficult to live within these 
communities and eventually must move.  Consequently they spend more time and expense 
commuting to work, if jobs continue to be available.  Newer residents often have no association 
with the water-dependent employment and may see that type of work and its associated 
infrastructure as unappealing.  They often do not see the linkage between those occupations and 
the aesthetics of the community that produced the initial appeal for many migrants.  The 
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demographic trends within counties can provide some indication as to whether these types of 
coastal change may be occurring if an unusually high rate of growth or change in the 
demographic character of the population is present.  A rise in education levels, property values, 
fewer owner occupied properties and an increase in the median age can at times indicate a 
growing process of gentrification (Colburn and Jepson 2012). Demographic profiles of coastal 
communities can be found in the Comprehensive Annual Catch Limit Amendment (SAFMC 
2011).  


3.4.1 Fishing Communities 


 
The communities displayed in the figures in Sections 3.4.2-3 below represent a categorization of 
communities based upon their commercial landings.  When possible, the overall value of local 
commercial landings divided by the overall value of commercial landings referred to as a 
“regional quotient” (RQ) was examined.  For confidentially reasons this RQ measure could not 
be displayed for all fisheries.  Instead, the top communities by total landings by pounds were 
examined for those species with confidentiality issues.  These data were assembled from the 
accumulated landings system which includes all species from both state and federal waters 
landed in 2010.  For the RQ analysis, all communities were ranked on this “RQ” and divided by 
those who were above the mean and those below.  This breakdown of fisheries involvement is 
similar to the how communities were categorized in the community profiling of South Atlantic 
fishing communities (Jepson et al. 2005).  However, the categorization within the community 
profiles included other aspects associated with fishing such as infrastructure and other measures 
to determine a community’s status with regard to reliance upon fishing.   
 
The social vulnerability index (SoVI) was created to understand social vulnerability of 
communities to coastal environmental hazards and can also be interpreted as a general measure 
of vulnerability to other social disruptions, such as adverse regulatory change or manmade 
hazards.  Detailed information about the SoVI can be found in Comprehensive ACL Amendment 
(SAFMC 2011). High social vulnerability does not necessarily mean that there will be adverse 
effects of proposed actions in this amendment, only that there may be a potential for adverse 
effects under the right circumstances.  Fishing communities in these counties may have more 
difficulty adjusting to regulatory changes if those impacts affect employment or other critical 
social capital. The SoVI for counties in each state is illustrated in the maps in Sections 3.4.4-7.  


3.4.2 Snapper Grouper Fishing Communities 


 
Historical fishing areas or anchoring areas for snapper grouper could be impacted by the 
proposed actions in this amendment.  Recent comments suggest that historical fishing areas are 
included in alternatives proposing boundary changes to the Oculina HAPC, particularly in the 
areas known as Big Ledge (also known as the 28 fathom ledge), the Steeples, several wrecks that 
are commonly fished, and about 20 miles to the north of the body of Steeples in the area known 
as the Roll down (J. Hull, letter to SAFMC dated November 1, 2012).  The Oculina HAPC is 
located off the coast of Cocoa Beach, Florida at its northern boundary and runs about to off the 
coast of Fort Pierce, Florida at its southern boundary.  In addition, snapper grouper fishing is 
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conducted along the western edge of the curve of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC (which 
runs off the coast from about South Carolina to mid-Florida).      
 
A detailed description of the social environment of the snapper grouper fishery is included in the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment (SAFMC 2011c) and is incorporated herein by reference.        
 
Figure 3-1 presents the top communities based upon a regional quotient of combined 
commercial landings and value for all snapper grouper species in the South Atlantic snapper 
grouper complex.  There were 154 communities with snapper grouper landings but the 11 
communities included in Figure 3-1 were those with Pounds RQ larger than 3 percent.  
Therefore, because so many communities have snapper grouper landings, many had low RQs 
and are not included in the figure.   There are also communities that have high landings of a 
particular species, such as black sea bass in Sneads Ferry, NC, or golden tilefish in Port Orange, 
FL.   
 
Key West, FL, has the highest landings of combined snapper grouper species, followed by 
Murrell’s Inlet, SC, and Miami FL. No Georgia communities made up more than 3% of the 
snapper grouper landings. 
 


 
Figure 3-1.  The top eleven South Atlantic communities ranked by Pounds and Value Regional 
Quotient (RQ) of Snapper Grouper species. Only communities with Pounds RQ larger than 3% 
were included. Data source: ALS 2010.  
 
The recreational sector of the snapper grouper fishery is very important throughout the region, 
and recreational landings estimate vary depending on the region and species. Black sea bass, 
tilefish, vermilion snapper, silk snapper, red grouper, black grouper and gray triggerfish are some 
of the more important species for private recreational anglers.   
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The for-hire recreational fleet is also important in each state, and there is a federal charter permit 
required for snapper grouper.   The distribution of charter permits at the county level is included 
in Sections 3.4.4-7.  Overall, Florida has the largest number of charter permits (Table 3-1). The 
primary communities in North Carolina are part of Dare County, New Hanover County, 
Brunswick County, and Carteret County.  Communities in South Carolina with significant for-
hire fleets are in Charleston County and Horry County, and in Georgia most of the permits are 
associated with communities in Chatham County and Glynn County.  In Florida, almost half of 
the permits are from Monroe County, and a majority of the permits are associated with 
communities in south Florida (Brevard, Palm Beach and Miami-Dade Counties).   
 
Table 3-1. Federal snapper grouper charter permits in the South Atlantic region (2012).  


State Number of Snapper Grouper 
Charter Permits 


North Carolina 253 
 


South Carolina 
 


105 


Georgia 
 


25 
 


Florida  641 


TOTAL  1,024 


3.4.3 Deepwater Shrimp Fishing Communities 


 
Deepwater shrimp (rock shrimp and royal red shrimp) are harvested in areas which might be 
impacted by the proposed actions in this amendment (see Figure S-1 through Figure S-5 for 
deepwater shrimp VMS points).  Transit areas for these deepwater shrimp fisheries might also be 
impacted by actions in this amendment.  A detailed description of these fisheries is included in 
the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 1 (SAFMC 2009) and incorporated herein by 
reference.  It should be noted that royal red shrimp is not a federally managed species in the 
South Atlantic.   
 
Rock shrimp and royal red shrimp use the same vessels and gear.  Royal red shrimp is primarily 
caught by fishermen targeting rock shrimp.  Table 3-2 and Table 3-3 present the communities 
with commercial landings of rock shrimp and royal red shrimp respectively. In the South 
Atlantic, the majority of rock shrimp and royal red shrimp landings occur in Florida with some 
commercial landings in Georgia.  A very small amount of rock shrimp has also historically been 
landed in South Carolina, although not in recent years.   
 
Table 3-1. Fishing communities in the South Atlantic with rock shrimp landings, in descending 
order by pounds landed (ALS 2011) 
State City 
FL Titusville 
FL Mayport 
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FL Jacksonville 
FL Cocoa Beach 
GA Brunswick 
FL Fernandina Beach 
FL Key West  
FL Cocoa    
FL Marathon 


 
For rock shrimp, the communities with the highest amount of landings are located in Florida in 
Brevard and Duval Counties (Table 3-1).  The top four communities of Titusville, Mayport, 
Jacksonville, and Cocoa Beach made up approximately 95% of rock shrimp landings in 2011.   
 


 
Figure 3-2.  Top fishing communities with South Atlantic rock shrimp 
permits.  Only communities with three or more permits were included. 
(SERO FOIA, permit list as of November 7, 2012). 
 
As seen in Fig. 3-2, fishing communities with the majority of South Atlantic rock shrimp permits 
are not confined to the this region.  Several communities located in the Gulf region are among 
the top communities with South Atlantic rock shrimp permits.  These Gulf vessels are likely 
participants who seasonally migrate to South Atlantic waters and have so since the mid-1990’s.  
In addition, several communities located in the Northeast (Virginia, New Jersey, and 
Massachusetts) are among the top communities with South Atlantic rock shrimp permits.  For 
South Atlantic states, the majority of permits are in located in North Carolina (59 permits) and 
Florida (54 permits). 
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Table 3-2.  Fishing communities in the South Atlantic with royal red shrimp landings, in 
descending order by pounds landed (ALS 2011) 
State City 
FL Mayport 
FL Jacksonville 
FL Titusville 
FL Atlantic Beach 


 
For royal red shrimp, four South Atlantic communities along the east coast of Florida received 
commercial landings in the year 2011 (Table 3-2).  Three of the four communities with landings 
of royal red shrimp in 2011 also had landings of rock shrimp. A significant portion of the total 
landings of royal red shrimp were delivered to the top community of Mayport, Florida.  Landings 
by community can not be reported here because of confidentially issues.      
 







 
 
South Atlantic                                                                       Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
Coral Amendment 8 


49


3.4.4 North Carolina  
 
There are a number of North Carolina counties classified as being either medium high or high on 
the social vulnerability scale and within those counties there are numerous fishing communities 
(Figure 3-3).  Those counties that are considered to be either medium high or high on the SoVI 
are: New Hanover, Onslow, Carteret, Washington, Bertie, Chowan, Pasquotank, and 
Perquimans. 
 
Many fishermen in North Carolina work under the dual jurisdiction of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council and the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  
 


 
 
Figure 3-3.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to North Carolina Coastal Counties. 
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
There has been a steady decline in the number of federal commercial permits North Carolina and 
in 2012 there were 1,194 permits to fish commercial species (Table 3-3).  Brunswick County, 
Carteret County, New Hanover County and Dare County have the largest number of permits, 
making up over half of all federal permits in North Carolina.  Mackerel permits (Spanish 
mackerel and King mackerel) and dolphin wahoo permits are the most commonly held 
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commercial permits in North Carolina. Snapper grouper permits make up about one-tenth of 
commercial permits in the state.  
 
Table 3-3.  Federal commercial fishing permits in North Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Snapper 
Grouper 


Mackerels Dolphin-
Wahoo 


Rock 
Shrimp 


Penaeid 
Shrimp 


Spiny 
Lobster** 


Total 


Beaufort 0 2 4 1 4 0 11 
Brunswick 32 56 69 2 17 22 198 


Carteret 21 30 55 4 12 7 129 
Craven 0 0 2 12 12 0 26 
Dare 19 77 108 1 6 2 213 
Hyde 1 6 6 7 24 1 45 
New 


Hanover 
18 35 42 0 1 5 101 


Onslow 11 19 13 17 27 2 89 
Pamlico 0 2 9 14 17 19 61 


Pasquotank 0 8 3 0 0 0 11 
Pender 9 11 10 1 1 2 34 
Total 111 246 321 59 121 60 1,194 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes non-Florida permits and tailing permits.  
 
Most dealer permits are associated with Carteret, Dare and New Hanover Counties (Table 3-4). 
Almost all of the dealer permits are snapper grouper and dolphin-wahoo permits.   
 
Table 3-4.  Federal dealer permits in North Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Snapper 
Grouper 


Dolphin- 
Wahoo 


Rock 
Shrimp 


Golden 
Crab 


Wreckfish Total 


Beaufort 1 1 0 0 1 3 
Brunswick 5 5 0 0 0 10 


Carteret 10 10 1 0 1 22 
Craven 2 2 2 0 1 7 
Dare 9 11 2 1 4 27 
Hyde 1 2 0 0 1 4 
New 


Hanover 
7 7 0 0 0 14 


Onslow 4 5 0 0 1 10 
Pamlico 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Pasquotank 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pender 2 2 0 0 0 4 
Total 41 45 5 1 9 101 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
Recreational Fishing 
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Recreational fishing is well developed in North Carolina and, due to natural geography, is not 
limited to areas along the coast.  North Carolina offers several types of private recreational 
licenses for residents and visitors, and for different durations (10-day, annual, and lifetime).  
Non-resident recreational license sales are high, indicating how coastal recreational fishing is 
tied to coastal tourism in the state. In general recreational license sales have remained stable or 
increased, with the exception of annual non-resident license sales, which have declined in recent 
years (Table 3-5) 
 
Table 3-5.  Coastal recreational fishing license sales by year and type. 
License Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 


Annual 
Resident 


23,793 19,222 19,398 20,254 19,270 


Annual non-
Resident 


179,923 143,810 142,569 141,475 130,743 


10-day 
Resident 


40,255 39,110 45,724 47,619 45,467 


10-day 
Non-Resident 


131,105 125,564 132,193 137,066 130,026 


Source: NC Division of Marine Fisheries 
 
In 2012 there were 663 South Atlantic federal charter permits for dolphin wahoo, mackerel and 
cobia and snapper grouper registered to individuals in North Carolina coastal counties (Table 3-
6). A majority of the charter permits are from Dare County, Brunswick County, and Carteret 
County. It is common for charter vessels to hold all three federal charter permits.  


 
Table 3-6.  Federal charter permits in North Carolina coastal counties (2012). 


County* Dolphin 
Wahoo 


Mackerels
and Cobia


Snapper
Grouper


Total


Beaufort 1 1 1 3 
Brunswick 46 46 44 136 


Carteret 40 34 34 108 
Craven 3 2 2 7 


Dare 89 83 78 250 
Hyde 4 4 4 12 


New Hanover 36 33 29 98 
Onslow 6 7 7 20 


Pasquotank 3 3 2 8 
Pamlico 0 0 0 0 
Pender 7 7 7 21 
Total 235 220 208 663 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
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3.4.5 South Carolina 
 
Coastal South Carolina had no counties that were either medium or highly vulnerable (Figure 3-
4).  This does not mean that communities could not be vulnerable to adverse impacts because of 
regulatory action.  It may suggest that coastal South Carolina is more resilient and capable of 
absorbing such impacts without substantial social disruption.  South Carolina had no 
communities with landings or value over 3% for any coastal pelagic. While there were no 
substantial commercial landings within the state, the recreational fishery may be important.   
 


 
Figure 3-4.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to South Carolina Coastal Counties. 
 
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
While pockets of commercial fishing activities remain in the state, most are being displaced by 
the development forces and associated changes in demographics.  There are 190 commercial 
permits in South Carolina coastal counties (Table 3-7).  Horry, Georgetown, and Charleston 
Counties have the majority of finfish permits, and Beaufort County and Charleston County have 
the highest number of shrimp permits. 
 
Table 3-7(a).  Federal commercial finfish permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012).  
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County* Dolphin- 
Wahoo 


King 
Mackerel 


Snapper
Grouper


Spanish 
Mackerel


Wreckfish Total 


Beaufort 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Berkeley 1 1 1 0 0 3 


Charleston 17 4 9 2 2 34 
Georgetown 17 11 12 4 0 44 


Horry 21 7 20 6 0 54 
Total 56 23 43 12 2 136 


 
Table 3-7(b).  Federal commercial lobster and shrimp permits in South Carolina coastal counties 
(2012).  


County* Spiny 
Lobster** 


Rock 
Shrimp 


Penaeid
Shrimp 


Total


Beaufort 0 1 13 14 
Charleston 0 5 20 25 


Georgetown 2 0 3 5 
Horry 8 1 1 10 
Total 10 7 37 54 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes non-Florida permits and tailing permits.  
 
There are 27 dealer permits registered to South Carolina coastal counties (Table 3-8).  Most are 
in Charleston County. There are no federal dealer permits in Beaufort or Berkeley Counties.  
 
Table 3-8.  Federal dealer permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Dolphin-
Wahoo 


Snapper 
Grouper 


Wreckfish Total 


Charleston 7 6 2 15 
Georgetown 2 2 1 5 


Horry 3 4 0 7 
Total 12 12 3 27 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
Recreational Fishing 
 
Many areas that used to be dedicated to commercial fishing endeavors are now geared towards 
the private recreational angler and for-hire sector.  Most of the charter permits are associated 
with vessels from Charleston, Horry, and Georgetown Counties (Table 3-9). It is common for 
charter vessels to have all three federal charter permits.  
 
Table 3-9.  Federal charter permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Dolphin-
Wahoo 


Mackerels 
and Cobia


Snapper 
Grouper


Total 


Beaufort 10 17 14 41 
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Berkeley 0 1 1 2 
Charleston 43 38 36 117 


Georgetown 18 19 19 56 
Horry 28 28 25 81 
Total 99 103 95 297 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder.  
 
The majority of South Carolina saltwater anglers target coastal pelagic species such as king 
mackerel, Spanish mackerel, tunas, dolphins, and billfish.  A lesser number focus primarily on 
bottom fish such as snapper and groupers and often these species are the specialty of the 
headboats that run out of Little River, Murrells Inlet, and Charleston.  There are 35 coastal 
marinas in the state and 34 sport fishing tournaments.  South Carolina offers private recreational 
licenses for residents and visitors, and sales of all license types have more than doubled since 
2006 (Table 3-10). 
 
Table 3-10.  Sales of all saltwater recreational license types in South Carolina.  
Year Number of Licenses 


Sold 
2006 106,385 
2007 119,255 
2008 132,324 
2009 124,193 
2010 208,204 
2011 218,834 


Source: SC DNR 
 


3.4.6 Georgia 


 
Overview 
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Figure 3-5.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to Georgia Coastal Counties. 
 
There were two counties in Georgia with medium high vulnerability and those were Liberty and 
Chatham (Figure 3-5).  The fishing communities located in those counties are Savannah, 
Thunderbolt, Tybee Island and Skidaway Island in Chatham County, and Midway in Liberty 
County.   
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
Overall Georgia has much lower numbers of permits than other states.  McIntosh County has the 
most permits (Table 3-11).  Many Georgia fishermen target shrimp or hold state commercial 
fishing permits. 
 
Table 3-11.  Federal commercial fishing permits in Georgia coastal counties (2012).  
County* Dolphin-


Wahoo 
King 


Mackerel 
Spiny 


Lobster**
Rock 


Shrimp 
Snapper
Grouper


Spanish 
Mackerel 


Penaeid 
Shrimp 


Total 


Camden 1 1 4 2 1 1 4 14 
Chatham 2 1 0 1 1 1 17 23 


Glynn 1 1 0 2 1 1 15 21 
Liberty 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 


McIntosh 3 3 4 5 3 2 34 54 
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Total 7 6 8 10 6 5 72 114 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes non-Florida permits and tailing permits.  
 
There are only seven federal dealer permits associated with Georgia coastal communities, and 
only in Glynn and McIntosh County (Table 3-12).  
 
Table 3-12.  Federal dealer permits in Georgia coastal communities (2012).  
County* Dolphin-


Wahoo 
Rock 


Shrimp 
Snapper 
Grouper


Wreckfish Total 


Glynn 1 1 1 0 3 
McIntosh 1 1 1 1 4 


Total 2 2 2 1 7 
* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
 
Recreational Fishing 
 
Most federal charter permits are associated with Chatham and Glynn County (Table 3-13). 
Private recreational licenses in Georgia are included in a combination saltwater/freshwater 
license and offered in short-term and long-term licenses.  Although license holders may or may 
not fish for saltwater species, license sales over the past five years (Table 3-14) suggest that in 
general, private recreational fishing in Georgia has stayed fairly steady with the exception of 
2009, when license sales dropped for one year.   
 
Table 3-13.  Federal charter permits in Georgia coastal counties (2012).  
County Dolphin-


Wahoo 
Mackerels 
and Cobia 


Snapper
Grouper


Total 


Chatham 9 10 9 28 
Glynn 4 5 5 14 


McIntosh 1 1 1 3 
Total 14 16 15 45 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
 
Table 3-14.  Sales of recreational fishing license types that include saltwater in Georgia.   
Year Number of Licenses 


Sold 
2007 592,633 
2008 526,294 
2009 325,189 
2010 567,175 
2011 529,850 


Source: GA DNR 
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3.4.7 Florida 


 
Figure 3-6.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to South Atlantic Florida Counties. 
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A good portion of Florida’s east coast (Figure 3-6) is considered either medium high or highly 
vulnerable in terms of social vulnerability.  In fact, the only counties not included in those two 
categories are Nassau, St. John’s and Monroe.   
 
Commercial and recreational fishermen in the Florida Keys commonly fish both Gulf and 
Atlantic sides, and work under dual jurisdiction of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council and the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. 
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
Despite the high population growth rates and emphasis on a tourism economy in Florida, the 
commercial fishing sector in Florida is still robust in some areas.  There are several important 
communities that target snapper grouper species such as Mayport, Jacksonville, and Cocoa 
Beach, along with Key West, Marathon and Tavernier in the Florida Keys. Additional detailed 
information about Florida fishing communities can be found in the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment (SAFMC 2011).  
 
Florida has the largest number of commercial permits in the region (Table 3-15). The southern 
counties (Monroe, Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm Beach, and Duval) generally have the most 
commercial permits, especially finfish. The northern counties have the highest number of 
penaeid shrimp permits in the state.  The federal spiny lobster permits are most commonly 
associated with Monroe County in addition to the more than 900 Florida spiny lobster 
endorsement holders (pers. comm, FWC). 
 
Table 3-15(a).  Federal commercial finfish permits in Florida coastal counties (2012).  
County* Dolphin-


Wahoo 
King 


Mackerel 
Snapper
Grouper


Spanish 
Mackerel


Wreckfish Total 


Brevard 98 84 28 85 0 295 
Broward 87 47 13 60 0 207 


Duval 37 27 27 26 0 117 
Indian 
River 


53 51 11 54 0 169 


Martin 62 59 7 72 0 200 
Miami-
Dade 


163 82 77 153 0 475 


Monroe 365 163 217 245 2 992 
Nassau 8 5 4 5 0 22 
Palm 
Beach 


173 150 43 156 0 522 


St Johns 12 6 10 7 0 35 
St Lucie 60 52 9 69 0 190 
Volusia 24 15 16 17 3 75 
Total 1,142 741 462 949 5 3,299 
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Table 3-15(b).  Federal commercial crab, lobster and shrimp permits in Florida coastal counties 
(2012).  
 
County* Golden 


Crab 
Spiny 


Lobster** 
Rock 


Shrimp
Penaeid
Shrimp 


Total 


Brevard 0 25 5 9 39 
Broward 4 10 4 8 26 


Duval 0 20 10 32 62 
Indian 
River 


0 7 0 1 8 


Martin 0 12 2 2 16 
Miami-
Dade 


0 30 3 7 40 


Monroe 2 137 3 8 150 
Nassau 0 4 7 13 24 
Palm 
Beach 


3 21 0 4 28 


St Johns 0 2 0 4 6 
St Lucie 0 11 1 2 14 
Volusia 0 13 0 2 15 
Total 9 292 35 92 428 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes only federal tailing permits, not Florida crawfish endorsements. 
 
Florida is the only state that has permit holders for all federal dealer permits. Most deals are 
associated with Monroe, Miami-Dade, and Broward Counties (Table 3-16).  
 
Table 3-16.  Federal dealer permits in Florida (2012).  
County* Dolphin- 


Wahoo 
Golden 
Crab 


Rock 
Shrimp


Snapper 
Grouper


Wreckfish Total 


Brevard 5 3 4 6 2 20 
Broward 14 6 0 13 1 34 


Duval 2 1 2 3 1 9 
Indian 
River 


2 0 0 2 0 4 


Martin 2 1 0 2 0 5 
Miami-
Dade 


10 2 3 10 6 31 


Monroe 23 6 5 24 9 67 
Nassau 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Palm 
Beach 


7 3 1 6 1 18 
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St Johns 2 0 0 2 1 5 
St Lucie 2 0 0 2 0 4 
Volusia 6 0 1 7 2 16 
Total 75 22 17 77 23 214 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
Recreational Fishing 
 
Recreational fishing is economically and socially important for all Florida coastal counties, and 
for both residents and tourists.  Most charter permits are associated with the southern counties 
(Table 3-17), but there are at least 20 permits in all counties.  
 
Table 3-17.  Federal charter permits in Florida coastal counties (2012).  


County* Dolphin-Wahoo Mackerels and 
Cobia 


Snapper
Grouper


Total


Brevard 66 65 65 196 
Broward 58 57 59 174 


Duval 17 16 17 50 
Indian River 18 18 20 56 


Martin 10 10 11 31 
Miami-Dade 39 38 42 119 


Monroe 285 278 294 857 
Nassau 6 7 7 20 


Palm Beach 49 49 63 161 
St Johns 23 23 23 69 
St Lucie 7 6 8 21 
Volusia 30 33 32 95 
Total 608 600 641 1,849


*Based on mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
In 2010/2011, there were approximately 860,000 resident marine recreational licenses and 
394,000 non-resident marine recreational licenses sold in Florida (FWC 2012).  Eastern Florida 
recreational anglers took 10 million fishing trips: 5.4 million by private/rental boats, 4.5 million 
from shore, and 180,000 by party/charter boat (NMFS 2009) 


3.4.8 Environmental Justice Considerations 


 
Executive Order 12898 requires federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, 
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.  This executive 
order is generally referred to as environmental justice (EJ). 
 
To evaluate EJ considerations for the proposed actions, information on poverty and minority 
rates is examined at the county level. Information on the race and income status for groups at the 
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different participation levels (vessel owners, crew, dealers, processors, employees, employees of 
associated support industries, etc.) is not available.  Because the proposed actions would be 
expected to affect fishermen in several communities along the South Atlantic coast and not just 
those profiled, it is possible that other counties or communities have poverty or minority rates 
that exceed the EJ thresholds.   
 
In order to identify the potential for EJ concern, the rates of minority populations (non-white, 
including Hispanic) and the percentage of the population that was below the poverty line were 
examined.  The threshold for comparison that was used was 1.2 times the state average for 
minority population rate and percentage of the population below the poverty line. If the value for 
the community or county was greater than or equal to 1.2 times the state average, then the 
community or county was considered an area of potential EJ concern (EPA 1999).  Census data 
for the year 2010 was used.  Estimates of the state minority and poverty rates, associated 
thresholds, and community rates are provided in Table 3-18; note that only communities that 
exceed the minority threshold and/or the poverty threshold are included in the table. 
 
While some communities expected to be affected by this proposed amendment may have 
minority or economic profiles that exceed the EJ thresholds and, therefore, may constitute areas 
of concern, significant EJ issues are not expected to arise as a result of this proposed amendment.  
No adverse human health or environmental effects are expected to accrue to this proposed 
amendment, nor are these measures expected to result in increased risk of exposure of affected 
individuals to adverse health hazards.  The proposed management measures would apply to all 
participants in the affected area, regardless of minority status or income level, and information is 
not available to suggest that minorities or lower income persons are, on average, more dependent 
on the affected species than non-minority or higher income persons.  
 
Table 3-18.  Environmental Justice thresholds (2010 U.S. Census data) for counties in the South 
Atlantic region. Only coastal counties (east coast for Florida) with minority and/or poverty rates 
that exceed the state threshold are listed. 


State County Minority Minority Poverty Poverty 
  Rate Threshold* Rate Threshold*


Florida  47.4 56.88 13.18 15.81 


 


Broward 52.0 -4.6 11.7 4.11 
Miami-Dade 81.9 -34.5 16.9 -1.09 


Orange County 50.3 -2.9 12.7 3.11 
Osceola  54.1 -6.7 13.3 2.51 


Georgia  50.0 60.0 15.0 18.0 
 Liberty 53.2 -3.2 17.5 0.5 


South Carolina  41.9 50.28 15.82 18.98 
 Colleton 44.4 -2.5 21.4 -2.42 
 Georgetown 37.6 4.3 19.3 -0.32 
 Hampton 59.0 -17.1 20.2 -1.22 
 Jasper 61.8 -19.9 9.9 -0.92 


North Carolina  39.1 46.92 15.07 18.08 
 Bertie 64.6 -25.50 22.5 -4.42 
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State County Minority Minority Poverty Poverty 
  Rate Threshold* Rate Threshold*


Chowan 39.2 -0.1 18.6 -0.52 
Gates 38.8 0.3 18.3 -0.22 


Hertford 65.3 -26.2 23.5 -5.42 
Hyde 44.5 -5.4 16.2 1.88 


Martin 48.4 -9.3 23.9 -5.82 
Pasquotank 43.4 -4.3 16.3 1.78 
Perquimans 27.7 11.4 18.6 -0.52 


Tyrrell 43.3 -4.2 19.9 -1.82 
Washington 54.7 -15.6 25.8 -7.72 


*The county minority and poverty thresholds are calculated by comparing the county 
minority rate and poverty estimate to 1.2 times the state minority and poverty rates. A 
negative value for a county indicates that the threshold has been exceeded. 


 
The actions in this proposed amendment are expected to incur social and economic benefits to 
users and communities by implementing management measures that would contribute to the 
protection of important habitat. Although there may be some impacts on vessels due to area 
closures (such as the inability to fish historic fishing grounds and the travel cost if not transit 
provision is provided), the overall long-term benefits are expected to contribute to the social and 
economic health of South Atlantic communities.  
 
Finally, the general participatory process used in the development of fishery management 
measures (e.g., scoping meetings, public hearings, and open South Atlantic Council meetings) is 
expected to provide sufficient opportunity for meaningful involvement by potentially affected 
individuals to participate in the development process of this amendment and have their concerns 
factored into the decision process. Public input from individuals who participate in the fishery 
has been considered and incorporated into management decisions throughout development of the 
amendment. 


3.5 Administrative Environment  


3.5.1 The Fishery Management Process and Applicable Laws 


3.5.1.1 Federal Fishery Management 


 
Federal fishery management is conducted under the authority of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.), originally 
enacted in 1976 as the Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  The Magnuson-Stevens Act 
claims sovereign rights and exclusive fishery management authority over most fishery resources 
within the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), an area extending 200 nautical miles from the 
seaward boundary of each of the coastal states, and authority over U.S. anadromous species and 
continental shelf resources that occur beyond the U.S. EEZ. 
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Responsibility for Federal fishery management decision-making is divided between the U.S. 
Secretary of Commerce and eight regional fishery management councils that represent the 
expertise and interests of constituent states.  Regional councils are responsible for preparing, 
monitoring, and revising management plans for fisheries needing management within their 
jurisdiction.  The Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) is responsible for collecting and providing 
the data necessary for the councils to prepare fishery management plans and for promulgating 
regulations to implement proposed plans and amendments after ensuring that management 
measures are consistent with the Magnuson-Stevens Act and with other applicable laws.  In most 
cases, the Secretary has delegated this authority to NOAA Fisheries Service. 
 
The South Atlantic Council is responsible for conservation and management of fishery resources 
in Federal waters of the U.S. South Atlantic.  These waters extend from 3 to 200 miles offshore 
from the seaward boundary of the States of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and east 
Florida to Key West.  The South Atlantic Council has thirteen voting members:  one from 
NOAA Fisheries Service; one each from the state fishery agencies of North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Georgia, and Florida; and eight public members appointed by the Secretary.  On the 
South Atlantic Council, there are two public members from each of the four South Atlantic 
States.  Non-voting members include representatives of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. 
Coast Guard, State Department, and Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC).  
The South Atlantic Council has adopted procedures whereby the non-voting members serving on 
the Council Committees have full voting rights at the Committee level but not at the full Council 
level.  South Atlantic Council members serve three-year terms and are recommended by State 
Governors and appointed by the Secretary of Commerce from lists of nominees submitted by 
State governors.  Appointed members may serve a maximum of three consecutive terms.  
 
Public interests also are involved in the fishery management process through participation on 
Advisory Panels and through council meetings, which, with few exceptions for discussing 
personnel matters, are open to the public.  The South Atlantic Council uses a Scientific and 
Statistical Committee to review the data and science being used in assessments and fishery 
management plans/amendments.  In addition, the regulatory process is in accordance with the 
Administrative Procedures Act, in the form of “notice and comment” rulemaking. 


3.5.1.2 State Fishery Management 


 
The state governments of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida have the 
authority to manage fisheries that occur in waters extending three nautical miles from their 
respective shorelines.  North Carolina’s marine fisheries are managed by the Marine Fisheries 
Division of the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources.  The Marine 
Resources Division of the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources regulates South 
Carolina’s marine fisheries.  Georgia’s marine fisheries are managed by the Coastal Resources 
Division of the Department of Natural Resources.  The Marine Fisheries Division of the Florida 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission is responsible for managing Florida’s marine 
fisheries.  Each state fishery management agency has a designated seat on the South Atlantic 
Council.  The purpose of state representation at the Council level is to ensure state participation 
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in Federal fishery management decision-making and to promote the development of compatible 
regulations in state and Federal waters.  
 
The South Atlantic States are also involved through the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (ASMFC) in management of marine fisheries.  This commission was created to 
coordinate state regulations and develop management plans for interstate fisheries.  It has 
significant authority, through the Atlantic Striped Bass Conservation Act and the Atlantic 
Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act, to compel adoption of consistent state 
regulations to conserve coastal species.  The ASFMC also is represented at the Council level, but 
does not have voting authority at the Council level. 
 
NOAA Fisheries Service’ State-Federal Fisheries Division is responsible for building 
cooperative partnerships to strengthen marine fisheries management and conservation at the 
state, inter-regional, and national levels.  This division implements and oversees the distribution 
of grants for two national (Inter-jurisdictional Fisheries Act and Anadromous Fish Conservation 
Act) and two regional (Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act and Atlantic 
Striped Bass Conservation Act) programs.  Additionally, it works with the ASMFC to develop 
and implement cooperative State-Federal fisheries regulations.  


3.5.1.3 Enforcement 


 
Both the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries Office for Law 
Enforcement (NOAA/OLE) and the United States Coast Guard (USCG) have the authority and 
the responsibility to enforce South Atlantic Council regulations.   NOAA/OLE agents, who 
specialize in living marine resource violations, provide fisheries expertise and investigative 
support for the overall fisheries mission.  The USCG is a multi-mission agency, which provides 
at sea patrol services for the fisheries mission. 
 
Neither NOAA/OLE nor the USCG can provide a continuous law enforcement presence in all 
areas due to the limited resources of NOAA/OLE and the priority tasking of the USCG.  To 
supplement at sea and dockside inspections of fishing vessels, NOAA entered into Cooperative 
Enforcement Agreements with all but one of the States in the Southeast Region (North Carolina), 
which granted authority to State officers to enforce the laws for which NOAA/OLE has 
jurisdiction.  In recent years, the level of involvement by the States has increased through Joint 
Enforcement Agreements, whereby States conduct patrols that focus on Federal priorities and, in 
some circumstances, prosecute resultant violators through the State when a state violation has 
occurred.    
 
NOAA General Counsel issued a revised Southeast Region Magnuson-Stevens Act Penalty 
Schedule in June 2003, which addresses all Magnuson-Stevens Act violations in the Southeast 
Region.  In general, this Penalty Schedule increases the amount of civil administrative penalties 
that a violator may be subject to up to the current statutory maximum of $120,000 per violation.  
NOAA General Counsel requested public comment through December 20 2010, on a new draft 
policy. 
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 Chapter 4.  Environmental Consequences 
 


4.1 Action 1.  Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC 
  
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not modify the boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  The 
existing Oculina Bank HAPC is delineated by the following boundaries:  on the north by 28°30' 
N, on the south by 27°30' N., on the east by the 100-fathom (183-m) contour, and on the west by 
80°00' W.; and two adjacent satellite sites: the first bounded on the north by 28°30' N., on the 
south by 28°29' N., on the east by 80°00' W., and on the west by 80°03' W.; and the second 
bounded on the north by 28°17' N., on the south by 28°16' N., on the east by 80°00 W., and on 
the west by 80°03' W. 
  
Alternative 2.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC. 
 


Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 4-1).  Sub-alternative 2a = 
430 square miles 


 
Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from the 
current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W.  The west 
and east boundaries would follow close to the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour 
lines, respectively, while annexing obvious hard bottom features as represented in the 
simplified polygon (Figure 4-2). Sub-alternative 2b = 329 square miles 


  
Alternative 3.  Modify the western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 28° 4.5’N to the 
north boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary would coincide 
with the current western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W). The west boundary could 
either use the 60 meter contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude (Figure 4-3). Alternative 3 = 76 
square miles 
 
 
 
NOTE:  All Figures and Table 4-1 in Chapter 4 will be updated upon 
completion of analysis of VMS data 2003-2011.    
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 To Be Updated.  Figure 4-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modification to the northern 


boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would 
follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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To Be Updated.  Figure 4-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modification to the northern boundary 
of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 70 
meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon, while annexing 
obvious hardbtoom features. 
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 To Be Updated.  Figure 4-3.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Modification to the western boundary 
of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  The west boundary would follow the 80° 03’W longitude between 
28° 30’N and 28° 16’N which is the western border of the Oculina HAPC satellite regions, and 
would follow the 60 meter contour as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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4.1.1 Biological Effects  


 
Within the Oculina Bank HAPC prohibited gear includes bottom longline, bottom trawl, dredge, 
pot or trap as well as the use of an anchor, anchor and chain, or grapple and chain.  Within 
Oculina fishing for or possessing rock shrimp or Oculina coral is also prohibited.  Under 
Alternative 1 (No Action), these actions would continue to be prohibited.  Alternative 2 and 
associated sub-alternatives and Alternative 3 propose increasing the size of the Oculina Bank 
HAPC and extending the prohibitions to a larger area.  As the size of the Oculina Bank HAPC is 
increased, the biological benefit increases for the coral in the area, including Oculina coral; the 
species that use the bottom substrate as habitat; and rock shrimp populations in the HAPC.  
Increasing the size of the Oculina Bank HAPC, may provide a refuge for other important species 
in the area, such as snapper grouper populations.   
 
The rock shrimp, royal red shrimp and snapper-grouper fisheries are known to operate in the 
proposed Oculina Bank HAPC expansion.   
 
Table XX estimates the impact rock shrimp and royal red fisheries based on VMS data points.  
This information is currently being updated to include data points from 200x-2012 to account for 
seasonality in the rock shrimp fishery. 
 
Table XX estimates the impact the Oculina expansion will have on the snapper grouper fisheries 
in the area.    
 
The impacts of proposed spatial closures upon other stocks were evaluated by overlaying 
proposed MPAs upon commercial logbook and headboat logbook plots of landings for species 
associated with speckled hind and warsaw grouper.  Commercial data were plotted in areas 1° 
tall by 5 fathoms wide.  Headboat data were plotted in areas 1/36° square.  The percentage of 
average landings (2009-2011) within each logbook-area was computed.  The total area of each 
logbook-area and the sliced area contained within each MPA were computed.  The potential 
percent reduction in landings that could occur due to MPA implementation, assuming no effort 
shifting, was computed as the ratio of the logbook area within the MPA relative to the total area 
of each logbook-area multiplied by the percentage of mean landings within each logbook-area i: 
  
 This approach assumes landings are distributed uniformly within the logbook-areas and 
fishermen do not redistribute effort to compensate for lost catches by fishing in other areas. 
 
Table 4-X 


   POTENTIAL REDUCED LANDINGS    


   Com  Com  Com  Com  Com  Com  Com  Hbt  Hbt  Hbt  Hbt


NAME 
Red 
Porgy 


Vermilion  Scamp  Amberjack  Blueline  Gag 
Red 
Gpr 


Red 
Porgy 


Vermilion Scamp Amberja


OCULINA 
EXT  0.0%  0.0%  0.2%  3.7%  0.0%  0.1% 0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0%
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Oculina Bank CHAPC  Proposed 


Northern Extension‐  Deepwater 


Shrimp Vessels Participating the 


Shrimp Fishery


Alternative 


2a


Alternative 


2d


New Alt. Alternative 


2c


Alternative 


2b


New Alt.


Proposed Extension Alternative Coral and 


Habitat Aps


60‐90m New Alt.   


(Staff)


70‐100m 70‐90m New Alt.  


Shrimp AP


VMS Points in Alternative (07‐11) 6,908 5,935 5,376 3,118 2,158 1,346


Total VMS Points (07‐11) 313,379 313,379 313,379 313,379 313,379 313,379


Total VMS Points (07‐11) (2‐4knots) 73,915 73,915 73,915 73,915 73,915 73,915


Percent in Alternative 2.20% 1.89% 1.72% 0.99% 0.69% 0.43%


VMS Points in Alternative (2‐4knots) 2,494 2,180 1,325 968 478 159


Percent in Alternative (2‐4knots) of 


Total VMS (2‐4knots)


3.37% 2.95% 1.79% 1.31% 0.65% 0.22%


Oculina Bank CHAPC  Proposed 


Northern Extension ‐ Deepwater 


Shrimp Vessels Participating in the 


Deepwater Shrimp (Rock and Royal Red 


Shrimp) Fisheries


Proposed Extension Alternative Coral and 


Habitat APs


60‐90m NewAlt 70‐100m 70‐90m ShrimpAP


VMS Points in Alternative (07‐11) 6,908 5,935 5,376 3,118 2,158 1,346


Total Offshore DWS VMS Points (07‐11) 91,056 91,056 91,056 91,056 91,056 91,056


Total Offshore DWS VMS Points (07‐11) 


(2‐4knots)


31,576 31,576 31,576 31,576 31,576 31,576


Percent in Alternative 7.59% 6.52% 5.90% 3.42% 2.37% 1.48%


VMS Points in Alternative (2‐4knots) 2,494 2,180 1,325 968 478 159


Percent in Alternative (2‐4knots) of 


Total DWS VMS (2‐4knots)


7.90% 6.90% 4.20% 3.07% 1.51% 0.50%


Oculina Bank CHAPC Proposed 


Northern Extension as it Relates to the 


Rock Shrimp Fishery


Proposed Extension Alternative Coral and 


Habitat APs


60‐90m NewAlt 70‐100m 70‐90m Shrimp AP


VMS Points in Alternative (07‐11) 6,908 5,935 5,376 3,118 2,158 1,346


Total Offshore Rock Shrimp VMS Points 


(07‐11)


79,214 79,214 79,214 79,214 79,214 79,214


Total Offshore Rock Shrimp Points (2‐4 


knots)


23,089 23,089 23,089 23,089 23,089 23,089


Percent in Alternative 8.72% 7.49% 6.79% 3.94% 2.72% 1.70%


VMS Points in Alternative (2‐4knots) 2,494 2,180 1,325 968 478 159


Percent in Alternative (2‐4knots) of 


Total Rock Shrimp VMS (2‐4knots)


10.80% 9.44% 5.74% 4.19% 2.07% 0.69%


 


To Be Updated upon completion of VMS (2003-2011) analysis.  Table 4-1.  VMS 
descriptive activity corresponding to the alternatives for expansion of the Oculina Bank 
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4.1.2 Economic Effects 


  
“Marine resources are a type of natural capital that can be invested or used to generate a return to 
its owner” (Carter 2003).  From an economic perspective, CHAPCs may be viewed as an 
investment instrument that is applied to a public asset (i.e., federal fishery resources).  To be 
considered economically successful, total social benefits from CHAPC investment must 
outweigh all opportunity costs that are incurred, after accounting for risk.  The most efficient 
investment scheme is the one that either maximizes excess social benefit over cost or possibly 
minimizes excess social cost over benefit.  In other words, the preferred regulatory option should 
be the one that provides the greatest benefit for the least cost.  A similar approach was used for 
Snapper Grouper Amendment 14 (SAFMC 2007) that established a network of MPAs.  In this 
context, the net value of the proposed CHAPC expansions can be evaluated using a traditional 
benefit-cost framework:  do the potential benefits of protection, adjusted to account for risks, 
outweigh the potential costs realized over both the short and long run.  The discussion included 
here of general economic effects was covered in CE-BA 1 (SAFMC 2010c) and has been 
modified to fit the context of this amendment. 
 
For the most part benefit-cost valuation for MPAs, and similar designations (like CHAPCs), is 
determined by distributional effects related to the displacement of recreational and commercial 
fishermen, changes in economic impact on surrounding communities, and bio-economic linkages 
associated with the protected stock.  However, societal issues may be present as well.  Economic 
benefits and costs resulting from CHAPC protection may be characterized as either consumptive 
(e.g., commercial and recreational fishing) or non-consumptive (e.g., diving for sightseeing 
purposes).  Consumptive costs and benefits are direct biological and economic effects that affect 
the profitability of a commercial fishing fleet, the satisfaction of recreational fishermen, and the 
efficient use of society‘s resources.  Non-consumptive benefits and costs include societal losses 
and gains as well as effects on fishery management.  The following subsections describe specific 
costs and benefits relevant to implementation of CHAPCs for deepwater species.  After that, 
specific information is provided regarding the economic environment surrounding several 
affected fisheries.  


4.1.2.1 Costs  


 
Consumptive Costs  
Most of the consumptive costs associated with CHAPCs can be generalized as displacement 
effects directly incurred by commercial vessels that normally fish in the protected areas.  Direct 
consumptive costs to fishermen unable to fish in protected areas include a decrease in catch 
levels; an increase in trip-level costs associated with searching for new fishing grounds; an 
increase in opportunity costs associated with learning a new type of fishing; congestion and user 
conflicts on new fishing grounds; and increased personal risk.  Displacement effects have a 
negative impact on the predicted value of the proposed expansions of the CHAPCs in Actions 1, 
3, and 4.  Sometimes fishermen are able to mitigate these costs by redirecting effort to open areas 
and targeting different species.  This may not be possible in a case where the fishing for a 
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particular species is highly specialized such as golden crab.  Although some displaced fishermen 
may avoid some displacement costs as a result of redirecting effort and targeting different 
species, the addition of new fishing effort to open areas could have an extra negative effect on 
the health of other stocks.  


4.1.2.2 Major Types of Displacement Costs  


 
Decreased Catch Levels  
In the short run, total catch by displaced vessels may be reduced.  This result depends on 
technological decision-making by the affected vessels in response to an area closure.  
 
Changes in fishermen behavior are likely to have a temporal and spatial context and depend on 
both economic and biological conditions.  Short-run technological decisions could involve 
changes in the variable cost structure, gear modifications, and location choices involving fishing 
grounds as well as homeports.  Decreased harvest levels may be mitigated to the extent that 
fishermen can find alternative forms of fishing or spillover effects may create future harvest 
benefits such as increased catches or reduced harvest variability.  
 
Increase in Trip-Level/Search/Opportunity Costs  
Perhaps the most significant portion of displacement costs comes from the effect the closed area 
has on fishing behavior.  Displaced operators must now choose new fishing locations, maybe 
target new species, or even learn a new type of fishing.  These new trip level decisions have a 
direct impact on trip-related variable costs as well as time-related opportunity costs.  In 
particular, fuel costs are likely to change.  The immediate search for profitable alternative fishing 
grounds likely results in additional fuel expenditures and lost opportunities to fish.  In the case of 
the deepwater closures, vessels may actually use less fuel if the new fishing grounds are closer to 
shore or if significant spillover effects are realized on adjacent boundaries.  If displaced 
fishermen try to learn a new type of fishing or employ new types of gear, additional costs may be 
incurred as the fishermen go along the learning curve.  
 
Harvest and Personal Risks  
Closed area regulations could cause fishermen to incur extra risk as they seek new and 
unfamiliar fishing grounds or employ unfamiliar fishing techniques.  This risk could incorporate 
both harvest and personal dimensions.  Again though, the closure of deepwater areas may force 
vessels inshore, which could decrease the personal risk to the crew while reduced harvest 
variability from spillover effects could result in extra benefits.  
 
Regional Economic Impacts  
A possible indirect consumptive cost is the short-run impact that a reduction in income has on 
the surrounding communities.  If displaced fishermen cannot mitigate all losses incurred from the 
proposed CHAPC expansions, their communities likewise would be negatively affected as less 
income flows through different sectors of the local economy.  Fishing income originally spent in 
the community by fishermen cycles throughout the regional economy producing a multiplier 
effect, which induces regional expenditures and savings totaling more than the original income.  
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The amount of fishing income lost and the magnitude of the multiplier effect determines the 
extent of the negative impact on the predicted value.  
 
Non-consumptive Costs  
Decreases in the quality of inshore fishing grounds and reduced option, bequest, and existence 
values resulting from increased fishing pressure redirected toward inshore fish stocks result in 
non-consumptive costs.  Action 2 may mitigate some of these consequences.  To the extent that 
these costs are realized, a negative influence must be accounted for in the predicted valuation of 
CHAPCs.  See Figure 4-4 for examples of non-consumptive uses and a depiction of how non-
consumptive uses relate to other economic values of CHAPCs.  
 


 
Figure 4-4. Flow chart depicting different economic values associated with protected areas. 
 
Management Costs  
Direct costs incurred by management or some institutional body include funding for planning, 
maintenance, and enforcement; however, enforcement costs could be mitigated relative to other 
types of effort restrictions resulting in a net benefit.  The added regulatory cost that management 
must incur due to implementation of a closed area is a negative impact on the predicted value.  


4.1.2.3 Benefits  
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Consumptive Benefits  
Consumptive benefits could be realized over the long run if spillover effects are assumed to 
affect aggregate harvest levels in the remaining fishable areas as stocks become healthier.  Major 
consumptive benefits include spillover effects, increased stock biomass, increased harvest levels, 
and reduced variability of harvests and revenues.  
 
Replenishment/Stock Effects  
These effects refer to a net increase in biomass and aggregate harvest in the remaining open areas 
as a result of improved habitat due to expansion of the CHAPCs.  The amount of economic 
benefit that would eventually be derived due to spillover effects from the CHAPCs depends on a 
myriad of biological and economic factors specific to the species in question and the vessels that 
target them.  The long-term realization of spillover effects would have a positive impact on the 
predicted economic value of the proposed CHAPC expansions.  
 
Increased Catch Levels  
Over the long run, aggregate catch by displaced and unaffected vessels alike may increase due to 
spillover effects.  This result depends on biological characteristics of the stock as well as fleet 
wide technological decision-making in response to the area closure.  If spillover occurs in open 
fishing grounds, which historically have contributed a relatively small share towards aggregate 
catch (perhaps due to overexploitation), then the probability of increased harvests is relatively 
higher; however, if the protected species are overly sessile, the probability of increased harvests 
is relatively lower (Sanchirico et al. 2002).  
 
Non-consumptive Benefits  
 
Quality Increases in CHAPCs  
If regulation works from a biological perspective, then habitat and protected fish in the CHAPCs 
over time become more numerous and heavier, on average, due to an increase of older fish in the 
population.  Protection could also increase biodiversity, community structure, and general habitat 
conditions in the short- and long-term (Leeworthy and Wiley 2002).  These benefits could 
contribute to an overall healthier ecosystem which eventually supports sustained recreational and 
commercial fishing activities.  Thus, environmental quality increases constitute a positive 
addition to the predicted value of a CHAPC.  
 
Option Values  
Benefits may arise from maintaining the option to use the ecological resources within the 
proposed CHAPCs in the future.  In essence, society is paying a risk premium (i.e., closing the 
area to certain activities) to keep the option of future use available and hedge the uncertainty 
associated with damaging corals and their habitat.  Thus, the capture of option value through 
gear restrictions constitutes a positive addition to the predicted value of the proposed CHAPCs. 
See Figure 4-12 for a depiction of how option values relate to other economic values of 
protected areas.  
 
Bequest and Existence Values  
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Benefits may arise from CHAPCs as future generations are able to utilize the resources in these 
areas.  The amount that society is willing to pay for this benefit is known as a bequest value.  
Additionally, knowing that deepwater species would continue to exist in the future is known as 
an existence value.  Thus, the realization of bequest and existence values through closures 
constitutes a positive addition to the predicted value of the proposed CHAPCs expansions.  See 
Figure 4-12 for a depiction of how bequest and existence values relate to other economic values 
of protected areas.  


4.1.2.4 Commercial Fishery  


 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would not expand the boundaries of the Oculina HAPC.  Under 
Alternative 1 (No Action), the additional areas proposed in Alternatives 2 and 3 would not be 
protected from bottom longlines; trawls (mid-water and bottom); dredge, pots, or traps; or use of 
anchor and chain, or use of grapple and chain by all fishing vessels.  As a result, the commercial 
fishery could experience long-term negative impacts from potential loss of habitat for 
commercial species due to lack of protection of these areas. The various sub-alternatives under 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 could have negative short-term impacts on the rock shrimp and 
snapper grouper fisheries. 
 
Rock Shrimp  
A detailed discussion of the economic effects on the rock shrimp fishery will be forthcoming 
when the VMS data for the alternatives and sub-alternatives have been analyzed. 
 
Snapper Grouper  
A detailed discussion of the economic effects of Action 1 on the snapper grouper fishery will be 
forthcoming when the existing data for the alternatives and sub-alternatives have been analyzed. 
 
The commercial fishery in general in general is expected to benefit in the long-term from an 
overall healthier ecosystem resulting from protection of corals and habitat and from increased 
stock levels.  


4.1.2.5 Recreational Fishery  


 
With regard to recreational fisheries, the anchoring prohibition that would be effect in Action 1, 
Alternatives 2 and 3 (including sub-alternatives) would not impact fishing activities for the 
fisheries that do not anchor (e.g., troll fishery for billfish, dolphin, wahoo, tuna, etc.) and impacts 
on these recreational activities would be minimal.  Most fishing vessels would not be able to 
anchor effectively in the depths proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3.  Thus, the action of 
establishing the CHAPCs and prohibiting anchoring of fishing vessels within them would have 
only a small negative impact on recreational fisheries.  The small negative impact would be due 
to the restriction on anchoring.  
 
The recreational fishery is expected to benefit in the long term from an overall healthier 
ecosystem resulting from protection of corals and habitat and from increased stock levels.  
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4.1.2.6  Non-Use Value  


 
Protecting this habitat described in Action 1 is expected to result in overall positive net 
economic benefits to society.  Specifically, society is expected to benefit from the possible 
availability of new information resulting from avoiding the loss of coral species that could be 
used to benefit society, an increase in bequest value, and an increase in existence value (see the 
beginning of the economic impacts section for an explanation of these terms).  The full suite of 
benefits the species that the proposed CHAPC expansions would protect are unknown but could 
include medicinal and environmental benefits. 
 


4.1.3 Social Effects  


 
Closed areas can have significant negative social effects on fishermen if any fishing grounds are 
no longer open to harvest.  Fishermen would need to fish other areas in order to maintain 
operations, which may result in user conflicts or overcrowding issues.  Additionally, increased 
economic costs associated with travel to other fishing grounds could affect crew employment 
opportunities on vessels. Long-term social benefits may be associated with the long-term 
biological benefits of closed areas, as long as the closures are appropriately selected and include 
a periodic evaluation of effectiveness.  Closing some areas may have broad social benefits by 
protecting more coral areas and may contribute to improved fishery resources. 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would have minimal social effects because the fleet is already 
harvesting in open areas and prohibited from working in the closed areas.  Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3 would impact the rock shrimp fleet, royal red shrimp fleet and possibly other 
commercial fisheries by closing some historic, present and potential future fishing grounds.  
Additionally, if a transit provision is not established, travel costs could negatively affect some 
operations.  If the cost to travel to or from the fishing grounds is too high due to new closed areas 
under Alternatives 2 and 3, a business may choose to no longer participate in the fishery.  The 
size and the location of the closed areas are the two most significant factors that would be 
expected to negatively impact fishermen.  Larger areas (such as Sub-alternative 2a) could have 
more impact than smaller proposed areas (such as Sub-alternative 2b) if the location is in an 
area where harvest is occurring. 


4.1.4 Administrative Effects  


 
The expansion of the Oculina Bank HAPC (Alternative 2 and sub-alternatives, Alternative 3) 
would have a moderate administrative impact.  Administrative impacts would be incurred 
through the rule making process, outreach and enforcement.  The impacts associated with 
enforcement would differ between the alternatives based on the size of the closed area.  It is 
expected the larger the expansion of the HAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of 
the administrative impacts associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.  
However, the shrimp fisheries that occur in the area are required to have a vessel monitoring 
system and this reduces the level of at-sea enforcement.  Actions in the Amendment 30 to the 
Fishery Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic propose the use 
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of VMS for the commercial snapper-grouper fishery.  If that action and amendment are 
approved, the VMS would help with enforcement in the HAPC.   
 


4.2 Action 2.  Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank 
HAPC 
 


Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not implement a transit provision through Oculina Bank 
HAPC.  Currently, possession of rock shrimp in or from the area on board a fishing 
vessel is prohibited. 


 
Alternative 2.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  When transiting the 
Oculina Bank, gear must be stowed in accordance with CFR Section 622.35 (i)(2).  
Vessels must maintain a minimum speed of 5 knots while in transit through the Oculina 
HAPC.  In the event minimal speed is not sustainable, vessel must communicate to 
appropriate contact.  
 
Alternative 3.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC with possession of 
rock shrimp on board.  When transiting through the Oculina Bank HAPC vessels must 
maintain a speed of not less than 6 knots, determined by a ping rate that is acceptable by 
law enforcement (i.e. 5 minutes), with gear appropriately stowed (stowed is defined as 
doors and nets out of water).  The transit provision includes a call-in specification in case 
of mechanical failure or emergency.   
 


4.2.1  Biological Effects  


The establishment of a transit provision would not result in biological effects within the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  A transit provision has been established in the South Atlantic for other fisheries 
through closed areas to allow for easier access to traditional fishing grounds.  Establishing a 
transit provision through Oculina may have negative biological benefits for the shrimp stocks 
that are on the eastern side of Oculina Bank HAPC as fishing vessels will have easier access to 
them.  Without a transit provision, the trip to those fishing grounds would be long and not cost 
effective to fishermen, providing an indirect protection to those shrimp populations.    


4.2.2 Economic Effects 


 
The intent of Action 2 is to lessen the economic effects on rock shrimp fishermen should the 
Council choose to implement Action 1, Sub-Alternatives 2a or 2b or Alternative 3 any of 
which would extend the size of the Oculina Bank HAPC northwards and westward.  Action 2, 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would require rock shrimp fishermen to travel around either the 
northern or southern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC to reach allowable fishing grounds on 
the east side.  None of the proposed sub-alternatives would extend the boundary of the HAPC 
southward.  All of the sub-alternatives of Action 1 would increase the northern latitude by the 
same distance.  Moving the northern boundary further north would increase the direct economic 
costs in terms of increased expenses (fuel) and lost opportunity, not only due to the loss of 
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fishing grounds in the additional closed area, but also due to fishing time lost by having to transit 
around the closed area.  While the exact extent of the economic effects of Action 1, Sub-
Alternatives 2a and 2b combined with Action 2, Alternative 1 (No Action) cannot be 
determined, the overall range of economic effects of the sub-alternatives would best be 
characterized in terms of the total additional area closed.  In order of most to least expected 
direct negative economic effects, Sub-Alternative 2a would be expected to have the greatest 
effect by closing an additional 430 square miles, followed by Sub-Alternative 2b (228 square 
miles). 
 
Rock shrimp fishermen would receive some relief from the expected negative economic effects 
should Action 2, Alternative 2 be selected as the preferred.  This alternative would allow 
fishermen to transit the Oculina Bank with gear stowed and transiting at a minimum speed of 5 
knots.  However, should the Council select Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative, regardless 
of which alternative or sub-alternative is chosen in Action 1 would see a benefit because the 
transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC would all transit through the entire HAPC.  
Fishermen that are now required to transit around the current boundaries could transit through as 
long as they follow the guidelines.  This would be a positive, direct economic benefit for these 
fishermen as they will use less fuel and take less time to get to their fishing grounds. 


4.2.3 Social Effects  
 
If additional closed areas are established under Action 1, some negative impacts on the fishing 
vessels and crew may be reduced with a transit provision. The transit provision in Alternative 2 
would be beneficial to the shrimp and snapper grouper vessels by reducing the risk of negative 
impacts due to increased travel time and costs when traveling around a closed area to outer 
fishing grounds.  Establishment of a transit provision under Alternative 2 would not be expected 
to reduce the long-term social benefits of coral protection while reducing some of the negative 
impacts on the fishing fleet and other vessels.  
 
Alternative 3 would also be expected to continue coral protection and reduce some of the 
negative impacts on fishermen, but would only apply to vessels harvesting rock shrimp in the 
adjacent areas. By specifying that a transit provision is for rock shrimp vessels only, this would 
also minimize any negative impacts and reduction in coral protection due to the allowable transit 
areas because rock shrimp vessel movement can be monitored through the required VMS 
systems on board.  


4.2.4 Administrative Effects  


 
There would be minor administrative impacts associated with the transit provision.  
Administrative impacts associated with enforcement would be greatest for these action 
alternatives.  If modifications are made to the transit regulations, administrative impacts would 
increase on the agency during the development and implementation phase.  Alternative 3 would 
require the vessel to maintain a speed of 6 knots as indicated by an increased ping rate on the 
vessel monitoring system (VMS).  Depending on the frequency of transit, this might lead to a 
slight increase in the impacts associated with monitoring of VMS by law enforcement.  If 
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modifications are not made to the transit provisions to suit the shrimp fishery, impacts on the 
fishery participants will increase as they will need to modify fishing behavior.   


 4.3 Action 3.  Expand boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC    
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action)  Do not expand the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC.  The existing Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC is delineated by the coordinates 
identified in CFR §633.35 (n)(iii).   


  
Alternative 2.  Modify the southern southeast boundary of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC 
western extension in a manner that releases the flatbottom region to the extent possible while 
possible while maintaining protection of coral habitat (as depicted in Figure 4-7).    
 
Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC to include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and exclude areas of royal red 
fishery activity based on VMS data (Figure 4-8).     
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To Be Updated.  Figure 4-7.  Action 3, Alternative 2, modifications to the southern southeast boundary of 
the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC western extension in a manner that releases the flatbottom region to 
the extent possible while maintaining protection of coral habitat. 
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To Be Updated.  Figure 4-8.  Action 3, Alternative 3, modifications to the Coral AP’s recommendation 
for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC based on suggestions from shrimp industry representatives 
during the CE-BA 3 public scoping process.  This figure includes area of mapped habitat within the Coral 
AP’s proposed extension and excludes areas of royal red fishery activity based on VMS data.  
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4.3.1 Biological Effects  


 
The Stetson Miami Terrace CHAPC (60, 937 square kilometers, 23,528 square miles) is the largest 
of the five deepwater CHAPCs implemented through the Comprehensive Ecosystem Based 
Amendment 1 (CE-BA 1).  It encompasses three of the former proposed CHAPCs off the coasts of 
South Carolina, Georgia, and East Florida to the Miami Terrace off of Biscayne Bay, and extends the 
western boundary to the 400-meter depth contour.  
 
Below is the description of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC.  
 
Stetson Reef - Stetson Reef is characterized by hundreds of pinnacles along the eastern Blake Plateau 
offshore South Carolina and over 200 coral mounds. This area supports a 152 meter-tall (500 feet) 
pinnacle in 822 meters (2,697 feet) of water where recent submersible dives discovered live bushes 
of Lophelia coral, sponges, gorgonians, and black coral bushes. This represents one of the tallest 
Lophelia coral lithoherms known.  
 
Savannah and East Florida Lithoherms - This site is characterized by numerous lithoherms at depths 
of 550 meters (1,804 feet) with relief up to 60 meters (197 feet) that provide live-bottom habitat. 
Submersible dives found that these lithoherms provided habitat for large populations of massive 
sponges and gorgonians in addition to smaller macroinvertebrates which have not been studied in 
detail. Some ridges have nearly 100% cover of sponges. Although few large fish have been observed 
at this site, a swordfish, several sharks, and numerous blackbelly rosefish were noted. Further south, 
echosounder transects along a 222-kilometer (138-mile) stretch off northeastern and central Florida 
(depth 700-800 meters; 2,297-2,625 feet) mapped nearly 300 coral mounds from 8 to 168 meters tall 
(26-551 feet). 
 
Miami Terrace - The Miami Terrace and Escarpment is a Miocene-age terrace off southeast Florida 
that supports high relief hardbottom habitats and rich benthic communities in 200-600 meter (1,969 
feet) depths.  Dense aggregations of 50 to 100 wreckfish were observed, in addition to blackbelly 
rosefish, skates, sharks, and dense schools of jacks. Lophelia mounds are also present at the base of 
the escarpment, within the Straits of Florida, but little is known of their abundance, distribution, or 
associated fauna. The steep escarpments, especially near the top of the ridges, are rich in corals, 
octocorals, and sponges. 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would not modify the CHAPC coordinates for the Stetson Miami 
Terrace CHAPC.  Within the CHAPCs, the use of bottom longline, bottom trawl, mid-water 
trawl, dredge, anchor, pot or trap, anchor and chain and grapple and chain is prohibited.   
Alternative 2 would provide greater biological benefits to species caught within the expanded 
area.  Alternative 3 would have provide greater biological benefits to all species caught within 
the expanded area with the exception of royal red species.   
 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be expected to result in positive biological impacts to the 
deepwater coral habitat in these areas as it would extend the prohibitions on bottom damaging 
gear. Given the slow growth of deepwater corals, any impacts would be expected to result in 
long-term biological losses of deepwater coral habitat as well as the species that utilize this 
habitat. Under these alternatives, habitats within the Stetson-Miami Terrace proposed CHPAC 
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expansion would be protected from damaging fishing gear such as bottom longline, which would 
have positive biological impacts on the species in the area. 
 
It is reasonable to expect that when a fishing vessel uses bottom tending gear, anchors, or grapples 
and chains in the deepwater CHAPCs, it would result in a taking/killing of prohibited coral or live 
rock.  Corals covered by the Coral FMP are considered to be non-renewable resources.  Fishing gear 
that comes in contact with the seafloor inevitably disturb the seabed and pose the most immediate 
direct threat to deepwater coral ecosystems.  Fishing gear that impact the seafloor include bottom 
trawls, bottom longlines, bottom gillnets, dredges, and pots/traps (Chuenpagdee et al., 2003; Morgan 
and Chuenpagdee, 2003).  Bottom tending gear and anchors, grapples, and chains can break fragile 
corals, dislodge reef framework, and scar corals, opening lesions for infection.  Impacts of gear 
damage are not limited to direct crushing of live coral but also include effects of the attached chains 
which will abrade and denude coral structures.  Stress caused by abrasion may result in a decline in 
health or stability of the reef or live bottom system.  In shallow water, coral will respond through 
polyp retraction, altered physiology or behavior, and when sheered by anchor chains provide a point 
for infection.  It is thought deepwater corals may respond similarly (John Reed, pers. comm. 2007).  
Damage inflicted by bottom tending gear, anchors, chains, and grapples is not limited to living coral 
and hardbottom resources but extends to disruption of the balanced and highly productive nature of 
the coral and live/hardbottom ecosystems. 


4.3.2 Economic Effects 


 
The general economic effects of CHAPCs discussed previously in sections 4.1.2.1 through 
4.1.2.3, and section 4.1.2.5 regarding the recreational fishery apply to Action 3, as well.  Specific 
economic effects to commercial fisheries will be reported as the impact of the proposed 
additional closed bottom areas is analyzed.  
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal social effects because this would maintain 
access to harvest areas.  The proposed extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC under 
Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red shrimp and snapper grouper 
fishing fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available.  Alternative 3 would likely have 
minimal social impacts on the deepwater shrimp fleet because this would maintain access to 
harvest areas. 


4.3.3 Social Effects  


 
The broad potential social effects of establishing or expanding closed areas are discussed in 
Section 4.1.3.  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal social effects (negative and 
positive) because this would maintain access to shrimp and snapper grouper harvest areas that 
would be reduced under Alternatives 2 and 3.  The proposed extension of the Stetson-Miami 
Terrace CHAPC under Alternatives 2 and 3 could have negative social effects on the royal red 
and rock shrimp fleet in the future and possibly other fisheries if potential fishing grounds are no 
longer available.  However both alternatives consider the activity and fishing areas used by the 
royal red shrimp fleet.  Although future opportunities could be reduced with expansion of the 
Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC, negative impacts on the fleet will likely be reduced while still 
enhancing coral protection in the area.  







 
South Atlantic                                                                  Chapter 4.  Affected Environment 
Coral Amendment 8  
    


84


 


4.3.4 Administrative Effects  


  
The expansion of the Stetson Miami Terrace CHPAC (Alternative 2 and Alternative 3) would 
have minimal administrative impacts.  Administrative impacts would be incurred through the 
rule making process, outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts would differ 
between the alternatives in the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger the expansion 
of the CHAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts 
associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
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4.4 Action 4.  Expand boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC 
 


Alternative 1.  (No Action) Do not modify the boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC.  The 
existing Cape Lookout CHAPC is identified by the following coordinates: 


  Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24’37”               75°45’11” 
 34°10’26”     75°58’44” 
 34°05’47”     75°54’54” 
 34°21’02”     75°41’25” 
 
Alternative 2.  Extend the northern boundary to encompass the area identified by the following 
coordinates (Figure 4-9): 


 Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24.6166’            75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’     75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’          75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’          75°41.5’ 
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To Be Updated.  Figure 4-9.  Action 4, Alternative 2. Coral Advisory Panel’s 
proposed expansion of the Cape Lookout CHAPC northern boundary. 
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4.4.1 Biological Effects  


 
CE-BA 1 implemented the Cape Lookout CHAPC in which the use of bottom longlines, trawls 
(mid-water and bottom), dredge, pots, or traps; use of anchor and chain, or use of grapple and 
chain by all fishing vessels; and possession of any species regulated by the Coral FMP are 
prohibited.  Under Alternative 1 (No Action), these same prohibitions would continue to apply.  
Alternative 2 proposes to expand the original Cape Lookout CHAPC along the northern 
boundary.  This would increase the size of the Cape Lookout CHAPC from 316 square 
kilometers to 324 square kilometers.  This expansion would benefit deepwater coral ecosystems 
and has been proposed based on new information of occurrence of deepwater Lophelia corals in 
the area.   
 
It is reasonable to expect that when a fishing vessel uses bottom tending gear, anchors, or 
grapples and chains in the deepwater CHAPCs, it would result in a taking/killing of prohibited 
coral or live rock. Corals covered by the Coral FMP are considered to be non-renewable 
resources.  Fishing gear that comes in contact with the seafloor inevitably disturb the seabed and 
pose the most immediate direct threat to deepwater coral ecosystems.  Fishing gear that impact 
the seafloor include bottom trawls, bottom longlines, bottom gillnets, dredges, and pots/traps 
(Chuenpagdee et al., 2003; Morgan and Chuenpagdee, 2003).  Bottom tending gear and anchors, 
grapples, and chains can break fragile corals, dislodge reef framework, and scar corals, opening 
lesions for infection.  Impacts of gear damage are not limited to direct crushing of live coral but 
also include effects of the attached chains which will abrade and denude coral structures.  Stress 
caused by abrasion may result in a decline in health or stability of the reef or live bottom system.  
In shallow water, coral will respond through polyp retraction, altered physiology or behavior, 
and when sheered by anchor chains provide a point for infection.  It is thought deepwater corals 
may respond similarly (John Reed, pers. comm. 2007).  Damage inflicted by bottom tending 
gear, anchors, chains, and grapples is not limited to living coral and hardbottom resources but 
extends to disruption of the balanced and highly productive nature of the coral and 
live/hardbottom ecosystems.  


4.4.2 Economic Effects  


  
The general economic effects of CHAPCs discussed previously in sections 4.1.2.1 through 
4.1.2.3, and section 4.1.2.5 regarding the recreational fishery apply to Action 3, as well.  Specific 
economic effects to commercial fisheries will be reported as the impact of the proposed 
additional closed bottom areas is analyzed.   
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal economic effects because this would 
maintain access to current harvest areas.  The proposed extension of the Cape Lookout CHAPC 
under Alternative 2 could have negative economic effects particularly on the snapper grouper 
fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available.   
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4.4.3 Social Effects  


 
The broad potential social effects of establishing or expanding closed areas are discussed in 
Section 4.1.3.  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal negative social effects 
because no current or potential fishing grounds would be closed.  The proposed extension of the 
Cape Lookout CHAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on some 
commercial vessels harvesting snapper grouper species if historic fishing grounds are no longer 
available, or if the closed area affected travel to and from harvest areas.  The small size of the 
expansion proposed under Alternative 2 would also be expected to result in less negative social 
impact than a larger area.   


4.4.4 Administrative Effects  


  
The expansion of the Cape Lookout CHAPC (Alternative 2) would have a minimal 
administrative impact.  Administrative impacts would be felt through the rule making process, 
outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts would differ between the alternatives in 
the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the Cape Lookout 
CHAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts associated 
with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
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Chapter 5.  Council’s Choice for the 
Preferred Alternative 
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Chapter 6.  Cumulative Effects 


Will be updated after the March 2013 meeting.  


6.1 Biological 
 
1. Identify the significant cumulative effects issues associated with the proposed action 
and define the assessment goals. 
 
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) cumulative effects guidance states that this step is 
done through three activities.  The three activities and the location in the document are as 
follows:  


I. The direct and indirect effects of the proposed actions (Chapter 4); 
II. Which resources, ecosystems, and human communities are affected (Chapter 3); 


and 
III. Which effects are important from a cumulative effects perspective (information 


revealed in this Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA)? 
 
2. Establish the geographic scope of the analysis. 
 
The immediate impact area would be the federal 200-mile limit of the Atlantic off the coasts of 
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and east Florida to Key West, which is also the South 
Atlantic Council’s area of jurisdiction.  The extent of boundaries also would depend upon the 
degree of fish immigration/emigration and larval transport; whichever has the greatest 
geographical range.  The ranges of affected species are described in Section 3.2.1.  Section 3.1.3 
describes the essential fish habitat designation and requirements for species affected by this 
amendment.      
 
3. Establish the timeframe for the analysis. 
 
Establishing a timeframe for the CEA is important when the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions are discussed.  It would be advantageous to go back to a time when 
there was a natural, or some modified (but ecologically sustainable) condition.  However, data 
collection for many fisheries began when species were already fully exploited.  Therefore, the 
timeframe for analyses should be initiated when data collection began for the various fisheries.  
In determining how far into the future to analyze cumulative effects, the length of the effects will 
depend on the species and the alternatives chosen. 
 
4. Identify the other actions affecting the resources, ecosystems, and human 
communities of concern (the cumulative effects to the human communities are discussed in 
Section 4).  
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Listed are other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions occurring in the South Atlantic 
region.  These actions, when added to the proposed management measures, may result in 
cumulative effects on the biophysical environment. 
 


I. Fishery-related actions   
 


  A. Past 
 
  


B. Present 
 
In addition to snapper grouper fishery management issues being addressed in this 
amendment, several other snapper grouper amendments have been developed 
concurrently and are in the process of approval and implementation.  


 
Amendment 18A to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 2011f) contains 
measures to limit participation and effort in the black sea bass fishery, reduce 
bycatch in the black sea bass pot fishery, changes to the rebuilding strategy and 
other necessary changes to the management of black sea bass as a result of the 
ongoing stock assessment.  In addition, Amendment 18A includes alternatives to 
improve data collection.  The South Atlantic Council approved Amendment 18A 
in December 2011.   
 
Regulatory Amendment 11 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Regulatory Amendment 
11; SAFMC 2011b) was approved by the South Atlantic Council at their August 
9, 2011, meeting.  If approved, Regulatory Amendment 11 would remove the 
current deepwater closure beyond 240 ft for six deepwater snapper grouper 
species.  
 
The Comprehensive ACL Amendment (SAFMC 2011c) includes ACLs and AMs 
for federally managed species not undergoing overfishing in four FMPs (Snapper 
Grouper, Dolphin Wahoo, Golden Crab, and Sargassum.  Actions contained 
within the Comprehensive ACL Amendment include:  (1) Removal of species 
from the snapper grouper fishery management unit; (2) designating ecosystem 
component species; (3) allocations; (4) management measures to limit 
recreational and commercial sectors to their ACLs; (5) AMs; and (5) any 
necessary modifications to the range of regulations.  The South Atlantic Council 
approved the Comprehensive ACL Amendment in September 2011.  Regulations 
for the Comprehensive ACL Amendment will be in place on April 16, 2012. 
 
Amendment 20A to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Amendment 20A; SAFMC 
2011e) would distribute shares from inactive participants in the wreckfish 
individual transferable quota (ITQ) to active shareholders.  The South Atlantic 
Council approved Amendment 20A in December 2011.   
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Amendment 24 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Amendment 24; SAFMC 2011d) 
considers a rebuilding plan for red grouper, which is overfished and undergoing 
overfishing.  The South Atlantic Council approved Amendment 24 in December 
2011.   
 
Regulatory Amendment 12 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Regulatory Amendment 
12; SAFMC 2012) includes alternatives to adjust the golden tilefish ACL based 
on the results of a new assessment, which indicates golden tilefish are no longer 
experiencing overfishing and are not overfished.  Regulatory Amendment 12 also 
includes an action to adjust the recreational AM.  
 


 
  C. Reasonably Foreseeable Future 
 


Amendment 20B to the Snapper Grouper FMP are currently under development.  
The amendment will include a formal review of the current wreckfish ITQ 
program, and will update/modify that program according to recommendations 
gleaned from the review.  The amendments will also update the wreckfish ITQ 
program to comply with Reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens requirements. 


 
 


II. Non-Council and other non-fishery related actions, including natural events  
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5. Characterize the resources, ecosystems, and human communities identified in 
scoping in terms of their response to change and capacity to withstand stress.  
 
In terms of the biophysical environment, the resources/ecosystems identified in earlier steps of 
the CEA are the fish populations directly or indirectly affected by the regulations.  This step 
should identify the trends, existing conditions, and the ability to withstand stresses of the 
environmental components. 
 
  
 
6. Characterize the stresses affecting these resources, ecosystems, and human 
communities and their relation to regulatory thresholds.  
 
This step is important in outlining the current and probable stress factors on snapper grouper 
species identified in the previous steps.  The goal is to determine whether these species are 
approaching conditions where additional stresses could have an important cumulative effect 
beyond any current plan, regulatory, or sustainability threshold (CEQ 1997).  Sustainability 
thresholds can be identified for some resources, which are levels of impact beyond which the 
resources cannot be sustained in a stable state.  Other thresholds are established through 
numerical standards, qualitative standards, or management goals.  The CEA should address 
whether thresholds could be exceeded because of the contribution of the proposed action to other 
cumulative activities affecting resources. 
 
Fish populations  
Quantitative definitions of overfishing and overfished for golden tilefish are identified in 
Amendments 11 and 12 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 1998).  Numeric values of 
thresholds overfishing and overfished for golden tilefish were updated/modified in Amendment 
15B (SAFMC 2008b).  These values include maximum sustainable yield (MSY), the fishing 
mortality rate that produces MSY (FMSY), the biomass or biomass proxy that supports MSY 
(BMSY), the minimum stock size threshold below which a stock is considered to be overfished 
(MSST), the maximum fishing mortality threshold above which a stock is considered to be 
undergoing overfishing (MFMT), and optimum yield (OY).  Amendment 15b to the Snapper 
Grouper FMP also provided new definitions of MSST for golden tilefish.  Amendment 15b 
became effective in December 2009. 
 
Climate change 
Global climate changes could have significant effects on South Atlantic fisheries.  However, the 
extent of these effects is not known at this time.  Possible impacts include temperature changes 
in coastal and marine ecosystems that can influence organism metabolism and alter ecological 
processes such as productivity and species interactions; changes in precipitation patterns and a 
rise in sea level which could change the water balance of coastal ecosystems; altering patterns of 
wind and water circulation in the ocean environment; and influencing the productivity of critical 
coastal ecosystems such as wetlands, estuaries, and coral reefs (Kennedy et al. 2002).  
 







 
South Atlantic                                                                  Chapter 6.  Cumulative Effects 
Coral Amendment 8  
    


94


It is unclear how climate change would affect snapper grouper species in the South Atlantic.  
Climate change can affect factors such as migration, range, larval and juvenile survival, prey 
availability, and susceptibility to predators.  In addition, the distribution of native and exotic 
species may change with increased water temperature, as may the prevalence of disease in 
keystone animals such as corals and the occurrence and intensity of toxic algae blooms.  Climate 
change may significantly impact snapper grouper species in the future, but the level of impacts 
cannot be quantified at this time, nor is the time frame known in which these impacts will occur. 
 
7. Define a baseline condition for the resources, ecosystems, and human communities.  
 
The purpose of defining a baseline condition for the resource and ecosystems in the area of the 
proposed action is to establish a point of reference for evaluating the extent and significance of 
expected cumulative effects.  The SEDAR assessments show trends in biomass, fishing 
mortality, fish weight, and fish length going back to the earliest periods of data collection.  For 
some species such as snowy grouper, assessments reflect initial periods when the stock was 
above BMSY and fishing mortality was fairly low.  However, some species such were heavily 
exploited or possibly overfished when data were first collected.  As a result, the assessment must 
make an assumption of the biomass at the start of the assessment period thus modeling the 
baseline reference points for the species.   
 
For a detailed discussion of the baseline conditions of each of the species addressed in this 
amendment the reader is referred to those stock assessment and stock information sources 
referenced in Item Number 6 of this CEA. 
 
8. Identify the important cause-and-effect relationships between human activities and 
resources, ecosystems, and human communities (Table 6-1). 
 
Table 6-1.  The cause and effect relationship of fishing and regulatory actions within the time 
period of the Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA).   
Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 


Effects 
Pre-January 12, 1989 Habitat destruction, growth overfishing 


of vermilion snapper. 
Damage to snapper grouper habitat, 
decreased yield per recruit of vermilion 
snapper.  


January 1989 Trawl prohibition to harvest fish 
(SAFMC 1988a & b). 


Increase yield per recruit of vermilion 
snapper; eliminate trawl damage to live 
bottom habitat. 


Pre-January 1, 1992 Overfishing of many snapper grouper 
species.  


Spawning stock ratio of these species is 
estimated to be less than 30% 
indicating that they are overfished.  


January 1992 Prohibited gear: fish traps south of 
Cape Canaveral, FL; entanglement 
nets; longline gear inside of 50 
fathoms; powerheads and bangsticks in 
designated SMZs off SC. 
Size/Bag limits: 10” TL vermilion 
snapper (recreational only); 12” TL 
vermilion snapper (commercial only); 


Reduce mortality of snapper grouper 
species.  
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Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 
Effects 


10 vermilion snapper/person/day; 
aggregate grouper bag limit of 
5/person/day; and 20” TL gag, red, 
black, scamp, yellowfin, and 
yellowmouth grouper size limit 
(SAFMC 1991a). 


Pre-June 27, 1994 Damage to Oculina habitat. Noticeable decrease in numbers and 
species diversity in areas of Oculina off 
FL  


July 1994 Prohibition of fishing for and retention 
of snapper grouper species (HAPC 
renamed OECA; SAFMC 1993) 


Initiated the recovery of snapper 
grouper species in OECA.  


1992-1999 Declining trends in biomass and 
overfishing continue for a number of 
snapper grouper species including 
golden tilefish.   


Spawning potential ratio for golden 
tilefish is less than 30% indicating that 
they are overfished.  


July 1994 Commercial quota for golden tilefish;  
commercial trip limits for golden 
tilefish; include golden tilefish in 
grouper recreational aggregate bag 
limits. 


 


February 24, 1999 All S-G without a bag limit:  aggregate 
recreational bag limit 20 
fish/person/day, excluding tomtate and 
blue runners.  Vessels with longline 
gear aboard may only possess snowy, 
warsaw, yellowedge, and misty 
grouper, and golden, blueline and sand 
tilefish. 


 


October 23, 2006 Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 13C 
(SAFMC 2006) 


Commercial vermilion snapper quota 
set at 1.1 million pounds gw; 
recreational vermilion snapper size 
limit increased to 12” TL to prevent 
vermilion snapper overfishing. 


Effective February 12, 
2009 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 14 
(SAFMC 2007) 


Use marine protected areas (MPAs) as 
a management tool to promote the 
optimum size, age, and genetic 
structure of slow growing, long-lived 
deepwater snapper grouper species 
(e.g., speckled hind, snowy grouper, 
warsaw grouper, yellowedge grouper, 
misty grouper, golden tilefish, blueline 
tilefish, and sand tilefish).  Gag and 
vermilion snapper occur in some of 
these areas. 


Effective March 20, 
2008 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 
15A (SAFMC 2008a) 


Establish rebuilding plans and SFA 
parameters for snowy grouper, black 
sea bass, and red porgy. 


Effective Dates Dec 16, 
2009, to Feb 16, 2010. 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 15B 
(SAFMC 2008b) 


End double counting in the commercial 
and recreational reporting systems by 
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Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 
Effects 
prohibiting the sale of bag-limit caught 
snapper grouper, and minimize impacts 
on sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish. 


Effective Date 
July 29, 2009 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 16 
(SAFMC 2009a) 


Protect spawning aggregations and 
snapper grouper in spawning condition 
by increasing the length of the 
spawning season closure, decrease 
discard mortality by requiring the use 
of dehooking tools, reduce overall 
harvest of gag and vermilion snapper to 
end overfishing. 


Effective Date  January 
4, 2010 


Red Snapper Interim Rule Prohibit commercial and recreational 
harvest of red snapper from January 4, 
2010, to June 2, 2010 with a possible 
186-day extension.  Reduce overfishing 
of red snapper while long-term 
measures to end overfishing are 
addressed in Amendment 17A. 


Effective Date 
December 4, 2010 


Snapper Grouper FMP Amendment 
17A (SAFMC 2010a). 


SFA parameters for red snapper; ACLs 
and ACTs; management measures to 
limit recreational and commercial 
sectors to their ACTs; accountability 
measures.  Establish rebuilding plan for 
red snapper. 
 


Effective Date January 
31, 2011  


Snapper Grouper Amendment 17B 
(SAFMC 2010b) 


ACLs and ACTs; management 
measures to limit recreational and 
commercial sectors to their ACTs; 
AMs, for species undergoing 
overfishing.  


Target 2012  Snapper Grouper FMP Amendment 
18A (SAFMC 2011f) 


Prevent overexploitation in the black 
sea bass fishery.  


Target 2011 Comprehensive ACL Amendment 
(SAFMC 2011c) 


ACLs ACTs, and AMs for species not 
experiencing overfishing; 
accountability measures; an action to 
remove species from the fishery 
management unit as appropriate; and 
management measures to limit 
recreational and commercial sectors to 
their ACTs. 


Target 2011 Regulatory Amendment 11 (SAFMC 
2011b) 


Re-addresses the deepwater area 
closure implemented in Amendment 
17B  


Effective Date July 15, 
2011 


Regulatory Amendment 9 (SAFMC 
2011a) 


Harvest management measures for 
black sea bass; commercial trip limits 
for gag, vermilion and greater 
amberjack 


Target 2012 Amendment 20A (Wreckfish) (SAFMC 
2011e) 


Redistribute inactive wreckfish shares.  
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Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 
Effects 


Target 2012 Amendment 24 (Red Grouper) 
(SAFMC 2011d) 


Establishes a rebuilding plan for red 
grouper, specifies ABC, and establishes 
ACL, ACT and revises AMs for the 
commercial and recreational sectors. 


Target 2012 Regulatory Amendment 12 (SAFMC 
2012) 


Adjusts the golden tilefish ACL based 
on the results of a new stock 
assessment and modifies the 
recreational golden tilefish AM. 


Target 2013 Snapper Grouper Amendment 22 
(under dev) 


Develop a long-term management 
program for red snapper in the South 
Atlantic.  


 
9. Determine the magnitude and significance of cumulative effects.   
 
     
10. Modify or add alternatives to avoid, minimize, or mitigate significant cumulative 
effects. 
 
 
11. Monitor the cumulative effects of the selected alternative and adopt management. 
 
The effects of the proposed action are, and will continue to be, monitored through collection of 
data by NOAA Fisheries Service, states, stock assessments and stock assessment updates, life 
history studies, and other scientific observations.   
 


6.2 Socioeconomic 
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Chapter 7: Other Applicable Law 


7.1 Administrative Procedures Act  
 
All federal rulemaking is governed under the provisions of the Administrative Procedures 


Act (APA) (5 U.S.C. Subchapter II), which establishes a “notice and comment” procedure to 
enable public participation in the rulemaking process.  Under the APA, NMFS is required to 
publish notification of proposed rules in the Federal Register and to solicit, consider and respond 
to public comment on those rules before they are finalized.  The APA also establishes a 30-day 
wait period from the time a final rule is published until it takes effect, with some exceptions. 
This amendment complies with the provisions of the APA through the South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council’s (South Atlantic Council) extensive use of public meetings, requests for 
comments, and consideration of comments.  The proposed rule associated with this amendment 
will have a request for public comments, which complies with the APA. 


  


7.2 Information Quality Act 
 
The Information Quality Act (Section 515 of the Treasury and General Government 


Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (Public Law 106-443)) which took effect October 1, 
2002, directed the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to issue government-wide 
guidelines that “provide policy and procedural guidelines to federal agencies for ensuring and 
maximizing the quality, objectivity, utility, and integrity of information disseminated by federal 
agencies”.  OMB directed each federal agency to issue its own guidelines, establish 
administrative mechanisms allowing affected persons to seek and obtain correction of 
information that does not comply with OMB guidelines, and report periodically to OMB on the 
number and nature of complaints. 
 


The NOAA Section 515 Information Quality Guidelines require a series of actions for each 
new information product subject to the Information Quality Act (IQA).  This document has used 
the best available information and made a broad presentation thereof. The process of public 
review of this document provides an opportunity for comment and challenge to this information, 
as well as for the provision of additional information.   
 


The information contained in this document was developed using best available scientific 
information.  Therefore, this amendment and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
analysis are in compliance with the IQA. 


7.3 Coastal Zone Management Act  
 
Section 307(c)(1) of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 requires 


that all federal activities that directly affect the coastal zone be consistent with approved state 
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coastal zone management programs to the maximum extent practicable.  While it is the goal of 
the South Atlantic Council to have management measures that complement those of the states, 
federal and state administrative procedures vary and regulatory changes are unlikely to be fully 
instituted at the same time.  Based on the analysis of the environmental consequences of the 
proposed action in Chapter 4, the South Atlantic Council has concluded this amendment would 
improve federal management of South Atlantic fisheries and is consistent to the maximum extent 
practicable with the Coastal Zone Management Plans of Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, and 
North Carolina.  NOAA Fisheries will coordinate CZMA review with the appropriate state 
agencies.  


7.4  Endangered Species Act 
 


The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 U.S.C. Section 1531 et seq.) requires that 
federal agencies must ensure actions they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or endangered species or the habitat designated 
as critical to their survival and recovery.  The ESA requires NOAA Fisheries Service to consult 
with the appropriate administrative agency (itself for most marine species, and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service for all remaining species) when proposing an action that may affect threatened 
or endangered species or adversely modify critical habitat.  Consultations are necessary to 
determine the potential impacts of the proposed action.  They are concluded informally when 
proposed actions may affect but are “not likely to adversely affect” threatened or endangered 
species or designated critical habitat.  Formal consultations, resulting in a biological opinion, are 
required when proposed actions may affect and are “likely to adversely affect” threatened or 
endangered species or adversely modify designated critical habitat. 


 
The IPT, Council Staff, and Council will review the actions proposed in this amendment to 


determine whether or not there are impacts on threatened or endangered species or their habitat 
designated as critical to their survival and recovery.   
 


7.5 Executive Order 12612:  Federalism  
 


E.O. 12612 requires agencies to be guided by the fundamental federalism principles when 
formulating and implementing policies that have federalism implications.  The purpose of the 
Order is to guarantee the division of governmental responsibilities between the Federal 
government and the States, as intended by the framers of the Constitution.  No federalism issues 
have been identified relative to the actions proposed in this amendment and associated 
regulations.  Therefore, preparation of a Federalism assessment under E.O. 13132 is not 
necessary.  
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7.6 Executive Order 12866:  Regulatory Planning and Review 
 


E.O. 12866, signed in 1993, requires federal agencies to assess the costs and benefits of their 
proposed regulations, including distributional impacts, and to select alternatives that maximize 
net benefits to society.  To comply with E.O. 12866, NMFS prepares a Regulatory Impact 
Review (RIR) for all fishery regulatory actions that implement a new FMP or that significantly 
amend an existing plan.  RIRs provide a comprehensive analysis of the costs and benefits to 
society associated with proposed regulatory actions, the problems and policy objectives 
prompting the regulatory proposals, and the major alternatives that could be used to solve the 
problems.  The reviews also serve as the basis for the agency’s determinations as to whether 
proposed regulations are a “significant regulatory action” under the criteria provided in E.O. 
12866 and whether proposed regulations will have a significant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities in compliance with the RFA.  A regulation is economically significant if 
it is likely to result in an annual effect on the economy of at least $100,000,000 or adversely 
affect in a material way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, jobs, the 
environment, public health or safety, or state, local, or tribal governments or communities . 
 


The RIR is included as Appendix E. 
 


7.7 Executive Order 12962:  Recreational Fisheries  
 


E.O. 12962 requires federal agencies, in cooperation with States and Tribes, to improve the 
quantity, function, sustainable productivity, and distribution of U.S. aquatic resources for 
increased recreational fishing opportunities through a variety of methods including, but not 
limited to, developing joint partnerships; promoting the restoration of recreational fishing areas 
that are limited by water quality and habitat degradation; fostering sound aquatic conservation 
and restoration endeavors; and evaluating the effects of federally-funded, permitted, or 
authorized actions on aquatic systems and evaluating the effects of federally-funded, permitted, 
or authorized actions on aquatic systems and recreational fisheries, and documenting those 
effects.  Additionally, the order establishes a seven member National Recreational Fisheries 
Coordination Council responsible for, among other things, ensuring that social and economic 
values of healthy aquatic systems that support recreational fisheries are considered by federal 
agencies in the course of their actions, sharing the latest resource information and management 
technologies, and reducing duplicative and cost-inefficient programs among federal agencies 
involved in conserving or managing recreational fisheries.  The Council also is responsible for 
developing, in cooperation with Federal agencies, States, and Tribes, a Recreational Fishery 
Resource Conservation Plan - to include a five-year agenda.  Finally, the Order requires NMFS 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to develop a joint agency policy for administering the 
ESA. 
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
12962. 
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7.8 Executive Order 13089:  Coral Reef Protection 
 


E.O. 13089, signed by President William Clinton on June 11, 1998, recognizes the 
ecological, social, and economic values provided by the Nation’s coral reefs and ensures that 
federal agencies are protecting these ecosystems.  More specifically, the Order requires federal 
agencies to identify actions that may harm U.S. coral reef ecosystems, to utilize their program 
and authorities to protect and enhance the conditions of such ecosystems, and to ensure that their 
actions do not degrade the condition of the coral reef ecosystem.  
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
13089.  


 


7.9 Executive Order 13158:  Marine Protected Areas 
 


E. O. 13158 was signed on May 26, 2000, to strengthen the protection of U.S. ocean and 
coastal resources through the use of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs). The E.O. defined MPAs as 
“any area of the marine environment that has been reserved by Federal, State, territorial, tribal, 
or local laws or regulations to provide lasting protection for part or all of the natural and cultural 
resources therein”.  It directs federal agencies to work closely with state, local, and non-
governmental partners to create a comprehensive network of MPAs “representing diverse U.S. 
marine ecosystems, and the Nation’s natural and cultural resources”.  
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
13158. 


 


7.10 Marine Mammal Protection Act 
 


The Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) established a moratorium, with certain 
exceptions, on the taking of marine mammals in U.S. waters and by U.S. citizens on the high 
seas.  It also prohibits the importing of marine mammals and marine mammal products into the 
United States.  Under the MMPA, the Secretary of Commerce (authority delegated to NOAA 
Fisheries Service) is responsible for the conservation and management of cetaceans and 
pinnipeds (other than walruses).  The Secretary of the Interior is responsible for walruses, sea 
otters, polar bears, manatees, and dugongs.   
 


Part of the responsibility that NOAA Fisheries Service has under the MMPA involves 
monitoring populations of marine mammals to make sure that they stay at optimum levels.  If a 
population falls below its optimum level, it is designated as “depleted”.  A conservation plan is 
then developed to guide research and management actions to restore the population to healthy 
levels.   
 


In 1994, Congress amended the MMPA to govern the taking of marine mammals incidental 
to commercial fishing operations.  This amendment required the preparation of stock 
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assessments for all marine mammal stocks in waters under U.S. jurisdiction; development and 
implementation of take-reduction plans for stocks that may be reduced or are being maintained 
below their optimum sustainable population levels due to interactions with commercial fisheries; 
and studies of pinniped-fishery interactions.  The MMPA requires a commercial fishery to be 
placed in one of three categories, based on the relative frequency of incidental, serious injuries 
and mortalities of marine mammals.  Category I designates fisheries with frequent, serious 
injuries and mortalities incidental to commercial fishing; Category II designates fisheries with 
occasional, serious injuries and mortalities; and Category III designates fisheries with a remote 
likelihood or no known serious injuries or mortalities.   
 


Under the MMPA, to legally fish in a Category I and/or II fishery, a fisherman must take 
certain steps.  For example, owners of vessels or gear engaging in a Category I or II fishery are 
required to obtain a marine mammal authorization by registering with the Marine Mammal 
Authorization Program (50 CFR 229.4).  They are also required to accommodate an observer if 
requested (50 CFR 229.7(c)), and they must comply with any applicable take reduction plans. 
 


The actions in this amendment would modify the frequency and methods of data collection.  
None of the actions will have an impact on marine mammals.   
  


7.11 Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186 
 


The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) implemented several bilateral treaties for bird 
conservation between the United States and Great Britain, the United States and Mexico, the 
United States and Japan, and the United States and the former Union of Soviet Socialists 
Republics.  Under the MBTA, it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, possess, trade, or 
transport any migratory bird, or any part, nest, or egg of a migratory bird, included in treaties 
between the countries, except as permitted by regulations issued by the Department of the 
Interior (16 U.S.C. 703-712).  Violations of the MBTA carry criminal penalties.  Any equipment 
and means of transportation used in activities in violation of the MBTA may be seized by the 
United States government and, upon conviction, must be forfeited to the government.   
 


Executive Order 13186 directs each federal agency taking actions that have, or are likely to 
have, a measurable negative effect on migratory bird populations to develop and implement a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to 
conserve those bird populations.  In the instance of unintentional take of migratory birds, NOAA 
Fisheries Service would develop and use principles, standards, and practices that will lessen the 
amount of unintentional take in cooperation with the USFWS.  Additionally, the MOU would 
ensure that National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analyses evaluate the effects of actions 
and agency plans on migratory birds, with emphasis on species of concern.   
 


An MOU is currently being developed, which will address the incidental take of migratory 
birds in commercial fisheries under the jurisdiction of NOAA Fisheries Service.  NOAA 
Fisheries Service must monitor, report, and take steps to reduce the incidental take of seabirds 
that occurs in fishing operations.  The United States has already developed the U.S. National 
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Plan of Action for Reducing Incidental Catch of Seabirds in Longline Fisheries.  Under that plan 
many potential MOU components are already being implemented. 
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
13186.   


7.12 National Environmental Policy Act  
 


This amendment to the Coral FMP has been written and organized in a manner that meets 
NEPA requirements, and thus is a consolidated NEPA document,  as described in NOAA 
Administrative Order (NAO) 216-6, Section 6.03.a.2. 
 
Purpose and Need for Action 
The purpose and need for this action are described in Section 1.4. 
 
Alternatives 
The alternatives for this action are described in Section 2.0. 
 
Affected Environment 
The affected environment is described in Section 3.0. 
 
Impacts of the Alternatives 
The impacts of the alternatives on the environment are described in Section 4.0.   
 


7.13 National Marine Sanctuaries Act 
 


Under the National Marine Sanctuaries Act (NMSA) (also known as Title III of the Marine 
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972), as amended, the U.S. Secretary of 
Commerce is authorized to designate National Marine Sanctuaries to protect distinctive natural 
and cultural resources whose protection and beneficial use requires comprehensive planning and 
management.  The National Marine Sanctuary Program is administered by the Sanctuaries and 
Reserves Division of the NOAA.  The Act provides authority for comprehensive and coordinated 
conservation and management of these marine areas.  The National Marine Sanctuary Program 
currently comprises 13 sanctuaries around the country, including sites in American Samoa and 
Hawaii.  These sites include significant coral reef and kelp forest habitats, and breeding and 
feeding grounds of whales, sea lions, sharks, and sea turtles.  The two main sanctuaries in the 
South Atlantic exclusive economic zone are Gray’s Reef and Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuaries. 
 


The alternatives considered in this Amendment are not expected to have any adverse impacts 
on the resources managed by the Gray’s Reef and Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuaries. 
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7.14 Paperwork Reduction Act  
 


The purpose of the Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) is to minimize the burden on the public.  
The Act is intended to ensure that the information collected under the proposed action is needed 
and is collected in an efficient manner (44 U.S.C. 3501 (1)).  The authority to manage 
information collection and record keeping requirements is vested with the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB).  This authority encompasses establishment of guidelines 
and policies, approval of information collection requests, and reduction of paperwork burdens 
and duplications.  PRA requires NOAA Fisheries Service to obtain approval from the OMB 
before requesting most types of fishery information from the public.   


 
None of the actions in this amendment will request information from the public and the 


actions will not trigger a PRA approval.   
 


7.15 Regulatory Flexibility Act  
 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) of 1980 (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) requires federal 
agencies to assess the impacts of regulatory actions implemented through notice and comment 
rulemaking procedures on small businesses, small organizations, and small governmental 
entities, with the goal of minimizing adverse impacts of burdensome regulations and record-
keeping requirements on those entities.  Under the RFA, NOAA Fisheries Service must 
determine whether a proposed fishery regulation would have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities.  If not, a certification to this effect must be prepared and 
submitted to the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business Administration.  
Alternatively, if a regulation is determined to significantly impact a substantial number of small 
entities, the Act requires the agency to prepare an initial and final Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis to accompany the proposed and final rule, respectively.  These analyses, which describe 
the type and number of small businesses, affected, the nature and size of the impacts, and 
alternatives that minimize these impacts while accomplishing stated objectives, must be 
published in the Federal Register in full or in summary for public comment and submitted to the 
chief counsel for advocacy of the Small Business Administration.  Changes to the RFA in June 
1996 enable small entities to seek court review of an agency’s compliance with the Act’s 
provisions. 
 


The Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis is included as Appendix D. 
 


7.16 Small Business Act  
 


Enacted in 1953, the Small Business Act requires that agencies assist and protect small-
business interests to the extent possible to preserve free competitive enterprise.  The objectives 
of the act are to foster business ownership by individuals who are both socially and economically 
disadvantaged; and to promote the competitive viability of such firms by providing business 
development assistance including, but not limited to, management and technical assistance, 







 
South Atlantic                                                                  Chapter 6.  Cumulative Effects 
Coral Amendment 8  
    


105


access to capital and other forms of financial assistance, business training, and counseling, and 
access to sole source and limited competition federal contract opportunities, to help firms 
achieve competitive viability.  Because most businesses associated with fishing are considered 
small businesses, NOAA Fisheries Service, in implementing regulations, must make an 
assessment of how those regulations will affect small businesses.  Economic and social impacts 
of the actions and alternatives are included in the analysis in Chapter 4.   


7.17 Public Law 99-659:  Vessel Safety  
 


Public Law 99-659 amended the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act to require that a Fishery Management Plan (FMP) or FMP amendment must consider, and 
may provide for, temporary adjustments (after consultation with the U.S. Coast Guard and 
persons utilizing the fishery) regarding access to a fishery for vessels that would be otherwise 
prevented from participating in the fishery because of safety concerns related to weather or to 
other ocean conditions. 
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Chapter 8.  List of Agencies, 
Organizations, and Persons Consulted 
Responsible Agency 
           
Coral Amendment 8:    Environmental Assessment   
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council  NMFS, Southeast Region 
4055 Faber Place Drive, Suite 201   263 13th Avenue South  
Charleston, South Carolina 29405 St. Petersburg, Florida 33701    
(843) 571-4366 (TEL) (727) 824-5301 (TEL) 
Toll Free: 866-SAFMC-10 (727) 824-5320 (FAX)  
(843) 769-4520 (FAX) 
safmc@safmc.net  
 
List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Consulted 
SAFMC Law Enforcement Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Coral Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Shrimp Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee  
North Carolina Coastal Zone Management Program 
South Carolina Coastal Zone Management Program  
Georgia Coastal Zone Management Program 
Florida Coastal Zone Management Program  
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 
North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries 
North Carolina Sea Grant 
South Carolina Sea Grant 
Georgia Sea Grant 
Florida Sea Grant 
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission  
Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries Development Foundation 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
 - Washington Office 
 - Office of Ecology and Conservation 
 - Southeast Regional Office 
 - Southeast Fisheries Science Center
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Chapter 9.   List of Preparers 
 
 
Table 9-1.  List of Coral Amendment 8 preparers.  


Name Agency/Division 
Area of 
Amendment 
Responsibility 


Karla Gore NMFS/SF 
IPT Lead/Fishery 
Biologist 


Anna Martin SAFMC 
IPT Lead/Fishery 
Biologist 


Jack 
McGovern 


NMFS/SF Fishery Scientist 


David Dale NMFS/HC EFH Specialist 


Andy Herndon NMFS/PR Biologist 


Nick Farmer NMFS/SF Biologist 


Stephen 
Holiman 


NMFS/SF Economist 


Christina 
Package 


NMFS/SF Social Scientist 


Margaret 
Miller  


SEFSC  Fishery Scientist 


Monica Smit-
Brunello 


NOAA/GC Attorney Advisor 


Brian 
Cheuvront 


SAFMC Fishery Economist 


Kari 
MacLauchlin 


SAFMC Social Scientist 


Roger Pugliese SAFMC Fishery Biologist 


Gregg Waugh SAFMC 
Deputy Executive 
Director 
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Definitions of Abbreviations and Acronyms Used in the 
Amendment


ABC acceptable biological catch 
 
ACL annual catch limits 
 
AM accountability measures 
 
ACT annual catch target 
 
B  a measure of stock biomass in either 


weight or other appropriate unit 
 
BMSY  the stock biomass expected to exist 


under equilibrium conditions when 
fishing at FMSY 


 
BOY  the stock biomass expected to exist 


under equilibrium conditions when 
fishing at FOY 


 
BCURR  The current stock biomass 
 
 
CPUE  catch per unit effort 
 
 
EA  environmental assessment 
 
EEZ  exclusive economic zone 
 
EFH  essential fish habitat 
 
F  a measure of the instantaneous rate 


of fishing mortality 
 
F30%SPR fishing mortality that will produce a 


static SPR = 30% 
 
FCURR  the current instantaneous rate of 


fishing mortality 
 
FMSY  the rate of fishing mortality 


expected to achieve MSY under 
equilibrium conditions and a 
corresponding biomass of BMSY 


 
FOY  the rate of fishing mortality 


expected to achieve OY under 
equilibrium conditions and a 
corresponding biomass of BOY 


 


FEIS  final environmental impact 
statement 


 


FMP  fishery management plan 
 
FMU  fishery management unit 
 
M  natural mortality rate 
 
MARMAP Marine Resources Monitoring 


Assessment and Prediction Program 
 
MFMT  maximum fishing mortality 


threshold 
 
MMPA  Marine Mammal Protection Act 
 
MRFSS  Marine Recreational Fisheries 


Statistics Survey 
 
MRIP  Marine Recreational Information Program 
 
MSFCMA Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 


Conservation and Management Act 
 
MSST   minimum stock size threshold 
 
MSY  maximum sustainable yield 
 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 
 
NMFS  National Marine Fisheries Service 
 
NOAA  National Oceanic and Atmospheric 


Administration 
 
OFL  overfishing limit 
 
OY  optimum yield 
 
RIR  regulatory impact review 
 
SAMFC  South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council 
 
SEDAR  Southeast Data Assessment and Review 
 
SEFSC  Southeast Fisheries Science Center 
 
SERO  Southeast Regional Office 
 
SIA  social impact assessment 
 
SPR  spawning potential ratio 
 
SSC  Scientific and Statistical Committee 
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CORAL AMENDMENT 8 III


 
Abstract 


 
 
Actions in Coral Amendment 8 address modifications to Coral Habitat Areas of Particular 
Concern in the South Atlantic.  Coral Amendment 8 amends the Fishery Management Plan for 
Coral, Coral Reefs, and Live/Hardbottom Habitats of the South Atlantic Region.  The 
management unit for coral includes coral belonging to the Class Hydrozoa (fire corals and 
hydrocorals) and coral belonging to the Class Anthozoa (sea fans, whips, precious corals, sea 
pens and stony corals).  Coral reefs constitute hardbottoms, deepwater banks, patch reefs and 
outer bank reefs as defined in the Coral, Coral Reefs and Live/Hardbottom Habitat Fishery 
Management Plan (FMP) (SAFMC 1982) and in the Code of Federal Regulations (50 CFR 
622.2). 
 
Discoveries of previously uncharacterized areas of deepwater coral resources have been brought 
forward by the South Atlantic Council’s Coral Advisory Panel (AP).  Recent scientific 
exploration has identified areas of high relief features and hardbottom habitat outside of the 
boundaries of existing Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (CHAPCs).  During their 2011 
October meeting, the Coral Advisory Panel came forward with recommendations to the South 
Atlantic Council to revisit the boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC, Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC, and the Cape Lookout CHAPC to incorporate areas of additional deepwater coral 
habitat that were previously uncharacterized.  The South Atlantic Council reviewed the 
recommendations and associated Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) analyses of rock shrimp 
fishing activity for expansion of these areas, and approved the measures for public scoping 
through Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 (CE-BA 3).  The Coral, Habitat, 
Deepwater Shrimp and Law Enforcement APs have been working collectively to refine the 
recommendations since the public scoping process and provide input to the South Atlantic 
Council on these proposed management measures.  
 
Coral Amendment 8 consists of regulatory actions that focus on deepwater coral ecosystem 
conservation.  Actions consider alternatives that could: 
 


 Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern (HAPC)  
 Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 Expand the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC 
 Expand the boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC 


 
This Environmental Assessment has been prepared to analyze the effects of the actions 
considered in the amendment.    
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Why is the South Atlantic Council taking Action? 
 


Discoveries of previously uncharacterized areas of deepwater coral resources have been 
brought forward by the South Atlantic Council’s Coral Advisory Panel (AP).  Recent scientific 
exploration has identified areas of high relief features and hardbottom habitat outside of the 
boundaries of existing Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (CHAPCs) (Appendices J-L).  
During their 2011 October meeting, the Coral Advisory Panel came forward with 
recommendations to the South Atlantic Council to revisit the boundaries of the Oculina Bank 
HAPC, Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC, and the Cape Lookout CHAPC to incorporate areas of 
additional deepwater coral habitat that were previously uncharacterized.  The South Atlantic 
Council reviewed the recommendations and associated Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) 
analyses of rock shrimp fishing activity for expansion of these areas, and approved the measures 
for public scoping through Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 (CE-BA 3).  The 
Coral, Habitat, Deepwater Shrimp and Law Enforcement APs have been working collectively to 
refine the recommendations since the public scoping process and provide input to the South 
Atlantic Council on these proposed management measures.  
 


Coral Amendment 8 consists of regulatory actions that focus on deepwater coral ecosystem 
conservation. 


 
 


 


Purpose for Action 
 
The purpose of Coral Amendment 8 is to increase protections for 
deepwater coral based on new information of deepwater coral resources in 
the South Atlantic.  
 


Need for Action 
 
The need for action in Coral Amendment 8 is to address recent discoveries 
of deepwater coral resources and protect deepwater coral ecosystems in the 
South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction from future activities that could 
compromise their condition.  
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What Are the Proposed Actions? 
 
There are 4 actions being proposed in Coral Amendment 8.  Each action has a range of 
alternatives, including a ‘no action alternative’ and a ‘preferred alternative’. 
 
 
  
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral Amendment 8 
 


1. Expand Boundaries of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC 


 
2. Implement a Transit Provision 


through Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


3. Expand Boundaries of the Stetson-
Miami Terrace CHAPC  


 
4. Expand Boundaries of the Cape 


Lookout CHAPC 
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What Are the Alternatives? 
 
Action 1.  Expand boundaries of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC  
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not modify the boundaries of 
the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
The existing Oculina Bank HAPC is delineated by the 
following boundaries:  on the north by 28°30' N, on the south 
by 27°30' N., on the east by the 100-fathom (183-m) contour, 
and on the west by 80°00' W.; and two adjacent satellite sites: 
the first bounded on the north by 28°30' N., on the south by 
28°29' N., on the east by 80°00' W., and on the west by 
80°03' W.; and the second bounded on the north by 28°17' N., on the south by 28°16' N., on the 
east by 80°00 W., and on the west by 80°03' W. 
 
Alternative 2.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W.  The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure S-1 and S-2).  Sub-
Alternative 2a = 430 square miles 
 
Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from the 
current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W.  The west 
and east boundaries would follow close to the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour 
lines, respectively, while annexing hard bottom features, as represented in the simplified 
polygon (Figure S-3 and S-4).  Sub-alternative 2b = 329 square miles 


 
Alternative 3.  Modify the western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 28° 4.5’N to the 
north boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary would coincide 
with the current western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W). The west boundary could 
either use the 60 meter contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude (Figure S-5).  Alternative 3 = 76 
square miles 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 8 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit Provision 
through Oculina Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of Stetson-


Miami Terrace CHAPC 
 


4.  Expand Boundaries of Cape    
 Lookout CHAPC 
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Figure S-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Northern 
Extension and Associated Habitat Mapping and Bathymetry. 
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Figure S-2.   Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Northern 
Extension and Rock Shrimp VMS (2003-2013).
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Figure S-3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Northern 
Extension and Associated Habitat Mapping and Bathymetry.  
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Figure S-4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Northern 
Extension and Rock Shrimp VMS (2003-2013). 







 
South Atlantic    Summary 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


Figure S-5.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Western Extension and 
Rock Shrimp VMS (2003-2013). 
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Table S-1.  Fishing Associated with Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Northern Extension 
Alternative 2a and Alternative 2b (Rock Shrimp VMS:  2003-2013). 


Rock Shrimp Fishery


Total VMS 


Points


Total Rock 


Shrimp


Rock Shrimp Fishing 


(2‐4 knots)


Total Points in 


Alternative 2a


Fishing in 


Alternative 2a


% Fishing in 


Alternative 2a


2003 ‐2007 649,666 133,877 55,222 17,588 7,696 13.9%


2007 ‐2011 313,379 73,452 22,808 6,887 2,153 9.4%


2011‐2013 315,603 11,052 3,226 819 174 5.4%


Total (2003‐2013) 1,278,648 218,381 81,256 25,294 10,023 12.3%


Rock Shrimp Fishery


Total VMS 


Points


Total Rock 


Shrimp


Rock Shrimp Fishing 


(2‐4 knots)


Total Points in 


Alternative 2b


Fishing in 


Alternative 2b


% Fishing in 


Alternative 2b


2003 ‐2007 649,666 133,877 55,222 9,815 3,522 6.4%


2007 ‐2011 313,379 73,452 22,808 3,454 816 3.6%


2011‐2013 315,603 11,052 3,226 648 137 4.2%


Total (2003‐2013) 1,278,648 218,381 81,256 13,917 4,475 5.5%  
 
 
Table S-2.  Fishing Associated with Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Western Extension 
Alternative 3 (Rock Shrimp VMS:  2003-2013). 


Rock Shrimp Fishery


Total VMS 


Points


Total Rock 


Shrimp


Rock Shrimp Fishing 


(2‐4 knots)


Total Points in 


West Extension 


Alternative 3


Fishing in West 


Extension 


Alternative 3


% Fishing in 


Alternative 2b


2003 ‐2007 649,666 133,877 55222 974 490 0.9%


2007 ‐2011 313,379 73,452 22808 211 104 0.5%


2011‐2013 315,603 11,052 3226 183 90 2.8%


Total (2003‐2013) 1,278,648 218,381 81256 1368 684 0.8%  
 
 
Summary of Effects 
 
Biological:  Under Alternative 1 (No Action) gear prohibitions that are currently restricted in 
the existing Oculina Bank HAPC would continue to be prohibited.  Prohibited gear within the 
Oculina HAPC includes bottom longline, bottom trawl, dredge, pot or trap as well as the use of 
an anchor, anchor and chain, or grapple and chain.  Within Oculina Bank HAPC fishing for or 
possessing rock shrimp or Oculina coral is also prohibited.  Alternative 2 and associated sub-
alternatives and Alternative 3 propose increasing the size of the Oculina Bank HAPC and 
extending the prohibitions to a larger area.  As the size of the Oculina HAPC is increased, the 
biological benefit increases for the coral in the area, including Oculina; the species that use the 
bottom substrate as habitat; and for the rock shrimp populations in the HAPC.  Increasing the 
size of the Oculina Bank HAPC, may provide a refuge for other important species in the area, 
such as snapper grouper populations.   
 
Economic:  Under Alternative 1 (No Action), the additional areas proposed in Alternatives 2 
and 3 would not be protected from bottom longlines; trawls (mid-water and bottom); dredge, 
pots, or traps; or use of anchor and chain, or use of grapple and chain by all fishing vessels.  As a 
result, the commercial fishery could experience long-term negative impacts from potential loss 
of habitat for commercial species due to lack of protection of these areas. The various sub-
alternatives under Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 could have negative short-term impacts on 
the rock shrimp and snapper grouper fisheries. 
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With regard to recreational fisheries, the anchoring prohibition that would be effect in Action 1, 
Alternatives 2 and 3 (including sub-alternatives) would not impact fishing activities for the 
fisheries that do not anchor (e.g., troll fishery for billfish, dolphin, wahoo, tuna, etc.) and impacts 
on these recreational activities would be minimal.  Most fishing vessels would not be able to 
anchor effectively in the depths proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3.  Thus, the action of 
expanding the CHAPCs and prohibiting anchoring of fishing vessels within them would have 
only a small negative impact on recreational fisheries. 
 
Social:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would have minimal social effects because the fleet is 
already harvesting in open areas and prohibited from working in the closed areas. Alternative 2 
and Alternative 3 would impact the rock shrimp fleet and possibly other commercial fisheries by 
closing some historic, present and potential future fishing grounds.  Additionally, if a transit 
provision is not established (as considered under Action 2), travel costs could negatively affect 
some operations.  If the cost to travel to or from the fishing grounds is too high due to new 
closed areas under Alternatives 2 and 3, a business may choose to no longer participate in the 
fishery. The size and the location of the closed areas are the two most significant factors that 
would be expected to negatively impact fishermen. 
 
Administrative:  Administrative impacts would be incurred through the rule making process, 
outreach and enforcement.  The impacts associated with enforcement would differ between the 
alternatives based on the size of the closed area.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the 
HAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts associated with 
these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
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Action 2.  Implement a Transit Provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not implement a transit provision through Oculina Bank HAPC.  
Currently, possession of rock shrimp in or from the area on 
board a fishing vessel is prohibited. 
 
Alternative 2.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank 
HAPC.  When transiting the Oculina Bank, gear must be 
stowed in accordance with CFR Section 622.35 (i)(2).  
Vessels must maintain a minimum speed of 5 knots while in 
transit through the Oculina HAPC.  In the event minimal 
speed is not sustainable, vessel must communicate to 
appropriate contact.  
 
Alternative 3.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank 
HAPC with possession of rock shrimp on board.  When 
transiting through the Oculina Bank HAPC vessels must 
maintain a speed of not less than 6 knots, determined by ping 
rate that is acceptable by law enforcement (i.e. 5 minutes), 
with gear appropriately stowed (stowed is defined as doors and nets out of water).  The transit 
provision includes a call-in specification in case of mechanical failure or emergency.   
 
Summary of Effects 
 
Biological:  The establishment of a transit provision would not result in biological effects within 
the Oculina HAPC.  A transit provision has been established in the South Atlantic for other 
fisheries through closed areas to allow for easier access to traditional fishing grounds.  
Establishing a transit provision through Oculina may have negative biological benefits for the 
shrimp stocks that are on the eastern side of Oculina Bank HAPC as fishing vessels will have 
easier access to them.  Without a transit provision, the trip to those fishing grounds would be 
long and not cost effective to fishermen, providing an indirect protection to those shrimp 
populations.    
 
Economic:  Moving the northern boundary further north would increase the direct economic 
costs in terms of increased expenses (fuel) and lost opportunity, not only due to the loss of 
fishing grounds in the additional closed area, but also due to fishing time lost by having to transit 
around the closed area.  While the exact extent of the economic effects of Action 1, Sub-
Alternatives 2a and 2b combined with Action 2, Alternative 1 (No Action) cannot be 
determined, the overall range of economic effects of the sub-alternatives would be characterized 
best in terms of the total additional area closed. Rock shrimp fishermen would receive some 
relief from the expected negative economic effects should Action 2, Alternative 2 be selected as 
the preferred.  This alternative would allow fishermen to transit the Oculina Bank with gear 
stowed and transiting at a minimum speed of 5 knots. 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 8 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit 
Provision through Oculina 
Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of the 


Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC
 


4.  Expand Boundaries of the 
Cape Lookout CHAPC 
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Social:  If additional closed areas are established under Action 1, some negative impacts on the 
fishing vessels and crew may be reduced with a transit provision. The transit provision in 
Alternative 2 would be beneficial to the shrimp and snapper grouper vessels by reducing the risk 
of negative impacts due to increased travel time and costs when traveling around a closed area to 
outer fishing grounds.  Establishment of a transit provision under Alternative 2 would not be 
expected to reduce the long-term social benefits of coral protection while reducing some of the 
negative impacts on the fishing fleet.  
 
Administrative:  There would be minor administrative impacts associated with the transit 
provision.  Administrative impacts associated with enforcement would be greatest for these 
action alternatives.  If modifications are made to the transit regulations, administrative impacts 
would increase on the agency during the development and implementation phase.  Alternative 3 
would require the vessel to maintain a speed of 6 knots as indicated by an increased ping rate on 
the vessel monitoring system (VMS).  Depending on the frequency of transit, this might lead to a 
slight increase in the impacts associated with monitoring of VMS by law enforcement.   If 
modifications are not made to the transit provisions to suit the shrimp fishery, impacts on the 
fishery participants will increase as they will need to modify fishing behavior.   
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Action 3.  Expand boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC   
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action) Do not expand the 
boundaries of the Stetson-Miami CHAPC. 
 
The existing Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC is 
delineated by the coordinates identified in CFR §633.35 
(n)(iii).   


  
Alternative 2.  Modify the southern southeast boundary 
of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC western extension 
in a manner that releases the flatbottom region to the 
extent possible while maintaining protection of coral 
habitat (Figure S-6).  
 
Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation 
for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC to 
include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and 
exclude areas of royal red fishery activity based on VMS data (Figure S-7).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 8 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit Provision 
through Oculina Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of the 


Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC
 


4.  Expand Boundaries of the Cape  
 Lookout CHAPC 
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Figure S-6.  Action 3, Alternative 2.  Proposed Modification to the Southeast Boundary of a 
Western Extension of Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC.  (Deepwater Shrimp VMS 2003-
2013.) 
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Figure S-7.  Action 3, Alternative 3.  Proposed Modifications to Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC.  (Deepwater Shrimp VMS 2003-2013.) 
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Table S-3.  Fishing Associated with Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC Alternatives 2 and 3 
(Deepwater Shrimip VMS:  2003-2013). 
 


Royal Red Fishery


Total VMS 


Points


Total Red 


Shrimp


Royal Red Shrimp 


Fishing (2‐4 knots)


Total Points in 


Stetson‐Miami 


Alternative 2


Fishing in Stetson‐


Miami Alternative 2


% Fishing in 


Alternative 2


2003 ‐2007 649,666 8,778 6,418 245 108 1.7%


2007 ‐2011 313,379 12,516 8,560 0 0 0.0%


2011‐2013 315,603 6,192 4,325 47 22 0.5%


Total (2003‐2013) 1,278,648 27,486 19,303 292 130 0.7%


Royal Red Fishery


Total VMS 


Points


Total Red 


Shrimp


Royal Red Shrimp 


Fishing (2‐4 knots)


Total Points in 


Stetson‐Miami 


Alternative 3


Fishing in Stetson‐


Miami Alternative 3


% Fishing in 


Alternative 3


2003 ‐2007 649,666 8,778 6,418 84 13 0.2%


2007 ‐2011 313,379 12,516 8,560 7 3 0.0%


2011‐2013 315,603 6,192 4,325 15 4 0.1%


Total (2003‐2013) 1,278,648 27,486 19,303 106 20 0.1%  
 
 
Summary of Effects 
 
Biological:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would not modify coordinates for the Stetson Miami 
Terrace CHAPC.  Within the CHAPCs, the use of bottom longline, bottom trawl, mid-water 
trawl, dredge, anchor, pot or trap, anchor and chain and grapple and chain is prohibited.  
Alternative 2 would provide greater biological benefits to species caught within the expanded 
area.  Alternative 3 would have provide greater biological benefits to all species caught within 
the expanded area with the exception of royal red species.   
 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be expected to result in positive biological impacts to the 
deepwater coral habitat in these areas as it would extend the prohibitions on bottom damaging 
gear.  Given the slow growth of deepwater corals, any impacts would be expected to result in 
long-term biological losses of deepwater coral habitat as well as the species that utilize this 
habitat. Under these alternatives, habitats within the Stetson-Miami Terrace proposed CHPAC 
expansion would be protected from damaging fishing gear such as bottom longline, which would 
have positive biological impacts on the species in the area. 
 
Economic:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal social effects because this 
would maintain access to harvest areas.  The proposed extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red shrimp and 
snapper grouper fishing fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available.  Alternative 3 
would likely have minimal social impacts on the deepwater shrimp fleet because this would 
maintain access to harvest areas. 
 
Social:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal social effects because this would 
maintain access to shrimp and snapper grouper harvest areas that would be reduced under 
Alternative 2.  The proposed extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC under 
Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red and rock shrimp fleet, and 
possibly other fisheries, if historic fishing grounds are no longer available, but Alternative 3 
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would likely reduce the potential impacts on the deepwater shrimp fleet because this would 
maintain access to harvest areas.  
 
Administrative:  The expansion of the Stetson Miami Terrace CHAPC (Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3) would have minimal administrative impacts.  Administrative impacts would be 
incurred through the rule making process, outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts 
would differ between the alternatives in the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger 
the expansion of the CHAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative 
impacts associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
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Action 4.  Expand boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC 
 
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action) Do not modify the boundaries of 
the Cape Lookout CHAPC.  
 
The existing Cape Lookout CHAPC is identified by the 
following coordinates: 
 
  Latitude     Longitude  


 34°24’37”            75°45’11” 
 34°10’26”     75°58’44” 
 34°05’47”     75°54’54” 
 34°21’02”     75°41’25” 
 
Alternative 2.  Extend the northern boundary to encompass the area identified by the following 
coordinates (Figure S-8): 
 
 Latitude      Longitude  


 34°24.6166’          75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’      75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’      75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’      75°41.5’ 
 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 8 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit Provision 
through Oculina Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of 


Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC 
 


4.  Expand Boundaries of Cape  
 Lookout CHAPC 
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Figure S-8.  Action 4, Alternative 2.  Cape Lookout CHAPC proposed extension and 
habitat mapping.  
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Summary of Effects 
 
Biological:  Under Alternative 1 (No Action), the same prohibitions currently restricted within 
the CHAPC would apply.  Within the CHAPCs, the use of bottom longline, bottom trawl, mid-
water trawl, dredge, anchor, pot or trap, anchor and chain and grapple and chain is prohibited.  
Alternative 2 proposes to expand the original Cape Lookout CHAPC along the northern 
boundary.  This would increase the size of the Cape Lookout CHAPC from 316 square 
kilometers to 324 square kilometers.  This expansion would benefit deepwater coral ecosystems 
and has been proposed based on new information of occurrence of deepwater Lophelia corals in 
the area.    
 
Economic:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal economic effects because 
this would maintain access to current harvest areas.  The proposed extension of the Cape 
Lookout CHAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative economic effects particularly on the 
snapper grouper fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available.   
 
Social:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal negative social effects because no 
current or potential fishing grounds would be closed.  The proposed extension of the Cape 
Lookout CHAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red and 
rock shrimp fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available, or if the closed area affected 
travel to and from harvest areas. The small size of the expansion proposed under Alternative 2 
would also be expected to result in less social impact than a larger area. 
 
Administrative:  The expansion of the Cape Lookout CHAPC (Alternative 2) would have a 
minimal administrative impact.  Administrative impacts would be felt through the rule making 
process, outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts would differ between the 
alternatives in the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the Cape 
Lookout CHAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts 
associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.  
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 
 
 


1.1 What Actions Are Being 
Proposed? 


 
Fishery managers are proposing changes to 


regulations through Coral Amendment 8.  
Actions included in Coral Amendment 8 would 
expand protection of deepwater coral resources 
that have been designated as Habitat Areas of 
Particular Concern (HAPC) and Coral Habitat 
Areas of Particular Concern (CHAPCs).  
 


1.2 Who is Proposing the 
Actions? 


 
The South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council (South Atlantic Council) is proposing the 
actions contained within this document.  The 
South Atlantic Council recommends management 
measures and submits them to the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) who ultimately 
approves, disapproves, or partially approves, and implements the actions in the amendment on 
behalf of the Secretary of Commerce.  NMFS is an agency in the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration within the Department of Commerce. 
 
 


                              
 


 


South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council 


 
 Is responsible for conservation and 


management of fish stocks in the South 
Atlantic Region 
 


 Consists of 13 voting members who are 
appointed by the Secretary of Commerce 
 


 Manages the waters from 3 to 200 miles off the 
coasts of North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Georgia, and Florida 


 
 Develops management plans and 


recommends regulations to NOAA Fisheries 
Service for implementation 
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1.3 Where is the Project Located?  
Management of the federal fisheries in the South Atlantic covers the area between  3-200 


nautical miles (nm) (Figure 1-1).   This management is conducted under the fishery management 
plans (FMP) developed by the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  Actions in this 
document would amend the FMP for Coral and Coral Reefs of the South Atlantic.   
 


1.4   Why is the South Atlantic 
Council Considering Action? 
Recent studies have indicated pinnacles and 
mounds of deepwater coral ecosystems in the 
South Atlantic Region.  The South Atlantic 
Council has a history of protecting these 
important habitats through the development of 
the Oculina HAPC (1994), and the Deepwater 
CHAPCs (2010c).  New discoveries of 
deepwater coral ecosystems have led the 
Council to propose boundary modifications to 
the original coral protection areas.  


 
   


 


Figure 1-1.  Jurisdictional boundaries 
of the South Atlantic Council 
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Purpose for Action 
 
The purpose of Coral Amendment 8 is to increase protections for 
deepwater coral based on new information of deepwater coral resources 
in the South Atlantic.   
 


Need for Action 
 
The need for action in Coral Amendment 8 is to address recent 
discoveries of deepwater coral resources and protect deepwater coral 
ecosystems in the South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction from activities 
that could compromise their condition.   
 







 
South Atlantic                                                                               Chapter 2.  Proposed Actions 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
   


5


Chapter 2.  Proposed Actions 
 


This section contains the proposed actions being considered 
to meet the purpose and need.  Each action contains a range of 
alternatives, including the no action (status-quo).  Alternatives 
the South Atlantic Council considered but eliminated from 
detailed study during the development of this amendment are 
described in Appendix A. 


 


2.1 Action 1.  Expand Boundaries of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC 


 
Alternative 1.  (No Action)  Do not revise boundaries of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
The existing Oculina Bank HAPC is delineated by the 
following boundaries:  on the north by 28°30' N, on the south by 27°30' N., on the east by the 
100-fathom (183-m) contour, and on the west by 80°00' W.; and two adjacent satellite sites: the 
first bounded on the north by 28°30' N., on the south by 28°29' N., on the east by 80°00' W., and 
on the west by 80°03' W.; and the second bounded on the north by 28°17' N., on the south by 
28°16' N., on the east by 80°00 W., and on the west by 80°03' W. 
 
Alternative 2.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC. 
 


Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon.  Sub-alternative 2a = 430 square 
miles 


 
Sub-alternative 2b.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from the 
current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W.  The west 
and east boundaries would follow close to the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour 
lines, respectively, while annexing obvious hard bottom features as represented in the 
simplified polygon.  Sub-alternative 2b = 329 square miles   


  
Alternative 3.  Modify the western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 28° 4.5’N to the 
north boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary would coincide 
with the current western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W). The west boundary could 
either use the 60 meter contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude.   Alternative 3 = 76 square miles 
 
 


Proposed Actions in Coral 
Amendment 8 


 
1. Expand Boundaries of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


2. Implement a Transit Provision 
through Oculina Bank HAPC 


 
3. Expand Boundaries of the 


Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC 
 


4. Expand Boundaries of the 
Cape Lookout CHAPC 
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Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Biological:  Under Alternative 1 (No Action) gear prohibitions that are currently restricted in 
the existing Oculina Bank HAPC would continue to be prohibited.  Prohibited gear within the 
Oculina HAPC includes bottom longline, bottom trawl, dredge, pot or trap as well as the use of 
an anchor, anchor and chain, or grapple and chain.  Within Oculina Bank HAPC, fishing for or 
possessing rock shrimp or Oculina coral is also prohibited.  Alternative 2 and associated sub-
alternatives and Alternative 3, propose increasing the size of the Oculina Bank HAPC and 
extending the prohibitions to a larger area.  As the size of the Oculina HAPC is increased, the 
biological benefit increases for the coral in the area, including Oculina; the species that use the 
bottom substrate as habitat; and for the rock shrimp populations in the HAPC.  Increasing the 
size of the Oculina Bank HAPC, may provide a refuge for other important species in the area, 
such as snapper grouper populations.   
 
Economic:  Under Alternative 1 (No Action), the additional areas proposed in Alternatives 2 
and 3 would not be protected from bottom longlines; trawls (mid-water and bottom); dredge, 
pots, or traps; or use of anchor and chain, or use of grapple and chain by all fishing vessels.  As a 
result, the commercial fishery could experience long-term negative impacts from potential loss 
of habitat for commercial species due to lack of protection of these areas. The various sub-
alternatives under Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 could have negative short-term impacts on 
the rock shrimp and snapper grouper fisheries. 
 
With regard to recreational fisheries, the anchoring prohibition that would be effect in Action 1, 
Alternatives 2 and 3 (including sub-alternatives) would not impact fishing activities for the 
fisheries that do not anchor (e.g., troll fishery for billfish, dolphin, wahoo, tuna, etc.) and impacts 
on these recreational activities would be minimal.  Most fishing vessels would not be able to 
anchor effectively in the depths proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3.  Thus, the action of 
establishing the CHAPCs and prohibiting anchoring of fishing vessels within them would have 
only a small negative impact on recreational fisheries. 
 
Social:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would have minimal social effects because the fleet is 
already harvesting in open areas and prohibited from working in the closed areas. Alternative 2 
and Alternative 3 would impact the rock shrimp fleet and possibly other commercial fisheries by 
closing some historic, present and potential future fishing grounds.  Additionally, if a transit 
provision is not established, travel costs could negatively affect some operations.  If the cost to 
travel to or from the fishing grounds is too high due to new closed areas under Alternatives 2 
and 3, a business may choose to no longer participate in the fishery. The size and the location of 
the closed areas are the two most significant factors that would be expected to negatively impact 
fishermen. 
 
Administrative:  Administrative impacts would be incurred through the rule making process, 
outreach and enforcement.  The impacts associated with enforcement would differ between the 
alternatives based on the size of the closed area.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the 
HAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts associated with 
these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
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Table 2-1.  Summary of effects under Action 1. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
Alternative 2        
Alternative 3   
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2.2  Action 2.  Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not implement a transit provision through Oculina Bank HAPC.  
Currently, possession of rock shrimp in or from the area on board a fishing vessel is prohibited. 
 
Alternative 2.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  When transiting the Oculina 
Bank, gear must be stowed in accordance with CFR Section 622.35 (i)(2).  Vessels must 
maintain a minimum speed of 5 knots while in transit through the Oculina HAPC.  In the event 
minimal speed is not sustainable, vessel must communicate to appropriate contact. 
 
Alternative 3.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC with possession of rock 
shrimp on board.  When transiting through the Oculina Bank HAPC vessels must maintain a 
speed of not less than 6 knots, determined by a ping rate that is acceptable by law enforcement 
(i.e. 5 minutes), with gear appropriately stowed (stowed is defined as doors and nets out of 
water).  The transit provision includes a call-in specification in case of mechanical failure or 
emergency.  
 


 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Biological:  The establishment of a transit provision would not result in biological effects within 
the Oculina HAPC.  A transit provision has been established in the South Atlantic for other 
fisheries through closed areas to allow for easier access to traditional fishing grounds.  
Establishing a transit provision through Oculina may have negative biological benefits for the 
shrimp stocks that are on the eastern side of Oculina Bank HAPC as fishing vessels will have 
easier access to them.  Without a transit provision, the trip to those fishing grounds would be 
long and not cost effective to fishermen, providing an indirect protection to those shrimp 
populations.    
 
Economic:  Moving the northern boundary further north would increase the direct economic 
costs in terms of increased expenses (fuel) and lost opportunity, not only due to the loss of 
fishing grounds in the additional closed area, but also due to fishing time lost by having to transit 
around the closed area.  While the exact extent of the economic effects of Action 1, Sub-
Alternatives 2a and 2b combined with Action 2, Alternative 1 (No Action) cannot be 
determined, the overall range of economic effects of the sub-alternatives would best be 
characterized in terms of the total additional area closed. Rock shrimp fishermen would receive 
some relief from the expected negative economic effects should Action 2, Alternative 2 be 
selected as the preferred.  This alternative would allow fishermen to transit the Oculina Bank 
with gear stowed and transiting at a minimum speed of 5 knots. 
 
Social:  If additional closed areas are established under Action 1, some negative impacts on the 
fishing vessels and crew may be reduced with a transit provision. The transit provision in 
Alternative 2 would be beneficial to the shrimp and snapper grouper vessels by reducing the risk 
of negative impacts due to increased travel time and costs when traveling around a closed area to 
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outer fishing grounds.  Establishment of a transit provision under Alternative 2 would not be 
expected to reduce the long-term social benefits of coral protection while reducing some of the 
negative impacts on the fishing fleet.  
 
Administrative:  There would be minor administrative impacts associated with a transit 
provision through Oculina Bank HAPC.  Administrative impacts associated with enforcement 
would be greatest for these action alternatives.  If modifications are made to the transit 
regulations, administrative impacts would increase on the agency during the development and 
implementation phase.  Alternative 3 would require the vessel to maintain a speed of 6 knots as 
indicated by an increased ping rate on the vessel monitoring system (VMS).  Depending on the 
frequency of transit, this might lead to a slight increase in the impacts associated with monitoring 
of VMS by law enforcement.  If modifications are not made to the transit provisions to suit the 
shrimp fishery, impacts on the fishery participants will increase as they will need to modify 
fishing behavior.   
 
Table 2-2.  Summary of effects under Action 2 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
Alternative 2        
Alternative 3   
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2.3 Action 3.  Expand boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC 
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action)  Do not revise the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC.  The existing Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC is delineated by the coordinates 
identified in CFR §633.35 (n)(iii). 
  
Alternative 2.  Modify the southern southeast boundary of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC 
western extension in a manner that releases the flatbottom region to the extent possible while 
maintaining protection of coral habitat.   
 
Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC to include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and exclude areas of royal red 
fishery activity based on VMS data.  
 
 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Biological: Alternative 1 (No Action) would not modify the coordinates for the Stetson Miami 
Terrace CHAPC.  Within the CHAPCs, the use of bottom longline, bottom trawl, mid-water 
trawl, dredge, anchor, pot or trap, anchor and chain and grapple and chain is prohibited.  
Alternative 2 would provide greater biological benefits to species caught within the expanded 
area.  Alternative 3 would provide greater biological benefits to all species caught within the 
expanded area with the exception of royal red shrimp.   
 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be expected to result in positive biological impacts to the 
deepwater coral habitat in these areas as it would extend the prohibitions on bottom damaging 
gear.  Given the slow growth of deepwater corals, any impacts would be expected to result in 
long-term biological losses of deepwater coral habitat as well as the species that utilize this 
habitat.  Under these alternatives, habitats within the Stetson-Miami Terrace proposed CHAPC 
expansion would be protected from damaging fishing gear such as bottom longline, which would 
have positive biological impacts on the species in the area. 
 
Economic:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal social effects because this 
would maintain access to harvest areas.  The proposed extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red shrimp and 
snapper grouper fishing fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available.  Alternative 3 
would likely have minimal social impacts on the deepwater shrimp fleet because this would 
maintain access to harvest areas. 
 
Social:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal social effects because this would 
maintain access to shrimp and snapper grouper harvest areas that would be reduced under 
Alternative 2.  The proposed extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC under 
Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red and rock shrimp fleet, and 
possibly other fisheries, if historic fishing grounds are no longer available, but Alternative 3 
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would likely reduce the potential impacts on the deepwater shrimp fleet because this would 
maintain access to harvest areas.  
 
Administrative:  The expansion of the Stetson Miami Terrace CHAPC (Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3) would have minimal administrative impacts.  Administrative impacts would be 
incurred through the rule making process, outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts 
would differ between the alternatives in the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger 
the expansion of the CHAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative 
impacts associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
  
 
 
Table 2-3.  Summary of effects under Action 3. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)    
Alternative 2   
Alternative 3   
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2.4 Action 4.  Expand boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC  
 


Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not modify the boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC.  The 
existing Cape Lookout CHAPC is identified by the following coordinates: 
 
  Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24’37”               75°45’11” 
 34°10’26”     75°58’44” 
 34°05’47”     75°54’54” 
 34°21’02”     75°41’25” 
 
Alternative 2.  Extend the northern boundary to encompass the area identified by the following 
coordinates: 
 
 Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24.6166’            75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’     75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’          75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’          75°41.5’ 
 
 
Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Biological:  Under Alternative 1 (No Action), the same prohibitions currently restricted within 
the CHAPC would apply.  Within the CHAPCs, the use of bottom longline, bottom trawl, mid-
water trawl, dredge, anchor, pot or trap, anchor and chain and grapple and chain is prohibited.  
Alternative 2 proposes to expand the original Cape Lookout CHAPC along the northern 
boundary.  This would increase the size of the Cape Lookout CHAPC from 316 square 
kilometers to 324 square kilometers.  This expansion would benefit deepwater coral ecosystems 
and has been proposed based on new information of occurrence of deepwater Lophelia corals in 
the area.   
 
Economic:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal economic effects because 
this would maintain access to current harvest areas.  The proposed extension of the Cape 
Lookout CHAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative economic effects particularly on the 
snapper grouper fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available.   
 
Social:  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal negative social effects because no 
current or potential fishing grounds would be closed.  The proposed extension of the Cape 
Lookout CHAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red and 
rock shrimp fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available, or if the closed area affected 
travel to and from harvest areas. The small size of the expansion proposed under Alternative 2 
would also be expected to result in less social impact than a larger area. 
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Administrative:  The expansion of the Cape Lookout CHAPC (Alternative 2) would have a 
minimal administrative impact.  Administrative impacts would be felt through the rule making 
process, outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts would differ between the 
alternatives in the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the Cape 
Lookout HAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts 
associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
 
 
Table 2-4.  Summary of effects under Action 4. 
Alternatives Biological Effects Socioeconomic/Administrative 


Effects 
Alternative 1 (No Action)     
Alternative 2       
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Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
 
This section describes the affected environment in the proposed project area.  The affected 
environment is divided into four major components: 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 Habitat environment (Section 3.1) 
 


Examples include coral reefs and sea grass beds 


 
 


 Biological environment (Section 3.2) 
 


Examples include populations of golden tilefish, 
corals, turtles 


 
 


 Human environment (Sections 3.3 & 3.4) 
 


Examples include fishing communities and 
economic descriptions of the fisheries 


 
 


 Administrative environment (Section 3.5) 
 


Examples include the fishery management 
process and enforcement activities 
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3.1 Habitat Environment 


 
Coral Amendment 8 addresses management measures to protect deepwater coral ecosystems, 
including Oculina and Lophelia.  Chapter 3 details the biological environment for the species 
that will be most affected by this amendment. 
 
Detailed information on the life history of the other species affected by this amendment through 
the data collection action can be found in previous amendments and the habitat and biological 
environment can be found in the Fishery Ecosystem Plan (FEP) (SAFMC 2009b).    
 
The actions in this amendment are expected to have an impact on the snapper grouper fisheries 
and the deepwater shrimp fisheries.  The affected environment for these fisheries are described in 
Sections 3.1.2 and 3.1.3.    
 
Information on the habitat utilized by species in the Snapper Grouper Complex is included in 
Volume II of the FEP (SAFMC 2009b) and incorporated here by reference. The FEP can be 
found at:  http://www.safmc.net/ecosystem/Home/EcosystemHome/tabid/435/Default.aspx 
 
The affected environment for the snapper grouper fishery has recently been described in the 
Comprehensive Annual Catch Limit (ACL) Amendment (SAFMC 2011c), Amendment 17B 
(Amendment 17B) to the Fishery Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper of the South 
Atlantic Region (SAMFC 2010b), and the FEP of the South Atlantic Region (SAFMC 2009b).  
Those descriptions of the biological, social, economic, and administrative environments are 
herein incorporated by reference.  


3.1.1     Deepwater Coral Reef Habitat  


 
Deepwater coral reefs are common off the southeastern U.S. within the exclusive economic zone.  
These habitats include high-relief, hardbottom features at numerous sites on the Blake Plateau 
from North Carolina southward through the Straits of Florida.  A limited number of sites have 
been mapped to a high resolution and even fewer reefs have been characterized in detail (Reed et 
al. 2006).  However, there is increasing evidence that deepwater corals are important fish habitat 
(Costello et al. 2005) and hotspots of increased biodiversity.  Similar to shallow tropical coral 
reefs, deepwater coral reefs support important ecosystem functions.  Like their shallow-water 
counterparts, deepwater coral habitats are affected by human activities (e.g., fishing pressure, 
marine debris, fishing gear interactions).  Contrary to shallow-water corals, deepwater corals are 
located in aphotic zones which are deeper than light can penetrate and allow for photosynthesis.  
Major damage from trawling activities has been documented on deepwater Oculina and Lophelia 
reefs in the northeastern Atlantic (Rogers 1999; Fossa et al. 2002; Koenig et al. 2005; Reed et al. 
2007) and to a lesser degree off the southeastern U.S. (Ross et al. 2012a). 
 
Two types of azooxanthellate (lacking symbiotic algae) corals form deepwater reefs along the 
Florida coast: Oculina varicosa and Lophelia pertusa.  Other dominant azooxanthellate, colonial 
scleractinian (stony or hard) corals on deepwater reefs in the southeastern U.S. include 
Enallopsammia profunda, Madrepora oculata, and Solenosmilia variabilis (Reed 2002a,b).  
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Several solitary coral species are also common (Cairns 1979, 2000) along with many species of 
bamboo octocorals (Family Isididae), black corals (Order Antipatharia), and calcified 
hydrozoans (Family Stylasteridae).  In addition, these deepwater reefs provide substrate and 
habitat for other sessile macrofauna including octocorals (gorgonians) and sponges, which in 
turn provide habitat for a not well-studied, but biologically rich and diverse community of 
associated fishes, crustaceans, mollusks, echinoderms, polychaete and sipunculan worms, and 
other macrofauna (Reed et al. 2006).   
 
Deepwater Oculina reefs are unique to Florida with the only known reefs located off the east 
coast.  Lophelia reefs are also present in this area, but their distribution is broader (Reed et al. 
2005).  Deepwater corals are likely controlled (in part) by their upper temperature limits (Ross et 
al. 2012a).  While Oculina and Lophelia reefs occur at disparate depths, 60 to 100 m and 500 to 
800 m, respectively, they are notably similar in morphology.  They are also similar in mound 
structure, which is composed of layers of coral debris and sediment.  In addition, both form 
topographic high-relief mound features (termed bioherm or lithoherm) that are capped with 
living coral thickets (Reed et al. 2005).  Bioherms are deepwater coral banks that over centuries 
have formed a mound of unconsolidated sediment and coral debris (Reed 2002a,b), whereas 
lithoherms are high-relief, lithified carbonate mounds (Neumann and Ball 1970). 
 
Both Oculina and Lophelia reefs occur in regions of strong currents (Florida Current, Gulf 
Stream).  In addition, Oculina reefs are periodically exposed to nutrient-rich, coldwater 
upwelling temperatures of 7.4 to 10 °C, which is similar to the mean temperatures of the 
Lophelia reefs in this region.  However, the associated fauna are noticeably different between 
Oculina and Lophelia reefs.  For example, Reed et al. (2006) identified 38 taxa of Porifera 
(sponges) and 41 Cnidaria (corals and anemones) from the Lophelia reefs, but no massive 
sponges or gorgonians were common to the Oculina bioherms.  Live coral coverage is generally 
low on the majority of both Lophelia and Oculina reefs in this region (1% to 10%); however, 
cover varies from nearly 100% living coral on a few reefs to of 100% dead coral rubble on other 
reefs.   


3.1.1.1 Oculina varicosa reef habitat characterization 


 
The majority of the Oculina reefs are found in depths of 60 to 100 m in a zone 2 to 6 km wide 
along the eastern Florida shelf of the United States (Avent et al. 1977; Reed 1980).  Much of the 
habitat that has been mapped and characterized is within or adjacent to the Oculina Bank HAPC, 
located 15 nautical miles off Fort Pierce and extending northward towards Cape Canaveral.  
However, in 1982 Reed discovered a mound located approximately 55 km north of the Oculina 
HAPC, located offshore of New Smyrna Beach (Reed et al. 2005) (described in 3.1.2). 
 
Categories of deepwater Oculina habitats include pinnacles or bioherms, isolated coral thickets 
on hardbottom, and rubble with isolated live colonies.  The bioherms range in height from 3 to 
35 m and are capped with live and standing dead coral.  The age of one mound was estimated to 
be between 1,000 to 1,500 years old based on core sampling and coral growth rates (1.6 cm yr; 
Reed 1981).  Standing dead coral is common in each type of habitat (Reed et al. 2005).  Coral 
thickets can be found on flat sandy bottom habitats and are common on low-relief hardbottom.  
They typically consist of 3 to 4 m linear colonies or groups of 1 to 2 m diameter colonies (Reed 
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1980).  In addition, extensive areas of dead Oculina can form rubble habitat with isolated 
colonies of live coral.  Reed et al. (2005) described two types of coral rubble habitat: 1) 
extensive areas of coral rubble/sediment matrix that provide little habitat for epifaunal growth, 
relative to standing live or dead coral; and 2) structured coral rubble habitat, but without the 
sediment matrix, which provides some habitat for epifauna, and is often associated with the 
flanks and peaks of the high-relief pinnacles.  The dead coral rubble can result from natural 
processes such as bioerosion, disease, or global warming, or from human impacts, e.g., fish and 
shrimp trawling, scallop dredging, anchoring, bottom longlines, and depth charges (Reed et al. 
2005). 
 
Reed (1980) describes several sites within the Oculina Bank HAPC.  One of the most notable 
sites, referred to as Jeff’s Reef, is also the southernmost known intact Oculina reef (Figure 1).  
Jeff’s Reef is an isolated bank, approximately 300 m in width, with a minimum depth of 64 m at 
the crest and maximum depth of 81 m at the base that contains three  
 
parallel east-west ridges that are capped with live coral 1 to 2 m in height.  The south face has a 
steep slope (30 to 45°) and is covered with contiguous Oculina that measures 1 to 2 m in height; 
whereas the north slope is less steep (<25°) and has more rubble and scattered colonies that are 
0.5 to 2.0 m in diameter.  In some areas along the bank, the colonies establish east-west rows, 
which are 2 to 3 m in width, and form step-like terraces up the slope of the bank.  In addition to 
the high-relief Oculina banks and low-relief coral thickets, Reed (1980) further described over 
50 sites within the Oculina Bank HAPC that had sparsely scattered live Oculina colonies from 
0.25 to 2.0 m in diameter.   
 
In addition to the natural habitats, restoration modules were deployed in the Experimental 
Oculina Research Reserve (Figure 1; EORR) from 1996 to 2001.  In total, 281 large and 450 
small modules were deployed over a 315 square km area in various configurations.  Some of the 
modules were deployed with coral transplants, which have survived.  Additionally, recruitment 
of new colonies had been observed on the older modules (Brooke et al. 2004).  
 
Much of the Oculina habitat had been severely degraded or destroyed since the 1980s.  Reed et 
al. (2005) described evidence of habitat damage, particularly in northern areas.  In 1976, one site 
off Cape Canaveral was described as having up to 100% cover of live coral.  Observations from 
this same site in 2001 revealed that the coral thickets on the mound had been reduced to rubble 
except for a few scattered intact coral colonies at the base.  The coral structure on parts of 
Chapman’s Reef and Steeple Pinnacle had been damaged, and Sebastian Pinnacles and Twin 
Peaks were covered with small pieces of coral rubble (Figure 1; Brooke et al. 2004).  Other signs 
of habitat damage included visual sightings of trawlers in closed areas, fishing lines and bottom 
longlines wrapped around coral colonies and remnants of bottom trawl nets that appear to be 
recent, damaged artificial reef modules, and trawl tracks in the rubble noted near the damaged 
restoration modules.  Changes in fish communities have also occurred during this same time 
frame.  The dominant species shifted from grouper species, particularly scamp (Mycteroperca 
phenax), to small non-fishery species, such as red barbier (Hemanthius vivanus) and roughtongue 
bass (Holanthius martinicensis) (Koenig et al. 2000).  Spawning aggregations of gag (M. 
microlepis) and scamp previously observed on Jeff’s and Chapman’s Reef had either disappeared 
completely or been reduced to a few small individuals (Brooke et al. 2004).  
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The deep shelf-edge Oculina reefs form natural spawning grounds for species managed under the 
SAFMC snapper-grouper fishery management plan, including commercially important 
populations of gag and scamp.  They also serve as nursery grounds for snowy grouper 
(Epinephelus niveatus), and feeding grounds for these and many other commercial fish species 
including black sea bass (Centropristis striata), red grouper (E. morio), speckled hind (E. 
drummondhayi), Warsaw grouper (E. nigritus), amberjack (Seriola spp.), red porgy (Pagrus 
pagrus), and red snapper (Lutjanus campechanus) (Gilmore and Jones 1992).  Biodiversity, 
grouper densities, and percentage of intact coral have been documented to be higher inside the 
Oculina Bank HAPC compared to outside (Harter et al. 2009).  


3.1.1.2 Lophelia pertusa reef habitat 


 
Compared to deepwater Oculina reefs, Lophelia reefs are cosmopolitan, occurring not only along 
the southeastern U.S. continental slope, but also in the Gulf of Mexico, off Nova Scotia, in the 
northeastern Atlantic, the Mediterranean Sea, the Indian Ocean, and in parts of the Pacific Ocean 
over a depth range of 50 to 2,170 m (Cairns 1979; Rogers 1999).  Although more extensive 
surveys are needed, Lophelia reefs appear to populate the southeastern U.S. continental slope in 
great abundance (Stetson et al. 1962; Paull et al. 2000; Reed 2002b).  The southeastern U.S. and 
Gulf of Mexico are estimated to have the most extensive deep coral areas in the U.S. (Hain and 
Corcoran 2004). 
 
The structure-building coral, L. pertusa, has a morphology  similar to Oculina, forming massive 
bushy colonies.  It is fragile and susceptible to physical destruction (Fossa et al. 2002).  Most 
Lophelia habitats in the southeast U.S. are in depths from about 370 to at least 900 m (Reed and 
Ross 2005).  Lophelia habitats can occur in small scattered colonies attached to hardbottom 
substrates.  In addition, they form complex, high profile features (bioherms and lithoherms) that 
can range in height from 8 to 168 m.  The ridges and reef mounds accelerate bottom currents 
which are favorable to attached filter-feeders.  Thus, the growing reef alters local currents, 
enhancing the environment for continued coral growth and faunal recruitment (Genin et al. 
1986).  Along the sides and around the bases of these banks are rubble zones of dead coral pieces 
which may extend large distances away from the mounds (Reed and Ross 2005).   
 
Reed and Ross (2005) described the known deepwater Lophelia habitats in the southeast U.S., 
including the North Carolina Lophelia Reefs, Stetson Reefs, Savannah Lithoherms, East Florida 
Lophelia Pinnacles, Miami Terrace, and Pourtales Terrace (Figure 2).  The North Carolina 
Lophelia Reefs appear to be the northernmost deepwater reefs on the southeastern U.S. slope.  
The Stetson Reefs, located offshore of Charleston, South Carolina, contain over 200 coral 
mounds with L. pertusa and E. profunda as the dominant coral species.  The Savannah 
Lithoherms contain numerous mounds that range in height from 30 to 60 m.  The East Florida 
Lophelia Pinnacles extend from southern Georgia south to Jupiter, Florida).  In 2004, nearly 300 
deepwater reefs were identified in this area (Reed et al. 2005).  The Miami Terrace provides 
high-relief rocky hardbottom habitats, and along the eastern edge, a 90 m tall escarpment is 
capped with live Lophelia coral, stylasterid hydrocoral, bamboo coral, black coral, and various 
sponges and octocorals.  The Pourtales Terrace runs parallel to the Florida Keys and provides 
extensive, high-relief, hardbottom habitat and bioherms covered with live coral.  In addition, 
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numerous sinkholes occur on the outer edge of the Terrace with bottoms 600 m deep and up to 
600 m in diameter.     
 
A total of 146 species of benthic invertebrates has been identified from six deepwater reef sites 
off the southeastern U.S. (Reed 2004).  The dominant benthic species include 70 Porifera 
(sponges) and 58 Cnidaria (corals and anemones).  In total, at least 67 fish species have been 
identified from these deepwater reef sites (Reed 2004; Ross and Quattrini 2009; Reed et al. 
2005).  Species that are common to most deepwater reef sites include the blackbelly rosefish 
(Helicolenus dactylopterus), morid cod (Laemonema melanurum), red bream (Beryx 
decadactylus), Atlantic roughy (Hoplostethus occidentalis), conger eel (Conger oceanicus), and 
wreckfish (Polyprion americanus).  Additional sampling of the deeper Lophelia reefs may 
greatly add to this faunal list. 


3.1.1.3  Habitat characterization of Oculina varicosa habitat within expansion areas under 
consideration for SAFMC management action 


In 1982, Reed discovered pinnacles (14 to 20 m tall) as far north as 28°59.2'N, 80°06.6'W 
(located east of New Smyrna Beach) at depths from 79 to 84 m (Figure 3).  These Oculina reefs 
extend at least 55 km north of the current Oculina Bank HAPC.  At that time, these reefs were 
the northernmost known Oculina pinnacles that had been discovered.  The pinnacles were 
described as having more exposed rock than the pinnacles south of Cape Canaveral, with also 
having scattered thickets of live Oculina (Reed et al. 2005).   
 
In 2011, Reed gave a presentation to the SAFMC on two new areas of high-relief Oculina coral 
mounds and hardbottom habitats that had been discovered outside, but adjacent to, the current 
boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  The locations of these sites were originally identified 
from NOAA regional bathymetric charts (Cape Canaveral 85, Titusville 84, New Smyrna 83, and 
Daytona 82) and later verified in 2011 (as described in the next paragraph) with multibeam sonar 
and ground-truthed with Remotely Operated Vehicles (ROV) and submersible video surveys.  
One area extends from the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC up to St. Augustine.  
The second area is to the west of the current boundary, primarily between the Oculina Bank 
HAPC satellite areas (Figure 3; Reed and Farrington 2011).  
 
These areas were examined during a recent research cruise (June 2011, funded by NOAA’s Deep 
Sea Coral Program and Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institute’s Cooperative Institute for Ocean 
Exploration, Research, and Technology).  The sonar maps and ROV dives confirmed that the 
high-relief features of the NOAA regional charts were high-relief Oculina coral mounds.  Reed 
(2011) characterized these areas as similar habitat to those Oculina reefs within the Oculina 
Bank HAPC with individual mounds that are 15 to 20 m in height, a maximum depth of 92 m, 
and a minimum depth of 64 m at the peaks.  It is estimated that over 100 mounds exist in this 
area.  Other observations include gentle slopes (10 to 45°) covered with coral rubble, standing 
dead coral, and sparse live Oculina coral colonies.  Exposed limerock (hardbottom) with 1 to 2 m 
relief ledges was observed at the base of some mounds.  Between the mounds and west of the 
main reef track, the substrate is mostly soft sediment but patchy rock pavement (hardbottom) 
habitat and coral rubble is also present.   
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This cruise also documented Oculina coral mounds and hardbottom habitat west of the current 
Oculina Bank HAPC boundary.  Multibeam sonar maps made earlier in 2002 and 2005 revealed 
numerous (dozens) high-relief coral mounds and hardbottom habitat that are west of the western 
Oculina Bank HAPC boundary, primarily between the two satellite areas (Reed et al. 2005).  A 
few of these mounds are comprised mostly of coral rubble, with live and standing dead Oculina 
(Harter et al. 2009).  The dominant fish fauna in these areas included scamp and snowy grouper.  
Gag, greater amberjack (Seriola dumerili), and black seabass were also observed, in addition to a 
tilefish (Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps or Caulolatilus microps) burrow (Reed 2011). 


3.1.1.4   Habitat characterization of Lophelia pertusa habitat within expansion areas under 
consideration off Jacksonville for SAFMC management action 


 
In 2010, live colonies of Lophelia were discovered in unusually shallow depths (180 to 250 m) 
during ROV surveys off northeast Florida.  Prior to this discovery, small colonies of Lophelia 
had been seen in depths of approximately 300 m off the southeastern U.S., but no substantial 
amounts had been reported in depths < 370 m.  The bottom temperatures (7-10° C) were colder 
than expected at these shallow depths, and more similar to temperatures encountered at 400 to 
600 m.  Common deepwater fauna not only occured at this site, but were much more abundant 
and larger than observed elsewhere.  Typical hardbottom macroinvertebrates included octocorals, 
stony corals, black corals, and golden crab (Chaceon fenneri).  The most common fishes 
recorded here were blackbelly rosefish, morid cod, a synaphobranchid eel (Dysommina rugosa), 
and small serranids (Anthias spp.) (Ross et al. 2012a).  
 
This Lophelia habitat is unique at this shallow depth and largely driven by the abundance of 
hardbottom habitat and its proximity to the Gulf Stream.  In this area, the Gulf Stream is directed 
away from the coast, which creates an upwelling of deep water and consequently a long-term 
primary productivity envelope.  These oceanographic features create an environment suitable for 
supporting a deepwater Lophelia community.  The presence of bioherms and abundant coral 
rubble, the well-developed coldwater sessile community, and the abundance of associated fauna 
suggest that this site is a long-term feature, rather than short-term opportunistic colonization 
(Ross et al. 2012a).   
 
The extent to which this habitat may be subject to bottom-damaging activities is not well known.  
However, Ross et al. (2012a) observed discarded fishing gear, indicating to some extent that the 
area is a known fishing ground.  
 


3.1.1.5   Habitat characterization of Lophelia pertusa habitat within expansion areas under 
consideration off Cape Lookout for SAFMC management action 


 
Cape Lookout is a coral bank system composed of two distinct areas located approximately 75 
km southeast of Cape Lookout, North Carolina.  This area appears to be the northernmost 
deepwater coral habitat on the southeastern U.S. slope.  Within the CHAPC, individual mounds 
capped with Lophelia can reach up to 100 m in height and exhibit slopes of 60°.  The sides of 
these mounds are covered with small to large (up to 5 m in height) bushes of living and dead 







South Atlantic                                                                          Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
   


19


Lophelia.  Low-profile hardbottom habitats and extensive zones of coral rubble are also within 
this area (Ross and Quattrini 2009).   
 
The expansion area was mapped with multibeam sonar opportunistically during a research cruise 
that transited through the area.  The multibeam map depicts numerous low-relief mounds that are 
located north of the CHAPC (Figure 4).  Ross et al. (2012b) described two museum records of 
Lophelia off Cape Lookout.  The northernmost record was collected from the newly discovered 
low-profile mounds.    


3.1.2 Snapper Grouper Habitat  


 
Predominant snapper grouper offshore fishing areas are located in live bottom and shelf-edge 
habitats, where water temperatures range from 11º to 27º C (52º to 81º F) due to the proximity of 
the Gulf Stream, with lower shelf habitat temperatures varying from 11º to 14º C (52º to 57º F).  
Water depths range from 16 to 27 meters (54 to 90 feet) or greater for live-bottom habitats, 55 to 
110 meters (180 to 360 feet) for the shelf-edge habitat, and from 110 to 183 meters (360 to 600 
feet) for lower-shelf habitat areas. 
 
The exact extent and distribution of productive snapper grouper habitat on the continental shelf 
north of Cape Canaveral is unknown.  Current data suggest from 3 to 30% of the shelf is suitable 
habitat for these species.  These live-bottom habitats may include low relief areas, supporting 
sparse to moderate growth of sessile (permanently attached) invertebrates, moderate relief reefs 
from 0.5 to 2 meters (1.6 to 6.6 feet), or high relief ridges at or near the shelf break consisting of 
outcrops of rock that are heavily encrusted with sessile invertebrates such as sponges and sea fan 
species.  Live-bottom habitat is scattered irregularly over most of the shelf north of Cape 
Canaveral, Florida, but is most abundant offshore from northeastern Florida.  South of Cape 
Canaveral, the continental shelf narrows from 56 to 16 kilometers (35 to 10 miles) wide, thence 
reducing off the southeast coast of Florida and the Florida Keys.  The lack of a large shelf area, 
presence of extensive, rugged living fossil coral reefs, and dominance of a tropical Caribbean 
fauna are distinctive benthic characteristics of this area. 
 
Rock outcroppings occur throughout the continental shelf from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to 
Key West, Florida (MacIntyre and Milliman 1970; Miller and Richards 1979; Parker et al. 1983), 
which are principally composed of limestone and carbonate sandstone (Newton et al. 1971), and 
exhibit vertical relief ranging from less than 0.5 to over 10 meters (33 feet).  Ledge systems 
formed by rock outcrops and piles of irregularly sized boulders are also common.  Parker et al. 
(1983) estimated that 24% (9,443 km2) of the area between the 27 and 101 meters (89 and 331 
feet) depth contours from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to Cape Canaveral, Florida is reef 
habitat.  Although the bottom communities found in water depths between 100 and 300 meters 
(328 and 984 feet) from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to Key West, Florida is relatively small 
compared to the whole shelf, this area, based upon landing information of fishers, constitutes 
prime reef fish habitat and probably significantly contributes to the total amount of reef habitat in 
this region. 
 
Artificial reef structures are also utilized to attract fish and increase fish harvests; however, 
research on artificial reefs is limited and opinions differ as to whether or not these structures 
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promote an increase of ecological biomass or merely concentrate fishes by attracting them from 
nearby, natural un-vegetated areas of little or no relief. 
 
The distribution of coral and live hard bottom habitat as presented in the Southeast Marine 
Assessment and Prediction (SEAMAP) Bottom Mapping Project is a proxy for the distribution of 
the species within the snapper grouper complex.  The method used to determine hard bottom 
habitat relied on the identification of reef obligate species including members of the snapper 
grouper complex.  The Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute (FWRI), using the best 
available information on the distribution of hard bottom habitat in the south Atlantic region, 
prepared ArcView maps for the four-state project.  These maps, which consolidate known 
distribution of coral, hard/live bottom, and artificial reefs as hard bottom, are available on the 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s (South Atlantic Council) Internet Mapping 
System website:  http://ocean.floridamarine.org/efh_coral/ims/viewer.htm. 
 
Plots of the spatial distribution of offshore species were generated from the Marine Resources 
Monitoring, Assessment, and Prediction Program (MARMAP) data. The plots serve as point 
confirmation of the presence of each species within the scope of the sampling program.  These 
plots, in combination with the hard bottom habitat distributions previously mentioned, can be 
employed as proxies for offshore snapper grouper complex distributions in the south Atlantic 
region.  Maps of the distribution of snapper grouper species by gear type based on Marine 
Assessment Monitoring and Prediction Program (MARMAP) data can also be generated through 
the Council’s Internet Mapping System at the above address. 


3.1.3 Shrimp Habitat 
 
A description of council concerns and recommendations on protecting shrimp habitat is included in 
the Shrimp FMP (SAFMC 1993a).  Rock shrimp are distributed worldwide in tropical and temperate 
waters.  They are found in the Gulf of Mexico, Cuba, the Bahamas, and the Atlantic Coast of the U.S. 
up to Virginia (SAFMC 1993a).  The center of abundance and the concentrated commercial fishery 
for rock shrimp in the South Atlantic region occurs off northeast Florida south to Jupiter Inlet 
(SAFMC 1996a).  Small quantities of rock shrimp are also found off North Carolina, South Carolina, 
and Georgia.  The largest concentrations are in areas where water depth is 111-180 feet (34-55 m).  
Although rock shrimp occasionally are landed from EEZ waters off North Carolina, South Carolina, 
and Georgia, they are not landed in quantities capable of supporting a sustainable commercial fishery 
comparable to the fishery prosecuted in the EEZ off Florida.  
 
The bottom habitat on which rock shrimp thrive is thought to be limited (SAFMC 1996a).  Kennedy 
et al. (1977) determined that the deepwater limit of rock shrimp was most likely due to the decrease 
of suitable bottom habitat rather than to other physical parameters including salinity and temperature.  
Cobb et al. (1973) found the inshore distribution of rock shrimp to be associated with terrigenous and 
biogenic sand and only sporadically on mud.  Rock shrimp also utilize hard bottom and coral, or 
more specifically, Oculina coral habitat areas (SAFMC 1996a). 
 
White shrimp range from Fire Island, New York, to St. Lucie Inlet on the Atlantic Coast of Florida, 
and from the Ochlochonee River on the Gulf Coast of Florida to Ciudad Campeche, Mexico.  Along 
the Atlantic Coast of the U.S., the white shrimp is more common off South Carolina, Georgia, and 
northeast Florida.  White shrimp are generally concentrated on the continental shelf where water 
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depths are 89 feet (27 m) or less, although occasionally they are found much deeper (up to 270 feet) 
(SAFMC 1996a).   
 
Brown shrimp occur from Martha’s Vineyard, Massachusetts to the Florida Keys and northward into 
the Gulf to the Sanibel grounds.  The species reappears near Apalachicola Bay and occurs around the 
Gulf Coast to northwestern Yucatan.  Although brown shrimp may occur seasonally along the Mid-
Atlantic States, breeding populations apparently do not occur north of North Carolina.  The species 
may occur in commercial quantities in areas where water depth is as great as 361 feet (110 m), but 
they are most abundant in areas where the water depth is less than 180 feet (55 m) (SAFMC 1996a).  
 
Pink shrimp occur from southern Chesapeake Bay to the Florida Keys and around the coast of the 
Gulf of Mexico to Yucatan south of Cabo Catoche. Maximum abundance is reached off southwestern 
Florida and the southeastern Golfo de Campeche. Along the Atlantic coast of the U.S. pink shrimp 
are of major commercial significance only in North Carolina and the Florida Keys. Pink shrimp are 
most abundant in areas where water depth is 36-121 feet (11-37 m) although in some areas they may 
be abundant where water depth is as much as 213 feet (65 m) (SAFMC 1996a). 


3.1.4 Essential Fish Habitat  


 
Snapper Grouper 
 
Essential fish habitat (EFH) is defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) as “those waters and substrates necessary to fish for 
spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity” (16 U.S. C. 1802(10)).  Specific categories 
of EFH identified in the South Atlantic Bight, which are utilized by federally managed fish and 
invertebrate species, include both estuarine/inshore and marine/offshore areas.  Specifically, 
estuarine/inshore EFH includes:  Estuarine emergent and mangrove wetlands, submerged aquatic 
vegetation, oyster reefs and shell banks, intertidal flats, palustrine emergent and forested 
systems, aquatic beds, and estuarine water column.  Additionally, marine/offshore EFH includes:  
Live/hard bottom habitats, coral and coral reefs, artificial and manmade reefs, Sargassum 
species, and marine water column.   
 
EFH utilized by snapper grouper species in this region includes coral reefs, live/hard bottom, 
submerged aquatic vegetation, artificial reefs and medium to high profile outcroppings on and 
around the shelf break zone from shore to at least 183 meters [600 feet (but to at least 2,000 feet 
for wreckfish)] where the annual water temperature range is sufficiently warm to maintain adult 
populations of members of this largely tropical fish complex.  EFH includes the spawning area in 
the water column above the adult habitat and the additional pelagic environment, including 
Sargassum, required for survival of larvae and growth up to and including settlement. In 
addition, the Gulf Stream is also EFH because it provides a mechanism to disperse snapper 
grouper larvae. 
 
For specific life stages of estuarine- dependent and near shore snapper grouper species, EFH 
includes areas inshore of the 30 meter (100-foot) contour, such as attached macroalgae; 
submerged rooted vascular plants (seagrasses); estuarine emergent vegetated wetlands 
(saltmarshes, brackish marsh); tidal creeks; estuarine scrub/shrub (mangrove fringe); oyster reefs 
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and shell banks; unconsolidated bottom (soft sediments); artificial reefs; and coral reefs and 
live/hard bottom habitats. 
 
Coral 
Habitat characterization of Oculina varicosa habitat within expansion areas under 
consideration for SAFMC management action 
In 1982, Reed discovered pinnacles (14 to 20 m tall) as far north as 28°59.2'N, 80°06.6'W 
(located east of New Smyrna Beach) at depths from 79 to 84 m (Figure 3).  These Oculina reefs 
extend at least 55 km north of the current Oculina Bank HAPC.  At that time, these reefs were 
the northernmost known Oculina pinnacles that had been discovered.  The pinnacles were 
described as having more exposed rock than the pinnacles south of Cape Canaveral, with also 
having scattered thickets of live Oculina (Reed et al. 2005).   
 
In 2011, Reed gave a presentation to the SAFMC’s Coral Advisory Panel on two new areas of 
high-relief Oculina coral mounds and hardbottom habitats that had been discovered outside, but 
adjacent to, the current boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  The locations of these sites were 
originally identified from NOAA regional bathymetric charts (Cape Canaveral 85, Titusville 84, 
New Smyrna 83, and Daytona 82) and later verified in 2011 (as described in the next paragraph) 
with multibeam sonar and ground-truthed with Remotely Operated Vehicles (ROV) and 
submersible video surveys.  One area extends from the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank 
HAPC up St. Augustine.  The second area is to the west of the current boundary, primarily 
between the Oculina Bank HAPC satellite areas (Figure 3; Reed and Farrington, 2011).  
 
These areas were examined during a recent research cruise (June 2011, funded by NOAA’s Deep 
Sea Coral Program and Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institute’s Cooperative Institute for Ocean 
Exploration, Research, and Technology).  The sonar maps and ROV dives confirmed that the 
high-relief features of the NOAA regional charts were high-relief Oculina coral mounds.  Reed 
(2011) characterized these areas as similar habitat to those Oculina reefs within the Oculina 
Bank HAPC with individual mounds that are 15 to 20 m in height, a maximum depth of 92 m, 
and a minimum depth of 64 m at the peaks.  It is estimated that over 100 mounds exist in this 
area.  Other observations include gentle slopes (10 to 45°) covered with coral rubble, standing 
dead coral, and sparse live Oculina coral colonies.  Exposed limerock (hardbottom) with 1 to 2 m 
relief ledges was observed at the base of some mounds.  Between the mounds and west of the 
main reef track, the substrate is mostly soft sediment but patchy rock pavement (hardbottom) 
habitat and coral rubble is also present.   
This cruise also documented Oculina coral mounds and hardbottom habitat west of the current 
Oculina Bank HAPC boundary.  Multibeam sonar maps made earlier in 2002 and 2005 revealed 
numerous (dozens) high-relief coral mounds and hardbottom habitat that are west of the western 
Oculina Bank HAPC boundary, primarily between the two satellite areas (Reed et al. 2005).  A 
few of these mounds are comprised mostly of coral rubble, with live and standing dead Oculina 
(Harter et al. 2009).  The dominant fish fauna in these areas included scamp and snowy grouper.  
Gag, greater amberjack (Seriola dumerili), and black seabass were also observed, in addition to a 
tilefish (Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps or Caulolatilus microps) burrow (Reed and Farrington 
2011). 
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3.1.3.1  Habitat Areas of Particular Concern  


 
Snapper Grouper 
 
Areas which meet the criteria for Essential Fish Habitat-Habitat Areas of Particular Concern 
(EFH-HAPCs) for species in the snapper grouper management unit include medium to high 
profile offshore hard bottoms where spawning normally occurs; localities of known or likely 
periodic spawning aggregations; near shore hard bottom areas; The Point, The Ten Fathom 
Ledge, and Big Rock (North Carolina); The Charleston Bump (South Carolina); mangrove 
habitat; seagrass habitat; oyster/shell habitat; all coastal inlets; all state-designated nursery 
habitats of particular importance to snapper grouper(e.g., Primary and Secondary Nursery Areas 
designated in North Carolina); pelagic and benthic Sargassum; Hoyt Hills for wreckfish; the 
Oculina Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern; all hermatypic coral habitats and reefs; 
manganese outcroppings on the Blake Plateau; and Council-designated Artificial Reef Special 
Management Zones (SMZs).   
 
Areas that meet the criteria for EFH-HAPCs include habitats required during each life stage 
(including egg, larval, postlarval, juvenile, and adult stages).  In addition to protecting habitat 
from fishing related degradation though fishery management plan (FMP) regulations, the South 
Atlantic Council, in cooperation with NOAA Fisheries Service, actively comments on non-
fishing projects or policies that may impact essential fish habitat.  With guidance from the 
Habitat Advisory Panel, the South Atlantic Council has developed and approved policies on: 
energy exploration, development, transportation and hydropower re-licensing; beach dredging 
and filling and large-scale coastal engineering; protection and enhancement of submerged 
aquatic vegetation; alterations to riverine, estuarine and near shore flows; offshore aquaculture; 
marine invasive species and estuarine invasive species. 
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3.2 Biological and Ecological Environment  


 
The reef environment in the South Atlantic management area affected by actions in this 
amendment is defined by two components (Figure 3-1).  Each component will be described in 
detail in the following sections. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
Figure 3-1.  Two components of the biological environment described in this amendment
 


3.2.1 Fish Populations 


 
The waters off the South Atlantic coast are home to a diverse population of fish.  The snapper 
grouper fishery management unit currently contains 73 species of fish, many of them neither 
“snappers” nor “groupers”.   These species live in depths from a few feet (typically as juveniles) 
to hundreds of feet.  As far as north/south distribution, the more temperate species tend to live in 
the upper reaches of the South Atlantic management area (black sea bass, red grouper) while the 
tropical variety’s core residence is in the waters off south Florida waters, Caribbean Islands, and 
northern South America (black grouper, mutton snapper).  
 
These are reef-dwelling species that live amongst each other.  These species rely on the reef 
environment for protection and food.  There are several reef tracts that follow the southeastern 
coast.  The fact that these fish populations congregate together dictates the nature of the fishery 
(multi-species) and further forms the type of management regulations proposed in this 
amendment. 
 
Snapper grouper species commonly taken with red grouper could be affected by actions in this 
amendment.  Snapper grouper species most likely to be affected by the proposed actions include 
many species that occupy the same habitat at the same time.  Therefore, snapper grouper species 
are likely to be caught when regulated since they will be incidentally caught when fishermen 
target other co-occurring species. 
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3.2.2 Deepwater Shrimp 


 
Rock shrimp and royal red shrimp are directly impacted by the actions in this amendment.  
Fishermen harvesting rock shrimp in the South Atlantic also target royal red shrimp.  The latter 
is currently not a Council-managed species.  Hence, descriptions of both the rock shrimp and 
royal red shrimp resource are offered here. 
 
Rock Shrimp 


Description and distribution 
Rock shrimp, Sicyonia brevirostris, (Figure 3-2) are very different in appearance from the three 
penaeid species.  Rock shrimp can be easily separated from penaeid species by their thick, rigid, 
stony exoskeleton.  The body of the rock shrimp is covered with short hair and the abdomen has 
deep transverse grooves and numerous tubercles.     
 


 
Figure 3-2.  Rock shrimp, Sicyonia brevirostris. 
 
Recruitment to the area offshore of Cape Canaveral occurs between April and August with two 
or more influxes of recruits entering within one season (Kennedy et al. 1977).  Keiser (1976) 
described the distribution of rock shrimp in coastal waters of the southeastern United States.  
Whitaker (1983) presented a summary of information on rock shrimp off South Carolina.  The 
only comprehensive research to date on rock shrimp off the east coast of Florida was by 
Kennedy et al. (1977).  This section presents some of the more significant findings by Kennedy 
et al. (1977) regarding the biology of rock shrimp on the east coast of Florida. 
 
Rock shrimp are found in the Gulf of Mexico, Cuba, the Bahamas, and the Atlantic Coast of the 
U.S. to Virginia (SAFMC 1993).  The center of abundance and the concentrated commercial 
fishery for rock shrimp in the south Atlantic region occurs off northeast Florida south to Jupiter 
Inlet.  Rock shrimp live mainly on sand bottom from a few meters to 183 m (600 feet), and 
occasionally deeper (SAFMC 1993).  The largest concentrations are found between 25 and 65 
meters (82 and 213 feet).   
 
Although rock shrimp are also found off North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia and are 
occasionally landed in these states, no sustainable commercially harvestable quantities of rock 
shrimp comparable to the fishery prosecuted in the EEZ off Florida are being exploited.  Rock 
shrimp are included in the fishery management unit (FMU) of the Shrimp FMP of the South 
Atlantic Region. 
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Reproduction 


Rock shrimp are dioecious (separate sexes).  Female rock shrimp attain sexual maturity at about 
17 millimeter (0.6 inches) carapace length (CL), and all males are mature by 24 millimeters (0.9 
inches) CL.  Seasonal temperature initiates maturation.  Rock shrimp have ovaries that extend 
from the anterior end of the cephalothorax to the posterior end of the abdomen.   
 
Rock shrimp, as with most shrimp species, are highly fecund.  Fecundity most probably, as with 
penaeids, increases with size.  In rock shrimp, copulation is believed to take place between hard-
shelled individuals.  The spawning season for rock shrimp is variable with peak spawning 
beginning between November and January and lasting 3 months (Kennedy et al. 1977).  
Individual females may spawn three or more times in one season.  Peak spawning activity seems 
to occur monthly and coincides with the full moon (Kennedy et al. 1977).   
 


Development, growth and movement patterns 
Kennedy et al. (1977) found rock shrimp larvae to be present year round with no trend relative to 
depth, temperature, salinity, and length or moon phase.  The development from egg to postlarvae 
takes approximately one month.  Subsequently the development from postlarvae to the smallest 
mode of recruits takes two to three months. 
 
For rock shrimp the development from egg to postlarvae takes approximately one month. 
Subsequently, the development from postlarvae to the smallest mode of recruits takes two to 
three months.  The major transport mechanism affecting planktonic larval rock shrimp is the 
shelf current systems near Cape Canaveral, Florida (Bumpus 1973).  These currents keep larvae 
on the Florida Shelf and may transport them inshore during spring.  Recruitment to the area 
offshore of Cape Canaveral occurs between April and August with two or more influxes of 
recruits entering within one season (Kennedy et al. 1977). 
 
Rates of growth in rock shrimp are variable and depend on factors such as season, water 
temperature, shrimp density, size, and sex.  Rock shrimp grow about 2 to 3 millimeters CL (0.08-
0.1 inches) per month as juveniles and 0.5 - 0.6 millimeters CL (0.02 inches) per month as adults 
(Kennedy et al. 1977). 
   
Density is thought to also affect growth of rock shrimp.  In 1993, the industry indicated that rock 
shrimp were abundant but never grew significantly over 36/40, the predominant count that was 
harvested during July and August of that year.  During years of low densities, the average size 
appears to be generally larger. 
 
Since rock shrimp live between 20 and 22 months, natural mortality rates are very high, and with 
fishing, virtually the entire year class will be dead at the end of the season.  The intense fishing 
effort that exists in today’s fishery, harvests exclusively the incoming year class.  Three year 
classes were present in sampling conducted between 1973 and 1974 by Kennedy et al. (1977).  
Fishing mortality in combination with high natural mortality and possibly poor environmental 
conditions may be high enough to prevent any significant escapement of adults to constitute a 
harvestable segment of the population.  The better than average rock shrimp production in the 
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1996 season possibly resulted from better environmental conditions more conducive to rock 
shrimp reproduction and spawning. 
 


Ecological relationships 
Along the Florida Atlantic coast, the predominant substrate inside of 200 m depth is fine to 
medium sand with small patches of silt and clay (Milliman 1972).  Juvenile and adult rock 
shrimp are bottom feeders.  Rock shrimp are most active at night (Carpenter 2002).  Stomach 
contents analyses indicated that rock shrimp primarily feed on small bivalve mollusks and 
decapod crustaceans (Cobb et al. 1973).  Kennedy et al. (1977) found the relative abundance of 
particular crustaceans and mollusks in stomach contents of rock shrimp corresponding to their 
availability in the surrounding benthic habitat.  The diet of rock shrimp consists primarily of 
mollusks, crustaceans, and polychaete worms.  Also included are nematodes and foraminiferans.  
Ostracods, amphipods, and decapods made up the bulk of the diet, with lesser amounts of 
tanaidaceans, isopods, cumaceans, gastropods, and other bivalves also present (Kennedy et al. 
1977).   
 
Kennedy et al. (1977) characterized rock shrimp habitat and compiled a list of crustacean and 
molluscan taxa associated with rock shrimp benthic habitat.  The bottom habitat on which rock 
shrimp thrive is limited and thus limits the depth distribution of these shrimp.  Cobb et al. (1973) 
found the inshore distribution of rock shrimp to be associated with terrigenous and biogenic sand 
substrates and only sporadically on mud.  Rock shrimp also utilize hardbottom and coral, more 
specifically Oculina, habitat areas.  This was confirmed with research trawls capturing large 
amounts of rock shrimp in and around the Oculina Bank HAPC prior to its designation. 
 


Abundance and status of stocks 
For stocks such as rock shrimp, information from which to establish stock status determination 
criteria is limited to measures of catch.  Nevertheless, with the changes to the permitting system 
and new reporting requirements established in Amendment 7 to the Shrimp Plan (SAFMC 
2008c), better information is collected on the effort and catch in this fishery.  Data should be 
reviewed periodically to determine if better inferences can be drawn to address BMSY.  
Additionally, any time that annual catch levels trigger one of the selected thresholds, new effort 
should be made to infer BMSY or a reasonable proxy. 
 
Stock status determination criteria for rock shrimp were calculated from catch estimates as 
reported in Amendment 1 of the Shrimp Plan (SAFMC 1996a) during the period 1984-1996 
(Table 3-1).  
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Table 3-1.  Landings (pounds) data used to calculate the current MSY value for rock shrimp in 
the South Atlantic. 


Year Landings 
1986 2,514,895 
1987 3,223,692 
1988 1,933,097 
1989 3,964,942 
1990 3,507,955 
1991 1,330,919 
1992 2,572,727 
1993 5,297,197 
1994 6,714,761 


Note: Data for the period 1986 to 1994 are taken from Shrimp Amendment 1 (SAFMC 1996a). 
 


Maximum Sustainable Yield -- Because rock shrimp live only 20 to 22 months, landings 
fluctuate considerably from year to year depending primarily on environmental factors.  
Although there is a good historical time series of catch data, the associated effort data were not 
considered adequate to calculate a biologically realistic value for MSY.  Nevertheless, two 
standard deviations above the mean total landings was considered to be a reasonable proxy for 
MSY (SAFMC 1996a).  The MSY proxy for rock shrimp, based on the state data from 1986 to 
1994, is 6,829,449 pounds heads on (SAFMC 1996a).  
 
Optimum Yield -- OY is equal to MSY.  The intent is to allow the amount of harvest that can be 
taken by U.S. fishermen without reducing the spawning stock below the level necessary to 
ensure adequate reproduction.  This is appropriate for an annual crop like rock shrimp when 
recruitment is dependent on environmental conditions rather than female biomass.  A relatively 
small number of mature shrimp can provide sufficient recruits for the subsequent year’s 
production (SAFMC 1996a). 
 
Overfished Definition -- The South Atlantic rock shrimp resource is overfished when annual 
landings exceed a value two standard deviations above mean landings during 1986 to 1994 
(mean=3,451,132 pounds., s.d. =1,689,159), or 6,829,449 pounds heads on (SAFMC 1996a).  In 
other words, the stock would be overfished if landings exceeded MSY.  The status of rock 
shrimp stocks in the South Atlantic are not considered overfished at this time.  High fecundity 
enables rock shrimp to rebound from a very low population size in one year to a high population 
size in the next when environmental conditions are favorable (SAFMC 1996a).  
 
Overfishing Definition -- There is no designation of overfishing for rock shrimp.  The overfished 
definition, which is based on landings (and fishing effort) in excess of average catch is, in 
essence, an overfishing definition. 
 
For further information on rock shrimp, see Shrimp Amendment 7 (SAFMC 2008c). 
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Royal Red Shrimp 
 
Description and distribution 
 
Royal red shrimp, Pleoticus robustus (Figure 3-3) are members of the family Solenoceridae, and 
are characterized by a body covered with short hair and a rostrum with the ventral margin 
toothless.  Color can range from orange to milky white.  Royal red shrimp are found on the 
continental slope throughout the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic area from Cape Cod to 
French Guiana.  In the South Atlantic they are found in large concentrations primarily off 
northeast Florida.  They inhabit the upper regions of the continental slope from 180 meters (590 
feet) to about 730 meters (2,395 feet), but concentrations are usually found at depths of between 
250 meters (820 feet).  Royal red shrimp are not burrowers but dig grooves in the substrate in 
search of small benthic organisms (Carpenter 2002).  They have been commercially harvested in 
a relatively limited capacity.  Royal red shrimp are not included in the Fishery Management Unit 
for the Shrimp FMP of the South Atlantic because no management measures were being 
proposed for the species when the FMP was developed. 
 


 
 


Figure 3-3.  Royal red shrimp, Pleoticus robustus. 
(Perez-Farfante 1969) 
 


Reproduction 
Anderson and Lindner (1975), in a study off the east coast of Florida, stated that males mature at 
125 millimeters (5 inches) total length (TL), while females mature at 155 millimeters (6 inches) 
TL.  Based on examination of ovaries they determined that peak spawning off that area is during 
winter and spring, although some spawning occurs throughout the year.  Mating is similar to 
penaeid shrimp, with the male placing a relatively large spermatophore on the female’s thelycum 
(Perez-Farfante 1977). 
 


Development, growth and movement patterns 
Larvae of this species are unknown (Anderson and Lindner 1975), although several 
developmental stages have been described for the closest related species, Pleoticus muelleri, 
which occurs in much shallower depths off Brazil and Argentina  (Scelzo and Boschi 1975).  
Anderson and Lindner (1975) collected no shrimp smaller than 55 millimeters (2 inches) TL, and 
concluded that royal red shrimp do not fully recruit to fishing gear until age 2.  They surmised 
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that this species can live up to 5 years.  Movement appears restricted to the above mentioned 
depth ranges. 


 
Ecological relationships 


Other than bottom type preferences mentioned above, little published information exists on 
ecological relationships.  Gut content studies on the shrimp and identification of potential 
predators in their habitat could elucidate trophic relationships. 
 


Abundance and status of stocks 
Other than the study by Anderson and Lindner (1975), little fishery-independent information 
exists on Pleoticus robustus in the south Atlantic, therefore abundance must be estimated from 
reported fisheries landings.  Landings in this region have averaged approximately 225,000 
pounds over the last 5 years.  Concerns over overfishing a relatively long-lived species have led 
to conservative catch limits in the Gulf of Mexico fishery (GMFMC 1995), and similar 
constraints should be observed in the south Atlantic, until estimates of abundance and sustainable 
yield can be made. 


3.2.3 Protected Species 


 
There are 31 different species of marine mammals that may occur in the EEZ of the South 
Atlantic region.  All 31 species are protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) 
and six are also listed as endangered under the ESA (i.e., sperm, sei, fin, blue, humpback, and 
North Atlantic right whales).  In addition to those six marine mammals, five species of sea turtle, 
the smalltooth sawfish, five distinct population segments (DPSs) of Atlantic sturgeon, and two 
Acropora coral species (elkhorn [Acropora palmata] and staghorn [A. cervicornis]) are protected 
under the ESA.  Portions of designated critical habitat for North Atlantic right whales and 
Acropora corals also occur within the South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction.  Descriptions of the 
life history characteristics of the protected species can be found in the FEP (SAMFC 2009b) and 
in Comprehensive ACL Amendment (SAFMC 2011c), and are herein incorporated by reference.   
 
Table 3-2.  Species listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA, along with any designated 
critical habitat(s) in the action area.  A review of the species’ biology, population status, 
distribution, and on-going threats is provided in order to evaluate potential effects of the fishery 
and proposed action(s) on the listed species, as required by Section 7 of the ESA.   


Potentially Affected ESA-Listed Species Under NOAA Fisheries Service’s Purview  
Marine mammals Scientific Name Status 
Blue whale  Balaenoptera musculus Endangered 
Humpback whale Megaptera novaeangliae Endangered 
Fin whale Balaenoptera physalus Endangered 


North Atlantic right whale Eubalaena glacialis Endangered 


Sei whale Balaenoptera borealis Endangered 
Sperm whale Physeter macrocephalus Endangered 


Sea Turtles Scientific Name Status 
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Endangered/Threatened * 
Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys imbricata Endangered 







 
 
South Atlantic                                                                       Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 


31


Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea Endangered 


Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta Threatened** 


Kemp’s ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys kempii  Threatened 


Invertebrates   
Elkhorn coral  Acropora palmata Threatened 


Staghorn coral Acropora cervicornis Threatened 


Fish Scientific Name Status 
Smalltooth sawfish Pristis pectinata Endangered *** 
Atlantic sturgeon  Acipenser oxyrinchus Endangered/Threatened **** 
Critical Habitat  
Elkhorn and staghorn coral  


North Atlantic right whale  
*Green sea turtles in U.S. waters are listed as threatened except for the Florida breeding population, which is listed as endangered. 
**The Northwest Atlantic distinct population segment (DPS). 
***The United States DPS. 
*** The New York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, Carolina, and South Atlantic DPSs are listed as endangered; the Gulf of Maine DPS is listed 
as threatened. 


Potentially Affected ESA-Listed Species Under U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) Purview 


Birds Scientific Name Status 
Bermuda Petrel Pterodrama cahow  Endangered 
Roseate Tern Sterna dougallii  Endangered***** 
***** North American populations federally listed under the ESA: endangered on Atlantic coast south to NC, 
threatened elsewhere.  


 
ESA-Listed Sea Turtles  
Green, hawksbill, Kemp‘s ridley, leatherback, and the NW Atlantic DPS of loggerhead sea 
turtles are all highly migratory and travel widely throughout the South Atlantic. The following 
sections are a brief overview of the general life history characteristics of the sea turtles found in 
the South Atlantic region. Several volumes exist that cover more thoroughly the biology and 
ecology of these species (i.e., Lutz and Musick (eds.) 1997, Lutz et al. (eds.) 2002).  
 
Green sea turtle hatchlings are thought to occupy pelagic areas of the open ocean and are often 
associated with Sargassum rafts (Carr 1987, Walker 1994). Pelagic stage green sea turtles are 
thought to be carnivorous. Stomach samples of these animals found ctenophores and pelagic 
snails (Frick 1976, Hughes 1974). At approximately 20 to 25 centimeters (8-10 inches) carapace 
length, juveniles migrate from pelagic habitats to benthic foraging areas (Bjorndal 1997). As 
juveniles move into benthic foraging areas a diet shift towards herbivory occurs. They consume 
primarily seagrasses and algae, but are also know to consume jellyfish, salps, and sponges 
(Bjorndal 1980, 1997; Paredes 1969; Mortimer 1981, 1982). The diving abilities of all sea turtles 
species vary by their life stages. The maximum diving range of green sea turtles is estimated at 
110 meters (360 feet) (Frick 1974), but they are most frequently making dives of less than 20 
meters (65 feet) (Walker 1994). The time of these dives also varies by life stage. The maximum 
dive length is estimated at 66 minutes with most dives lasting from 9 to 23 minutes (Walker 
1994).  
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The hawksbill’s pelagic stage lasts from the time they leave the nesting beach as hatchlings until 
they are approximately 22-25 centimeters (8-10 inches) in straight carapace length (Meylan 
1988, Meylan and Donnelly 1999). The pelagic stage is followed by residency in developmental 
habitats (foraging areas where juveniles reside and grow) in coastal waters. Little is known about 
the diet of pelagic stage hawksbills. Adult foraging typically occurs over coral reefs, although 
other hard-bottom communities and mangrove-fringed areas are occupied occasionally. 
Hawksbills show fidelity to their foraging areas over several years (van Dam and Diéz 1998). 
The hawksbill‘s diet is highly specialized and consists primarily of sponges (Meylan 1988). 
Gravid females have been noted ingesting coralline substrate (Meylan 1984) and calcareous 
algae (Anderes Alvarez and Uchida 1994), which are believed to be possible sources of calcium 
to aid in eggshell production. The maximum diving depths of these animals are not known, but 
the maximum length of dives is estimated at 73.5 minutes. More routinely, dives last about 56 
minutes (Hughes 1974).  
 
Kemp’s ridley hatchlings are also pelagic during the early stages of life and feed in surface 
waters (Carr 1987, Ogren 1989). Once the juveniles reach approximately 20 centimeters (8 
inches) carapace length they move to relatively shallow (less than 50 meters; 164 feet.) 
benthic foraging habitat over unconsolidated substrates (Márquez-M. 1994). They have also been 
observed transiting long distances between foraging habitats (Ogren 1989). Kemp‘s ridleys 
feeding in these nearshore areas primarily prey on crabs, though they are also known to ingest 
mollusks, fish, marine vegetation, and shrimp (Shaver 1991). The fish and shrimp Kemp‘s 
ridleys ingest are not thought to be a primary prey item but instead may be scavenged 
opportunistically from bycatch discards or from discarded bait (Shaver 1991). Given their 
predilection for shallower water, Kemp‘s ridleys most routinely make dives of 50 m or less 
(Soma 1985, Byles 1988). Their maximum diving range is unknown. Depending on the life stage 
Kemp‘s ridleys may be able to stay submerged anywhere from 167 minutes to 300 minutes, 
though dives of 12.7 minutes to 16.7 minutes are much more common (Soma 1985, Mendonca 
and Pritchard 1986, Byles 1988). Kemp‘s ridleys may also spend as much as 96% of their time 
underwater (Soma 1985, Byles 1988).  
 
Leatherbacks are the most pelagic of all ESA-listed sea turtles and spend most of their time in 
the open ocean although they will enter coastal waters and are seen over the continental shelf on 
a seasonal basis to feed in areas where jellyfish are concentrated. Leatherbacks feed primarily on 
cnidarians (medusae, siphonophores) and tunicates. Unlike other sea turtles, leatherbacks‘ diets 
do not shift during their life cycles. Because leatherbacks‘ ability to capture and eat jellyfish is 
not constrained by size or age, they continue to feed on these species regardless of life stage 
(Bjorndal 1997). Leatherbacks are the deepest diving of all sea turtles. It is estimated that these 
species can dive in excess of 1000 meters (Eckert et al. 1989) but more frequently dive to depths 
of 50 to 84 meters (Eckert et al. 1986). Dive times range from a maximum of 37 minutes to more 
routines dives of 4 to 14.5 minutes (Standora et al. 1984, Eckert et al. 1986, Eckert et al. 1989, 
Keinath and Musick 1993). Leatherbacks may spend 74% to 91% of their time submerged 
(Standora et al. 1984).  
 
Loggerhead hatchlings forage in the open ocean and are often associated with Sargassum rafts 
(Hughes 1974, Carr 1987, Walker 1994, Bolten and Balazs 1995). The pelagic stage of these sea 
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turtles are known to eat a wide range of things including salps, jellyfish, amphipods, crabs, 
syngnathid fish, squid, and pelagic snails (Brongersma 1972). Stranding records indicate that 
when pelagic immature loggerheads reach 40-60 centimeters (16-23 inches) straight-line 
carapace length they begin to live in coastal inshore and nearshore waters of the continental shelf 
throughout the U.S. Atlantic (Witzell 2002). Here they forage over hard- and soft-bottom 
habitats (Carr 1986). Benthic foraging loggerheads eat a variety of invertebrates with crabs and 
mollusks being an important prey source (Burke et al. 1993). Estimates of the maximum diving 
depths of loggerheads range from 211 to 233 meters (692-764 feet.) (Thayer et al. 1984, Limpus 
and Nichols 1988). The lengths of loggerhead dives are frequently between 17 and 30 minutes 
(Thayer et al. 1984, Limpus and Nichols 1988, Limpus and Nichols 1994, Lanyan et al. 1989) 
and they may spend anywhere from 80 to 94% of their time submerged (Limpus and Nichols 
1994, Lanyan et al. 1989).  
 
ESA-Listed Marine Fish  
The historical range of the smalltooth sawfish in the U.S. ranged from New York to the Mexico 
border. Their current range is poorly understood but believed to have contracted from these 
historical areas. In the South Atlantic region, they are most commonly found in Florida, 
primarily off the Florida Keys (Simpfendorfer and Wiley 2004). Only two smalltooth sawfish 
have been recorded north of Florida since 1963 (the first was captured off North Carolina in 
1999 (Schwartz 2003) and the other off Georgia 2002 [Burgess unpublished data]). Historical 
accounts and recent encounter data suggest that immature individuals are most common in 
shallow coastal waters less than 25 meters (Bigelow and Schroeder 1953, Adams and Wilson 
1995), while mature animals occur in waters in excess of 100 meters (Simpfendorfer pers. 
comm. 2006). Smalltooth sawfish feed primarily on fish. Mullet, jacks, and ladyfish are believed 
to be their primary food resources (Simpfendorfer 2001). Smalltooth sawfish also prey on 
crustaceans (mostly shrimp and crabs) by disturbing bottom sediment with their saw (Norman 
and Fraser 1938, Bigelow and Schroeder 1953).  
NMFS convened the Smalltooth Sawfish Recovery Team, comprising sawfish scientists, 
managers, and environmental managers, to develop a plan to recover the U.S. distinct population 
segment (DPS) of smalltooth sawfish. The plan recommends specific steps to recover the DPS, 
focusing on reducing fishing impacts, protecting important habitats, and educating the public. 
The draft recovery plan was made available for public comment in August 2006 and can be 
found at www.nmfs.noaa.gov.  
 
On May 1, 2009, the Southeast Regional Office, Sustainable Fisheries Division, requested 
reinitiation of the Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation on the South Atlantic shrimp 
fishery and its effects on smalltooth sawfish because the amount of authorized incidental take for 
smalltooth sawfish had been exceeded. The most recent biological opinion on shrimp fishing 
under the Shrimp Fishery Management Plan for the South Atlantic, completed on February 25, 
2005, concluded the continued authorization of the South Atlantic shrimp fishery is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of smalltooth sawfish. An incidental take statement was 
issued authorizing the annual incidental lethal take of up to one smalltooth sawfish. A smalltooth 
sawfish take was observed in a shrimp trawl in the South Atlantic exclusive economic zone 
(EEZ) on July 26, 2008. It was in poor condition and believed not to have survived the 
interaction. Three additional smalltooth sawfish were observed taken in a shrimp trawls in the 
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South Atlantic EEZ during a fishing trip from March 5-9, 2009. One of the smalltooth sawfish is 
thought to have died from the interaction; the other two were released alive and assumed to have 
survived.  
 
Under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), it is illegal to catch or harm an endangered sawfish. 
However, some fishermen catch sawfish incidentally while fishing for other species. NMFS and 
the Smalltooth Sawfish Recovery Team have developed guidelines to fishermen telling them 
how to safely handle and release any sawfish they catch.  
 
Five separate distinct population segments (DPSs) of the Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser 
oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) were listed under the ESA effective April 6, 2012 (76 FR 5914; February 
12, 2012).  From north to south, the DPSs are the Gulf of Maine, New York Bight, Chesapeake 
Bay, Carolina, and South Atlantic (Figure 3-4).  The New York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, 
Carolina, and South Atlantic DPSs are listed as endangered, and the Gulf of Maine DPS is listed 
as threatened.  The five DPSs were listed under the ESA as a result of threats from a combination 
of habitat curtailment and modification, overutilization (i.e., being taken as bycatch) in 
commercial fisheries, and the inadequacy of regulatory mechanisms in ameliorating these 
impacts and threats.   
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Figure 3-4.  Map Depicting the Five DPSs of Atlantic sturgeon 
 
Atlantic sturgeon are long-lived, estuarine dependent, anadromous1 fish (Bigelow and Schroeder 
1953, Vladykov and Greeley 1963, Mangin 1964, Pikitch et al. 2005, Dadswell 2006, ASSRT 
2007), that historically occurred from Labrador south to the St. Johns River, Florida.  Generally, 
Atlantic sturgeon use coastal bays, sounds, and ocean waters in depths less than 132 ft 
(Vladykov and Greeley 1963, Murawski and Pacheco 1977, Dovel and Berggren 1983, Smith 
1985, Collins and Smith 1997, Welsh et al. 2002, Savoy and Pacileo 2003, Stein et al. 2004, 
USFWS 2004, Laney et al. 2007, Dunton et al. 2010, Erickson et al. 2011, Wirgin and King 
2011), where they feed on a variety of benthic invertebrates and fish (Bigelow and Schroeder 
1953, ASSRT 2007, Guilbard et al. 2007, Savoy 2007).  Mature Atlantic sturgeon make 
spawning migrations from estuarine waters to rivers as water temperatures reach 43ºF for males 
(Smith et al. 1982, Dovel and Berggren 1983, Smith 1985, ASMFC 2009) and 54ºF for females 


                                                 
1 Anadromous refers to a fish that is born in freshwater, spends most of its life in the sea, and returns to freshwater to 
spawn (NEFSC FAQ’s, available at http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/faq/fishfaq1a.html, modified June 16, 2011)  
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(Dovel and Berggren 1983, Smith 1985, Collins et al. 2000a), typically between February 
(southern systems) and July (northern systems).  Individuals spawn at intervals of once every 1-5 
years for males and once every 2-5 years for females.  Spawning is believed to occur in flowing 
water between the salt front of estuaries and the fall line of large rivers, when and where optimal 
flows are 18-30 in/s and depths are 36-89 ft (Borodin 1925, Dees 1961, Leland 1968, Scott and 
Crossman 1973, Crance, 1987, Shirey et al. 1999, Bain et al. 2000, Collins et al. 2000a, Caron et 
al. 2002, Hatin et al. 2002, ASMFC 2009).  Females may produce 400,000 to 4 million eggs per 
spawning year (Vladykov and Greeley 1963, Smith et al., 1982, Van Eenennaam et al. 1996, Van 
Eenennaam and Doroshov 1998, Stevenson and Secor 1999, Dadswell 2006) and deposit eggs on 
hard bottom substrate such as cobble, coarse sand, and bedrock (Dees 1961, Scott and Crossman 
1973, Gilbert 1989, Smith and Clugston 1997, Bain et al. 2000, Collins et al. 2000a, Caron et al. 
2002, Hatin et al. 2002, Mohler, 2003, ASMFC 2009).  Upon hatching, studies suggest that early 
juvenile Atlantic sturgeon (age-0 [i.e., YOY], age-1, and age-2) remain in low salinity waters of 
their natal estuaries (Haley 1999, Hatin et al. 2007, McCord et al. 2007, Munro et al. 2007) for 
months to years before emigrating to open ocean as subadults (Holland and Yelverton 1973, 
Dovel and Berggen 1983, Waldman et al. 1996, Dadswell 2006, ASSRT 2007).  Growth rates 
and age at maturity are both influenced by water temperature, as Atlantic sturgeon grow larger 
and mature faster in warmer waters.  Atlantic sturgeon may live up to 60 years, reach lengths up 
to 14 feet and weigh over 800 lbs.  Tagging studies and genetic analyses (Wirgin et al. 2000, 
King et al. 2001, Waldman et al. 2002, ASSRT 2007, Grunwald et al. 2008) indicate that 
Atlantic sturgeon exhibit ecological separation during spawning throughout their range that has 
resulted in multiple, genetically distinct, interbreeding population segments.  
 
The construction of dams, dredging, and modification of water flows have reduced the amount 
and quality of habitat available for Atlantic sturgeon spawning and foraging.  Water quality 
(temperature, salinity, and dissolved oxygen) has also been reduced by terrestrial activities, 
leading to further declines in available spawning and nursery habitat.  Although spawning 
historically occurred within many Atlantic coast rivers, only 16 U.S. rivers are known to 
currently support spawning based on available evidence (i.e., presence of YOY or gravid 
Atlantic sturgeon documented within the past 15 years) (ASSRT 2007). 
 
Overutilization of Atlantic sturgeon from directed fishing caused initial severe declines in 
Atlantic sturgeon populations in the Southeast, from which they have never recovered.  Although 
directed harvest of this species has ceased, Atlantic sturgeon continue to be incidentally caught 
as bycatch in other commercial fisheries.  Because Atlantic sturgeon mix extensively in marine 
waters and may utilize multiple river systems for nursery and foraging habitat in addition to their 
natal spawning river, they are subject to being caught in multiple fisheries throughout their 
range.  Additionally, Atlantic sturgeon are more sensitive to bycatch mortality because they are a 
long-lived species, have an older age at maturity, have lower maximum fecundity values, and a 
large percentage of egg production occurs later in life.  Based on these life history traits, 
Boreman (1997) calculated that Atlantic sturgeon can only withstand the annual loss of up to five 
percent of their population to bycatch mortality without suffering population declines.  Mortality 
rates of Atlantic sturgeon taken as bycatch in various types of fishing gear range between 0-51 
percent, with the greatest mortality occurring in sturgeon caught by sink gillnets.  While many of 
the threats to the Atlantic sturgeon have been ameliorated or reduced due to the existing 
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regulatory mechanisms, such as the moratorium on directed fisheries for Atlantic sturgeon, 
bycatch is currently not being addressed through existing mechanisms.   
 
The recovery of Atlantic sturgeon along the Atlantic Coast, especially in areas where habitat is 
limited and water quality is severely degraded, will require improvements in the following areas: 
(1) elimination of barriers to spawning habitat either through dam removal, breaching, or 
installation of successful fish passage facilities; (2) operation of water control structures to 
provide appropriate flows, especially during spawning season; (3) imposition of dredging 
restrictions including seasonal moratoriums and avoidance of spawning/nursery habitat; and, (4) 
mitigation of water quality parameters that are restricting sturgeon use of a rivers (i.e., DO).  
Stronger regulatory mechanisms may likely aid in achieving these improvements.  These 
regulatory mechanisms may also aid in reducing bycatch mortality in commercial fisheries, again 
assisting in the recovery of the species. 
 
ESA-Listed Marine Invertebrates  
 
Elkhorn (Acropora palmata) and staghorn (A. cervicornis) coral were listed as threatened under 
the ESA on May 9, 2006.  The Atlantic Acropora Status Review (Acropora Biological Review 
Team 2005) presents a summary of published literature and other currently available scientific 
information regarding the biology and status of both these species.  
 
Elkhorn and staghorn corals are two of the major reef-building corals in the wider Caribbean. 
In the South Atlantic region, they are found most commonly in the Florida Keys; staghorn coral 
occurs the furthest north with colonies documented off Palm Beach, Florida (26°3'N).  The depth 
range for these species ranges from <1 meter (3 feet) to 60 meters (197 feet).  The optimal depth 
range for elkhorn is considered to be 1 to 5 meters (3-16 feet) depth (Goreau and Wells 1967), 
while staghorn corals are found slightly deeper, 5 to 15 meters (16-49 feet) (Goreau and Goreau 
1973).  
 
All Atlantic Acropora species (including elkhorn and staghorn coral) are considered to be 
environmentally sensitive, requiring relatively clear, well-circulated water (Jaap et al. 1989). 
Optimal water temperatures for elkhorn and staghorn coral range from 25° to 29°C (77-84°F) 
(Ghiold and Smith 1990, Williams and Bunkley-Williams 1990).  Both species are almost 
entirely dependent upon sunlight for nourishment, contrasting the massive, boulder-shaped 
species in the region (Porter 1976, Lewis 1977) that are more dependent on zooplankton.  Thus, 
Atlantic Acropora species are much more susceptible to increases in water turbidity than some 
other coral species.  
 
Fertilization and development of elkhorn and staghorn corals is exclusively external. Embryonic 
development culminates with the development of planktonic larvae called planulae (Bak et al. 
1977, Sammarco 1980, Rylaarsdam 1983).  Unlike most other coral larvae, elkhorn and staghorn 
planulae appear to prefer to settle on upper, exposed surfaces, rather than in dark or cryptic ones 
(Szmant and Miller 2006), at least in a laboratory setting.  Studies of elkhorn and staghorn corals 
indicated that larger colonies of both species had higher fertility rates than smaller colonies 
(Soong and Lang 1992).  
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Species of Concern  
 
NOAA Fisheries Service has created a list of Species of Concern as a publicly available list 
identifying other species of concern.  These are species about which NOAA Fisheries Service 
has some concerns regarding status and threats, but for which insufficient information is 
available to indicate a need to list the species under the ESA.  NOAA Fisheries Service uses the 
list to draw proactive attention and conservation action to these species.  No federal mandate 
protects species of concern under the ESA although voluntary protection of these species is 
urged.  To date, no incidental capture of any of these species has been reported in the shrimp 
fishery in the South Atlantic region.  
 
List of Marine Species of Concern in the Southeastern United States  
Alwife herring Alosa pseudoharengus 
Atlantic bluefin tuna Thunnus thynnus 
Blueback herring Alosa aestivalis 
Dusky shark Carcharhinus obscurus  
Sand tiger shark Odontaspis taurus  
Speckled hind Epinephelus drummondhayi  
Warsaw grouper Epinephelus nigritus  
Nassau grouper Epinephelus striatus  
Ivory Tree Coral Oculina varicosa 
 


3.3 Human Environment 


 


3.3.1    Economic Description of the Commercial Fishery 


 


3.3.1.4 Economic Activity 


 


3.3.2     Economic Description of the Recreational Fishery 


 


3.3.2.1      Harvest 


  


3.3.2.2      Effort  


 


3.3.2.3      Permits  


 
For-hire vessels are required to have a for-hire snapper grouper permit to fish for or possess 
snapper grouper species in the South Atlantic EEZ.  The number of vessels with for-hire snapper 
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grouper permits for the period 2005-2010 is provided in Table 3-3.  This sector operates as an 
open access fishery and not all permitted vessels are necessarily active in the fishery. Some 
vessel owners obtain open access permits as insurance for uncertainties in the fisheries in which 
they currently operate. 
 
The number of for-hire permits issued for the South Atlantic snapper grouper fishery increased 
from 1,904 permits in 2005 to 2,104 permits in 2008, but subsequently decreased to 2,091 in 
2009 and 1,815 in 2010.  The majority of snapper grouper for-hire permitted vessels were home-
ported in Florida; a relatively high proportion of these permitted vessels were also home-ported 
in North Carolina and South Carolina.  Many vessels with South Atlantic for-hire snapper-
grouper permits were homeported in states outside of SAFMC’s area of jurisdiction, particularly 
in the Gulf states of Alabama through Texas.  Although the number of vessels with South 
Atlantic for-hire snapper grouper permits homeported in states outside of SAFMC’s area of 
jurisdiction increased from 2005 to 2009, they still accounted for approximately the same 
proportion (9-10%) of the total number of permits.  For-hire snapper-grouper permits in these 
other areas fell in 2010. 
 
Table 3-3.  Number of South Atlantic for-hire snapper-grouper vessel permits, 2005-2010.  


Home Port State 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
 


2010 Avg. 
North Carolina 294 317 353 399 391 333 348 
South Carolina 136 142 152 160 167 147 151 
Georgia 37 36 37 35 36 28 35 
Florida 1,267 1,304 1,312 1,310 1,280 1,110 1,264 
Gulf States (AL-TX) 102 84 79 84 87 84 87 
Other States 68 84 93 116 130 113 101 
Total 1,904 1,967 2,026 2,104 2,091 1,815 1,985 


 
For hire permits do not distinguish charterboats from headboats.  Based on a 1997 survey, 
Holland et al. (1999) estimated that a total of 1,080 charter vessels and 96 headboats supplied 
for-hire services in all South Atlantic fisheries during 1997.  By 2010, the estimated number of 
headboats supplying for-hire services in all South Atlantic fisheries had fallen to 85, indicating a 
decrease in fleet size of approximately 11% between 1997 and 2010 (K. Brennan, Beaufort 
Laboratory, SEFSC, personal communication, Feb. 2011). 
 
There are no specific permitting requirements for recreational anglers to harvest snapper 
grouper.  Instead, anglers are required to possess either a state recreational fishing permit that 
authorizes saltwater fishing in general, or be registered in the federal National Saltwater Angler 
Registry system, subject to appropriate exemptions. 
 


3.3.2.4      Economic Value and Expenditures  
 
Participation, effort, and harvest are indicators of the value of saltwater recreational fishing.  
However, a more specific indicator of value is the satisfaction that anglers experience over and 
above their costs of fishing.  The monetary value of this satisfaction is referred to as consumer 
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surplus.  The value or benefit derived from the recreational experience is dependent on several 
quality determinants, which include fish size, catch success rate, and the number of fish kept.  
These variables help determine the value of a fishing trip and influence total demand for 
recreational fishing trips.  
 
While anglers receive economic value as measured by the consumer surplus associated with 
fishing, for-hire businesses receive value from the services they provide.  Producer surplus is the 
measure of the economic value these operations receive.  Producer surplus is the difference 
between the revenue a business receives for a good or service, such as a charter or headboat trip, 
and the cost the business incurs to provide that good or service.  Estimates of the producer 
surplus associated with for-hire trips are not available.  However, proxy values in the form of net 
operating revenues are available (David Carter, NMFS SEFSC, personal communication, August 
2010).  These estimates were culled from several studies – Liese et al. (NMFS 2009), Dumas et 
al. (2009), Holland et al. (1999), and Sutton et al. (1999).  Estimates of net operating revenue per 
angler trip (2009 dollars) on representative charter trips (average charter trip regardless of area 
fished) are $146 for Louisiana through east Florida, $135 for east Florida, $156 for northeast 
Florida, and $128 for North Carolina.  For charter trips into the EEZ only, net operating revenues 
are $141 in east Florida and $148 in northeast Florida.  For full-day and overnight trips only, net 
operating revenues are estimated to be $155-$160 in North Carolina.  Comparable estimates are 
not available for Georgia, South Carolina, or Texas. 
 
Net operating revenues per angler trip are lower for headboats than for charterboats.  Net 
operating revenue estimates for a representative headboat trip are $48 in the Gulf of Mexico (all 
states and all of Florida), and $63-$68 in North Carolina.  For full-day and overnight headboat 
trips, net operating revenues are estimated to be $74-$77 in North Carolina.  Comparable 
estimates are not available for Georgia and South Carolina. 
 
The foregoing value estimates should not be confused with angler expenditures or the economic 
activity (impacts) associated with these expenditures.  While expenditures for a specific good or 
service may represent a proxy or lower bound of value (a person would not logically pay more 
for something than it was worth to them), they do not represent the net value (benefits minus 
cost), nor the change in value associated with a change in the fishing experience.   
 
Estimates of the economic activity (impacts) associated with recreational fishing for any species 
could be derived using average coefficients for recreational angling across all fisheries (species), 
as derived by an economic add-on to the MRFSS, and described and utilized in NMFS (NMFS 
2009).  Business activity is characterized in the form of FTE jobs, income impacts (wages, 
salaries, and self-employed income), output (sales) impacts (gross business sales), and value-
added impacts (difference between the value of goods and the cost of materials or supplies).  Job 
and output (sales) impacts are equivalent metrics across both the commercial and recreational 
sectors.  Income and value-added impacts are not equivalent, though similarity in the magnitude 
of multipliers may result in roughly equivalent values.  Neither income nor value-added impacts 
should be added to output (sales) impacts because this would result in double counting.  Job and 
output (sales) impacts, however, may be added across sectors. 
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It should be noted that output impacts and value added impacts are not additive and the impacts 
for individual species should not be added because of possible duplication (some trips may target 
multiple species).  Also, the estimates of economic activity should not be added across states to 
generate a regional total because state-level impacts reflect the economic activity expected to 
occur within the state before the revenues or expenditures “leak” outside the state, possibly to 
another state within the region.  Under a regional model, economic activity that “leaks” from, for 
example, Florida into Georgia would still occur within the region and continue to be tabulated.  
As a result, regional totals would be expected to be greater than the sum of the individual state 
totals.  Regional estimates of the economic activity associated with golden tilefish recreational 
fishing are unavailable at this time. 
 
Because the headboat sector in the Southeast is not covered by the MRFSS, the current model 
used in deriving estimates could not provide this sector’s estimates of economic activity.  In the 
particular case of golden tilefish, estimating economic activity of the headboat sector is also 
unnecessary because this sector did not report any landings of the species during the period 
considered. 


3.3.2.5      Financial Operations of the Charter and Headboat Sectors  
 
Holland et al. (1999) estimated that the charterboat fee in the South Atlantic ranged from $292 to 
$2,000.  The actual cost depended on state, trip length, and the variety of services offered by the 
charter operation.  Depending on the state, the average fee for a half-day trip ranged from $296 
to $360, for a full day trip the range was $575 to $710, and for an overnight trip the range was 
$1,000 to $2,000.  Most (>90%) Florida charter operators offered half-day and full-day trips and 
about 15% of the fleet offered overnight trips.  In comparison, only about 3% of operations in the 
other South Atlantic states offered overnight trips.   
 
For headboats, the average fee in Florida was $29 for a half-day trip and $45 for a full day trip.  
For North and South Carolina, the average base fee was $34 per person for a half-day trip and 
$61 per person for a full day trip.  Most of these headboat trips operated in Federal waters in the 
South Atlantic (Holland et al. 1999). 
 
Capital investment in charter vessels averaged $109,301 in Florida, $79,868 for North Carolina, 
$38,150 for South Carolina and $51,554 for Georgia (Holland et al. 1999).  Charterboat owners 
incur expenses for inputs such as fuel, ice, and tackle in order to offer the services required by 
their passengers.  Most expenses incurred in 1997 by charter vessel owners were on crew wages 
and salaries and fuel.  The average annual charterboat business expenditures incurred was 
$68,816 for Florida vessels, $46,888 for North Carolina vessels, $23,235 for South Carolina 
vessels, and $41,688 for vessels in Georgia in 1997.  The average capital investment for 
headboats in the South Atlantic was approximately $220,000 in 1997.  Total annual business 
expenditures averaged $135,737 for headboats in Florida and $105,045 for headboats in other 
states in the South Atlantic.  
 
The 1999 study on the for-hire sector in the Southeastern U.S. presented two sets of average 
gross revenue estimates for the charter and headboat sectors in the South Atlantic (Holland et al., 
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1999).  The first set of estimates were those reported by survey respondents and were as follows: 
$51,000 for charterboats on the Atlantic coast of Florida; $60,135 for charterboats in North 
Carolina; $26,304 for charterboats in South Carolina; $56,551 for charterboats in Georgia; 
$140,714 for headboats in Florida; and $123,000 for headboats in the other South Atlantic states 
(Holland et al., 1999).  The authors generated a second set of estimates using the reported 
average trip fee, average number of trips per year, and average number of passengers per trip (for 
the headboat sector) for each vessel category for Florida vessels.  Using this method, the 
resultant average gross revenue figures were $69,268 for charterboats and $299,551 for 
headboats.  Since the calculated estimates were considerably higher than the reported estimates 
(22% higher for charterboats and 113% higher for headboats), the authors surmised that this was 
due to sensitivity associated with reporting gross receipts, and subsequent under reporting.  
Alternatively, the respondents could have overestimated individual components of the calculated 
estimates.  Although the authors only applied this methodology to Florida vessels, assuming the 
same degree of under reporting in the other states results in the following estimates in average 
gross revenues:  $73,365 for charterboats in North Carolina, $32,091 for charterboats in South 
Carolina; $68,992 for charterboats in Georgia; and $261,990 for headboats in the other South 
Atlantic states. 
 
It should be noted that the study’s authors were concerned that while the reported gross revenue 
figures may be underestimates of true vessel income, the calculated values could overestimate 
gross income per vessel from for-hire activity (Holland et al., 1999).  Some of these vessels are 
also used in commercial fishing activities and that income is not reflected in these estimates.  
 
A more recent study of the North Carolina for-hire fishery provides some updated information on 
the financial status of the for-hire fishery in the state (Dumas et al., 2009).  Depending on vessel 
length, regional location, and season, charter fees per passenger per trip ranged from $168.14 to 
$251.59 for a full-day trip and from $93.63 to $123.95 for a half-day trip; headboat fees ranged 
from $72.50 to $81.78 for a full-day trip and from $38.08 to $45 for a half-day trip.  Charterboats 
generated a total of $55.7 million in passenger fees, $3.2 million in other vessel income (e.g., 
food and beverages), and $4.8 million in tips.  The corresponding figures for headboats were 
$9.8 million in passenger fees, $0.2 million in other vessel income, and $0.9 million in tips.  
Non-labor expenditures (e.g., boat insurance, dockage fees, bait, ice, fuel) amounted to $43.6 
million for charterboats and $5.3 million for headboats.  Summing across vessel lengths and 
regions, charter vessels had an aggregate value (depreciated) of $120.4 million and headboats 
had an aggregate value (depreciated) of $10.2 million. 
 


3.4 Social and Cultural Environment 


 
The proposed actions in this amendment may affect fishermen and communities associated with 
the snapper grouper fishery and the deepwater shrimp fisheries. Communities associated with 
each of the fisheries will be described in the sections below and previous amendments with 
detailed descriptions of social environments of these fisheries are incorporated as references.  
The fishing restrictions for the HAPCs included in this amendment are also described in order to 
provide context.  
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This amendment includes proposed changes for Oculina Bank HAPC, the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC, and the Cape Lookout CHAPC.  HAPC fishing restrictions include the prohibition of 
anchoring or using grapples; trawling, using fish traps, or bottom-longlines; fishing for or 
possession of rock shrimp; and possession of coral or bottom habitat.  The Oculina Experimental 
Closed Area (located within in the Oculina Bank HAPC) includes additional restrictions 
including the prohibition of fishing for or possession of snapper or grouper species.  All snapper 
or grouper taken incidentally by hook and line gear must be released immediately by cutting the 
line without removing the fish from water. 
 
In general, the people who may be directly affected by the proposed regulations include captain 
and crew of commercial and for-hire vessels, vessel owners, recreational anglers, and coastal 
communities.  In addition to regulatory change, individuals who may be affected by proposed 
actions also live and work in an environment with natural, economic, social and political 
dynamics.   


 
Coastal growth and development affects many coastal communities, especially those with either 
or both commercial and recreational working waterfronts.  The rapid disappearance of these 
types of waterfronts has important implications as the disruption of various types of fishing-
related businesses and employment.  The process of “gentrification,” which tends to push those 
of a lower socio-economic class out of traditional communities as property values and taxes rise 
has become common along coastal areas of the U.S. and around the world.  Working waterfronts 
tend to be displaced with development that is often stated as the “highest and best” use of 
waterfront property, but often is not associated with water-dependent occupations.  However, 
with the continued removal of these types of businesses over time the local economy becomes 
less diverse and more reliant on the service sector and recreational tourism.  As home values 
increase, people within lower socio-economic strata find it difficult to live within these 
communities and eventually must move.  Consequently they spend more time and expense 
commuting to work, if jobs continue to be available.  Newer residents often have no association 
with the water-dependent employment and may see that type of work and its associated 
infrastructure as unappealing.  They often do not see the linkage between those occupations and 
the aesthetics of the community that produced the initial appeal for many migrants.  The 
demographic trends within counties can provide some indication as to whether these types of 
coastal change may be occurring if an unusually high rate of growth or change in the 
demographic character of the population is present.  A rise in education levels, property values, 
fewer owner occupied properties and an increase in the median age can at times indicate a 
growing process of gentrification (Colburn and Jepson 2012). Demographic profiles of coastal 
communities can be found in the Comprehensive Annual Catch Limit Amendment (SAFMC 
2011c).  


3.4.1 Fishing Communities 


 
The communities displayed in the figures in Sections 3.4.2-3 below represent a categorization of 
communities based upon their commercial landings.  When possible, the overall value of local 
commercial landings divided by the overall value of commercial landings referred to as a 
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“regional quotient” (RQ) was examined.  For confidentially reasons this RQ measure could not 
be displayed for all fisheries.  Instead, the top communities by total landings by pounds were 
examined for those species with confidentiality issues.  These data were assembled from the 
accumulated landings system which includes all species from both state and federal waters 
landed in 2010.  For the RQ analysis, all communities were ranked on this “RQ” and divided by 
those who were above the mean and those below.  This breakdown of fisheries involvement is 
similar to the how communities were categorized in the community profiling of South Atlantic 
fishing communities (Jepson et al. 2005).  However, the categorization within the community 
profiles included other aspects associated with fishing such as infrastructure and other measures 
to determine a community’s status with regard to reliance upon fishing.   
 
The social vulnerability index (SoVI) was created to understand social vulnerability of 
communities to coastal environmental hazards and can also be interpreted as a general measure 
of vulnerability to other social disruptions, such as adverse regulatory change or manmade 
hazards.  Detailed information about the SoVI can be found in Comprehensive ACL Amendment 
(SAFMC 2011c). High social vulnerability does not necessarily mean that there will be adverse 
effects of proposed actions in this amendment, only that there may be a potential for adverse 
effects under the right circumstances.  Fishing communities in these counties may have more 
difficulty adjusting to regulatory changes if those impacts affect employment or other critical 
social capital. The SoVI for counties in each state is illustrated in the maps in Sections 3.4.4-7.  


3.4.2 Snapper Grouper Fishing Communities 


 
Historical fishing areas or anchoring areas for snapper grouper could be impacted by the 
proposed actions in this amendment.  Recent comments suggest that historical fishing areas are 
included in alternatives proposing boundary changes to the Oculina HAPC, particularly in the 
areas known as Big Ledge (also known as the 28 fathom ledge), the Steeples, several wrecks that 
are commonly fished, and about 20 miles to the north of the body of Steeples in the area known 
as the Roll down (J. Hull, letter to SAFMC dated November 1, 2012).  The Oculina HAPC is 
located off the coast of Cocoa Beach, Florida at its northern boundary and runs about to off the 
coast of Fort Pierce, Florida at its southern boundary.  In addition, snapper grouper fishing is 
conducted along the western edge of the curve of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC (which 
runs off the coast from about South Carolina to mid-Florida).      
 
A detailed description of the social environment of the snapper grouper fishery is included in the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment (SAFMC 2011c) and is incorporated herein by reference.        
 
Figure 3-5 presents the top communities based upon a regional quotient of combined 
commercial landings and value for all snapper grouper species in the South Atlantic snapper 
grouper complex.  There were 154 communities with snapper grouper landings but the 11 
communities included in Figure 3-5 were those with Pounds RQ larger than 3 percent.  
Therefore, because so many communities have snapper grouper landings, many had low RQs 
and are not included in the figure.   There are also communities that have high landings of a 
particular species, such as black sea bass in Sneads Ferry, NC, or golden tilefish in Port Orange, 
FL.   
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Key West, FL, has the highest landings of combined snapper grouper species, followed by 
Murrell’s Inlet, SC, and Miami FL. No Georgia communities made up more than 3% of the 
snapper grouper landings. 
 


 
Figure 3-5.  The top eleven South Atlantic communities ranked by Pounds and Value Regional 
Quotient (RQ) of Snapper Grouper species. Only communities with Pounds RQ larger than 3% 
were included. Data source: ALS 2010.  
 
The recreational sector of the snapper grouper fishery is very important throughout the region, 
and recreational landings estimate vary depending on the region and species. Black sea bass, 
tilefish, vermilion snapper, silk snapper, red grouper, black grouper and gray triggerfish are some 
of the more important species for private recreational anglers.   
 
The for-hire recreational fleet is also important in each state, and there is a federal charter permit 
required for snapper grouper.   The distribution of charter permits at the county level is included 
in Sections 3.4.4-7.  Overall, Florida has the largest number of charter permits (Table 3-4). The 
primary communities in North Carolina are part of Dare County, New Hanover County, 
Brunswick County, and Carteret County.  Communities in South Carolina with significant for-
hire fleets are in Charleston County and Horry County, and in Georgia most of the permits are 
associated with communities in Chatham County and Glynn County.  In Florida, almost half of 
the permits are from Monroe County, and a majority of the permits are associated with 
communities in south Florida (Brevard, Palm Beach and Miami-Dade Counties).   
 
Table 3-4. Federal snapper grouper charter permits in the South Atlantic region (2012).  


State Number of Snapper Grouper 
Charter Permits 


North Carolina 253 
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South Carolina 
 


105 


Georgia 
 


25 
 


Florida  641 


TOTAL  1,024 


3.4.3 Deepwater Shrimp Fishing Communities 


 
Deepwater shrimp (rock shrimp and royal red shrimp) are harvested in areas which might be 
impacted by the proposed actions in this amendment (see Figure S-1 through Figure S-5 for 
deepwater shrimp VMS points).  Transit areas for these deepwater shrimp fisheries might also be 
impacted by actions in this amendment.  A detailed description of these fisheries is included in 
the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 1 (SAFMC 2010c) and incorporated herein 
by reference.  It should be noted that royal red shrimp is not a federally managed species in the 
South Atlantic.   
 
Rock shrimp and royal red shrimp use the same vessels and gear.  Royal red shrimp is primarily 
caught by fishermen targeting rock shrimp.  Table 3-5 and Table 3-6 present the communities 
with commercial landings of rock shrimp and royal red shrimp respectively. In the South 
Atlantic, the majority of rock shrimp and royal red shrimp landings occur in Florida with some 
commercial landings in Georgia.  A very small amount of rock shrimp has also historically been 
landed in South Carolina, although not in recent years.   
 
Table 3-5. Fishing communities in the South Atlantic with rock shrimp landings, in descending 
order by pounds landed (ALS 2011) 
State City 
FL Titusville 
FL Mayport 
FL Jacksonville 
FL Cocoa Beach 
GA Brunswick 
FL Fernandina Beach 
FL Key West  
FL Cocoa    
FL Marathon 


 
For rock shrimp, the communities with the highest amount of landings are located in Florida in 
Brevard and Duval Counties (Table 3-5).  The top four communities of Titusville, Mayport, 
Jacksonville, and Cocoa Beach made up approximately 95% of rock shrimp landings in 2011.   
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Figure 3-6.  Top fishing communities with South Atlantic rock shrimp 
permits.  Only communities with three or more permits were included. 
(SERO FOIA, permit list as of November 7, 2012). 
 
As seen in Figure 3-6, fishing communities with the majority of South Atlantic rock shrimp 
permits are not confined to the this region.  Several communities located in the Gulf region are 
among the top communities with South Atlantic rock shrimp permits.  These Gulf vessels are 
likely participants who seasonally migrate to South Atlantic waters and have so since the mid-
1990’s.  In addition, several communities located in the Northeast (Virginia, New Jersey, and 
Massachusetts) are among the top communities with South Atlantic rock shrimp permits.  For 
South Atlantic states, the majority of permits are in located in North Carolina (59 permits) and 
Florida (54 permits). 
 
Table 3-6.  Fishing communities in the South Atlantic with royal red shrimp landings, in 
descending order by pounds landed (ALS 2011) 
State City 
FL Mayport 
FL Jacksonville 
FL Titusville 
FL Atlantic Beach 


 
For royal red shrimp, four South Atlantic communities along the east coast of Florida received 
commercial landings in the year 2011 (Table 3-6).  Three of the four communities with landings 
of royal red shrimp in 2011 also had landings of rock shrimp. A significant portion of the total 
landings of royal red shrimp were delivered to the top community of Mayport, Florida.  Landings 
by community cannot be reported here because of confidentially issues.      







 
 
South Atlantic                                                                       Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 


48


3.4.4 North Carolina  
 
There are a number of North Carolina counties classified as being either medium high or high on 
the social vulnerability scale and within those counties there are numerous fishing communities 
(Figure 3-7).  Those counties that are considered to be either medium high or high on the SoVI 
are: New Hanover, Onslow, Carteret, Washington, Bertie, Chowan, Pasquotank, and 
Perquimans. 
 
Many fishermen in North Carolina work under the dual jurisdiction of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council and the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  
 


 
 
Figure 3-7.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to North Carolina Coastal Counties. 
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
There has been a steady decline in the number of federal commercial permits North Carolina and 
in 2012 there were 1,194 permits to fish commercial species (Table 3-7).  Brunswick County, 
Carteret County, New Hanover County and Dare County have the largest number of permits, 
making up over half of all federal permits in North Carolina.  Mackerel permits (Spanish 
mackerel and King mackerel) and dolphin wahoo permits are the most commonly held 
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commercial permits in North Carolina. Snapper grouper permits make up about one-tenth of 
commercial permits in the state.  
 
Table 3-7.  Federal commercial fishing permits in North Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Snapper 
Grouper 


Mackerels Dolphin-
Wahoo 


Rock 
Shrimp 


Penaeid 
Shrimp 


Spiny 
Lobster** 


Total 


Beaufort 0 2 4 1 4 0 11 
Brunswick 32 56 69 2 17 22 198 


Carteret 21 30 55 4 12 7 129 
Craven 0 0 2 12 12 0 26 
Dare 19 77 108 1 6 2 213 
Hyde 1 6 6 7 24 1 45 
New 


Hanover 
18 35 42 0 1 5 101 


Onslow 11 19 13 17 27 2 89 
Pamlico 0 2 9 14 17 19 61 


Pasquotank 0 8 3 0 0 0 11 
Pender 9 11 10 1 1 2 34 
Total 111 246 321 59 121 60 1,194 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes non-Florida permits and tailing permits.  
 
Most dealer permits are associated with Carteret, Dare and New Hanover Counties (Table 3-8). 
Almost all of the dealer permits are snapper grouper and dolphin-wahoo permits.   
 
Table 3-8.  Federal dealer permits in North Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Snapper 
Grouper 


Dolphin- 
Wahoo 


Rock 
Shrimp 


Golden 
Crab 


Wreckfish Total 


Beaufort 1 1 0 0 1 3 
Brunswick 5 5 0 0 0 10 


Carteret 10 10 1 0 1 22 
Craven 2 2 2 0 1 7 
Dare 9 11 2 1 4 27 
Hyde 1 2 0 0 1 4 
New 


Hanover 
7 7 0 0 0 14 


Onslow 4 5 0 0 1 10 
Pamlico 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Pasquotank 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pender 2 2 0 0 0 4 
Total 41 45 5 1 9 101 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
Recreational Fishing 
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Recreational fishing is well developed in North Carolina and, due to natural geography, is not 
limited to areas along the coast.  North Carolina offers several types of private recreational 
licenses for residents and visitors, and for different durations (10-day, annual, and lifetime).  
Non-resident recreational license sales are high, indicating how coastal recreational fishing is 
tied to coastal tourism in the state. In general recreational license sales have remained stable or 
increased, with the exception of annual non-resident license sales, which have declined in recent 
years (Table 3-9) 
 
Table 3-9.  Coastal recreational fishing license sales by year and type. 
License Type 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 


Annual 
Resident 


23,793 19,222 19,398 20,254 19,270 


Annual non-
Resident 


179,923 143,810 142,569 141,475 130,743 


10-day 
Resident 


40,255 39,110 45,724 47,619 45,467 


10-day 
Non-Resident 


131,105 125,564 132,193 137,066 130,026 


Source: NC Division of Marine Fisheries 
 
In 2012 there were 663 South Atlantic federal charter permits for dolphin wahoo, mackerel and 
cobia and snapper grouper registered to individuals in North Carolina coastal counties (Table 3-
10). A majority of the charter permits are from Dare County, Brunswick County, and Carteret 
County. It is common for charter vessels to hold all three federal charter permits.  


 
Table 3-10.  Federal charter permits in North Carolina coastal counties (2012). 


County* Dolphin 
Wahoo 


Mackerels
and Cobia


Snapper
Grouper


Total


Beaufort 1 1 1 3 
Brunswick 46 46 44 136 


Carteret 40 34 34 108 
Craven 3 2 2 7 


Dare 89 83 78 250 
Hyde 4 4 4 12 


New Hanover 36 33 29 98 
Onslow 6 7 7 20 


Pasquotank 3 3 2 8 
Pamlico 0 0 0 0 
Pender 7 7 7 21 
Total 235 220 208 663 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
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3.4.5 South Carolina 
 
Coastal South Carolina had no counties that were either medium or highly vulnerable (Figure 3-
8).  This does not mean that communities could not be vulnerable to adverse impacts because of 
regulatory action.  It may suggest that coastal South Carolina is more resilient and capable of 
absorbing such impacts without substantial social disruption.  South Carolina had no 
communities with landings or value over 3% for any coastal pelagic. While there were no 
substantial commercial landings within the state, the recreational fishery may be important.   
 


 
Figure 3-8.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to South Carolina Coastal Counties. 
 
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
While pockets of commercial fishing activities remain in the state, most are being displaced by 
the development forces and associated changes in demographics.  There are 190 commercial 
permits in South Carolina coastal counties (Table 3-11(a) and Table 3-11(b)).  Horry, 
Georgetown, and Charleston Counties have the majority of finfish permits, and Beaufort County 
and Charleston County have the highest number of shrimp permits. 
 
Table 3-11(a).  Federal commercial finfish permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012).  
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County* Dolphin- 
Wahoo 


King 
Mackerel 


Snapper
Grouper


Spanish 
Mackerel


Wreckfish Total 


Beaufort 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Berkeley 1 1 1 0 0 3 


Charleston 17 4 9 2 2 34 
Georgetown 17 11 12 4 0 44 


Horry 21 7 20 6 0 54 
Total 56 23 43 12 2 136 


 
Table 3-11(b).  Federal commercial lobster and shrimp permits in South Carolina coastal 
counties (2012).  


County* Spiny 
Lobster** 


Rock 
Shrimp 


Penaeid
Shrimp 


Total


Beaufort 0 1 13 14 
Charleston 0 5 20 25 


Georgetown 2 0 3 5 
Horry 8 1 1 10 
Total 10 7 37 54 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes non-Florida permits and tailing permits.  
 
There are 27 dealer permits registered to South Carolina coastal counties (Table 3-12).  Most are 
in Charleston County. There are no federal dealer permits in Beaufort or Berkeley Counties.  
 
Table 3-12.  Federal dealer permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Dolphin-
Wahoo 


Snapper 
Grouper 


Wreckfish Total 


Charleston 7 6 2 15 
Georgetown 2 2 1 5 


Horry 3 4 0 7 
Total 12 12 3 27 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
Recreational Fishing 
 
Many areas that used to be dedicated to commercial fishing endeavors are now geared towards 
the private recreational angler and for-hire sector.  Most of the charter permits are associated 
with vessels from Charleston, Horry, and Georgetown Counties (Table 3-13). It is common for 
charter vessels to have all three federal charter permits.  
 
Table 3-13.  Federal charter permits in South Carolina coastal counties (2012).  


County* Dolphin-
Wahoo 


Mackerels 
and Cobia


Snapper 
Grouper


Total 


Beaufort 10 17 14 41 
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Berkeley 0 1 1 2 
Charleston 43 38 36 117 


Georgetown 18 19 19 56 
Horry 28 28 25 81 
Total 99 103 95 297 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder.  
 
The majority of South Carolina saltwater anglers target coastal pelagic species such as king 
mackerel, Spanish mackerel, tunas, dolphins, and billfish.  A lesser number focus primarily on 
bottom fish such as snapper and groupers and often these species are the specialty of the 
headboats that run out of Little River, Murrells Inlet, and Charleston.  There are 35 coastal 
marinas in the state and 34 sport fishing tournaments.  South Carolina offers private recreational 
licenses for residents and visitors, and sales of all license types have more than doubled since 
2006 (Table 3-14). 
 
Table 3-14.  Sales of all saltwater recreational license types in South Carolina.  
Year Number of Licenses 


Sold 
2006 106,385 
2007 119,255 
2008 132,324 
2009 124,193 
2010 208,204 
2011 218,834 


Source: SC DNR 
 


3.4.6 Georgia 


 
Overview 
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Figure 3-9.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to Georgia Coastal Counties. 
 
There were two counties in Georgia with medium high vulnerability and those were Liberty and 
Chatham (Figure 3-9).  The fishing communities located in those counties are Savannah, 
Thunderbolt, Tybee Island and Skidaway Island in Chatham County, and Midway in Liberty 
County.   
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
Overall Georgia has much lower numbers of permits than other states.  McIntosh County has the 
most permits (Table 3-15).  Many Georgia fishermen target shrimp or hold state commercial 
fishing permits. 
 
Table 3-15.  Federal commercial fishing permits in Georgia coastal counties (2012).  
County* Dolphin-


Wahoo 
King 


Mackerel 
Spiny 


Lobster**
Rock 


Shrimp 
Snapper
Grouper


Spanish 
Mackerel 


Penaeid 
Shrimp 


Total 


Camden 1 1 4 2 1 1 4 14 
Chatham 2 1 0 1 1 1 17 23 


Glynn 1 1 0 2 1 1 15 21 
Liberty 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 


McIntosh 3 3 4 5 3 2 34 54 
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Total 7 6 8 10 6 5 72 114 


* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes non-Florida permits and tailing permits.  
 
There are only seven federal dealer permits associated with Georgia coastal communities, and 
only in Glynn and McIntosh County (Table 3-16).  
 
Table 3-16.  Federal dealer permits in Georgia coastal communities (2012).  
County* Dolphin-


Wahoo 
Rock 


Shrimp 
Snapper 
Grouper


Wreckfish Total 


Glynn 1 1 1 0 3 
McIntosh 1 1 1 1 4 


Total 2 2 2 1 7 
* Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
 
Recreational Fishing 
 
Most federal charter permits are associated with Chatham and Glynn County (Table 3-17). 
Private recreational licenses in Georgia are included in a combination saltwater/freshwater 
license and offered in short-term and long-term licenses.  Although license holders may or may 
not fish for saltwater species, license sales over the past five years (Table 3-18) suggest that in 
general, private recreational fishing in Georgia has stayed fairly steady with the exception of 
2009, when license sales dropped for one year.   
 
Table 3-17.  Federal charter permits in Georgia coastal counties (2012).  
County Dolphin-


Wahoo 
Mackerels 
and Cobia 


Snapper
Grouper


Total 


Chatham 9 10 9 28 
Glynn 4 5 5 14 


McIntosh 1 1 1 3 
Total 14 16 15 45 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
Table 3-18.  Sales of recreational fishing license types that include saltwater in Georgia.   
Year Number of Licenses 


Sold 
2007 592,633 
2008 526,294 
2009 325,189 
2010 567,175 
2011 529,850 


Source: GA DNR 
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3.4.7 Florida 


 
Figure 3-10.  The Social Vulnerability Index applied to South Atlantic Florida Counties. 
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A good portion of Florida’s east coast (Figure 3-10) is considered either medium high or highly 
vulnerable in terms of social vulnerability.  In fact, the only counties not included in those two 
categories are Nassau, St. John’s and Monroe.   
 
Commercial and recreational fishermen in the Florida Keys commonly fish both Gulf and 
Atlantic sides, and work under dual jurisdiction of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council and the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. 
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
Despite the high population growth rates and emphasis on a tourism economy in Florida, the 
commercial fishing sector in Florida is still robust in some areas.  There are several important 
communities that target snapper grouper species such as Mayport, Jacksonville, and Cocoa 
Beach, along with Key West, Marathon and Tavernier in the Florida Keys. Additional detailed 
information about Florida fishing communities can be found in the Comprehensive ACL 
Amendment (SAFMC 2011c).  
 
Florida has the largest number of commercial permits in the region (Table 3-19(a) and Table 3-
19(b)). The southern counties (Monroe, Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm Beach, and Duval) 
generally have the most commercial permits, especially finfish. The northern counties have the 
highest number of penaeid shrimp permits in the state.  The federal spiny lobster permits are 
most commonly associated with Monroe County in addition to the more than 900 Florida spiny 
lobster endorsement holders (pers. comm, FWC). 
 
Table 3-19(a).  Federal commercial finfish permits in Florida coastal counties (2012).  
County* Dolphin-


Wahoo 
King 


Mackerel 
Snapper
Grouper


Spanish 
Mackerel


Wreckfish Total 


Brevard 98 84 28 85 0 295 
Broward 87 47 13 60 0 207 


Duval 37 27 27 26 0 117 
Indian 
River 


53 51 11 54 0 169 


Martin 62 59 7 72 0 200 
Miami-
Dade 


163 82 77 153 0 475 


Monroe 365 163 217 245 2 992 
Nassau 8 5 4 5 0 22 
Palm 
Beach 


173 150 43 156 0 522 


St Johns 12 6 10 7 0 35 
St Lucie 60 52 9 69 0 190 
Volusia 24 15 16 17 3 75 
Total 1,142 741 462 949 5 3,299 
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Table 3-19(b).  Federal commercial crab, lobster and shrimp permits in Florida coastal counties 
(2012).  
 
County* Golden 


Crab 
Spiny 


Lobster** 
Rock 


Shrimp
Penaeid
Shrimp 


Total 


Brevard 0 25 5 9 39 
Broward 4 10 4 8 26 


Duval 0 20 10 32 62 
Indian 
River 


0 7 0 1 8 


Martin 0 12 2 2 16 
Miami-
Dade 


0 30 3 7 40 


Monroe 2 137 3 8 150 
Nassau 0 4 7 13 24 
Palm 
Beach 


3 21 0 4 28 


St Johns 0 2 0 4 6 
St Lucie 0 11 1 2 14 
Volusia 0 13 0 2 15 
Total 9 292 35 92 428 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
**Includes only federal tailing permits, not Florida crawfish endorsements. 
 
Florida is the only state that has permit holders for all federal dealer permits. Most deals are 
associated with Monroe, Miami-Dade, and Broward Counties (Table 3-20).  
 
Table 3-20.  Federal dealer permits in Florida (2012).  
County* Dolphin- 


Wahoo 
Golden 
Crab 


Rock 
Shrimp


Snapper 
Grouper


Wreckfish Total 


Brevard 5 3 4 6 2 20 
Broward 14 6 0 13 1 34 


Duval 2 1 2 3 1 9 
Indian 
River 


2 0 0 2 0 4 


Martin 2 1 0 2 0 5 
Miami-
Dade 


10 2 3 10 6 31 


Monroe 23 6 5 24 9 67 
Nassau 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Palm 
Beach 


7 3 1 6 1 18 
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St Johns 2 0 0 2 1 5 
St Lucie 2 0 0 2 0 4 
Volusia 6 0 1 7 2 16 
Total 75 22 17 77 23 214 


*Based on the mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
Recreational Fishing 
 
Recreational fishing is economically and socially important for all Florida coastal counties, and 
for both residents and tourists.  Most charter permits are associated with the southern counties 
(Table 3-21), but there are at least 20 permits in all counties.  
 
Table 3-21.  Federal charter permits in Florida coastal counties (2012).  


County* Dolphin-Wahoo Mackerels and 
Cobia 


Snapper
Grouper


Total


Brevard 66 65 65 196 
Broward 58 57 59 174 


Duval 17 16 17 50 
Indian River 18 18 20 56 


Martin 10 10 11 31 
Miami-Dade 39 38 42 119 


Monroe 285 278 294 857 
Nassau 6 7 7 20 


Palm Beach 49 49 63 161 
St Johns 23 23 23 69 
St Lucie 7 6 8 21 
Volusia 30 33 32 95 
Total 608 600 641 1,849


*Based on mailing address of the permit holder. 
 
In 2010/2011, there were approximately 860,000 resident marine recreational licenses and 
394,000 non-resident marine recreational licenses sold in Florida (FWC 2012).  Eastern Florida 
recreational anglers took 10 million fishing trips: 5.4 million by private/rental boats, 4.5 million 
from shore, and 180,000 by party/charter boat (NMFS 2009) 


3.4.8 Environmental Justice Considerations 


 
Executive Order 12898 requires federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, 
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.  This executive 
order is generally referred to as environmental justice (EJ). 
 
To evaluate EJ considerations for the proposed actions, information on poverty and minority 
rates is examined at the county level. Information on the race and income status for groups at the 







 
 
South Atlantic                                                                       Chapter 3.  Affected Environment 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 


60


different participation levels (vessel owners, crew, dealers, processors, employees, employees of 
associated support industries, etc.) is not available.  Because the proposed actions would be 
expected to affect fishermen in several communities along the South Atlantic coast and not just 
those profiled, it is possible that other counties or communities have poverty or minority rates 
that exceed the EJ thresholds.   
 
In order to identify the potential for EJ concern, the rates of minority populations (non-white, 
including Hispanic) and the percentage of the population that was below the poverty line were 
examined.  The threshold for comparison that was used was 1.2 times the state average for 
minority population rate and percentage of the population below the poverty line. If the value for 
the community or county was greater than or equal to 1.2 times the state average, then the 
community or county was considered an area of potential EJ concern (EPA 1999).  Census data 
for the year 2010 was used.  Estimates of the state minority and poverty rates, associated 
thresholds, and community rates are provided in Table 3-22; note that only communities that 
exceed the minority threshold and/or the poverty threshold are included in the table. 
 
While some communities expected to be affected by this proposed amendment may have 
minority or economic profiles that exceed the EJ thresholds and, therefore, may constitute areas 
of concern, significant EJ issues are not expected to arise as a result of this proposed amendment.  
No adverse human health or environmental effects are expected to accrue to this proposed 
amendment, nor are these measures expected to result in increased risk of exposure of affected 
individuals to adverse health hazards.  The proposed management measures would apply to all 
participants in the affected area, regardless of minority status or income level, and information is 
not available to suggest that minorities or lower income persons are, on average, more dependent 
on the affected species than non-minority or higher income persons.  
 
Table 3-22.  Environmental Justice thresholds (2010 U.S. Census data) for counties in the South 
Atlantic region. Only coastal counties (east coast for Florida) with minority and/or poverty rates 
that exceed the state threshold are listed. 


State County Minority Minority Poverty Poverty 
  Rate Threshold* Rate Threshold*


Florida  47.4 56.88 13.18 15.81 


 


Broward 52.0 -4.6 11.7 4.11 
Miami-Dade 81.9 -34.5 16.9 -1.09 


Orange County 50.3 -2.9 12.7 3.11 
Osceola  54.1 -6.7 13.3 2.51 


Georgia  50.0 60.0 15.0 18.0 
 Liberty 53.2 -3.2 17.5 0.5 


South Carolina  41.9 50.28 15.82 18.98 
 Colleton 44.4 -2.5 21.4 -2.42 
 Georgetown 37.6 4.3 19.3 -0.32 
 Hampton 59.0 -17.1 20.2 -1.22 
 Jasper 61.8 -19.9 9.9 -0.92 


North Carolina  39.1 46.92 15.07 18.08 
 Bertie 64.6 -25.50 22.5 -4.42 
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State County Minority Minority Poverty Poverty 
  Rate Threshold* Rate Threshold*


Chowan 39.2 -0.1 18.6 -0.52 
Gates 38.8 0.3 18.3 -0.22 


Hertford 65.3 -26.2 23.5 -5.42 
Hyde 44.5 -5.4 16.2 1.88 


Martin 48.4 -9.3 23.9 -5.82 
Pasquotank 43.4 -4.3 16.3 1.78 
Perquimans 27.7 11.4 18.6 -0.52 


Tyrrell 43.3 -4.2 19.9 -1.82 
Washington 54.7 -15.6 25.8 -7.72 


*The county minority and poverty thresholds are calculated by comparing the county 
minority rate and poverty estimate to 1.2 times the state minority and poverty rates. A 
negative value for a county indicates that the threshold has been exceeded. 


 
The actions in this proposed amendment are expected to incur social and economic benefits to 
users and communities by implementing management measures that would contribute to the 
protection of important habitat. Although there may be some impacts on vessels due to area 
closures (such as the inability to fish historic fishing grounds and the travel cost if not transit 
provision is provided), the overall long-term benefits are expected to contribute to the social and 
economic health of South Atlantic communities.  
 
Finally, the general participatory process used in the development of fishery management 
measures (e.g., scoping meetings, public hearings, and open South Atlantic Council meetings) is 
expected to provide sufficient opportunity for meaningful involvement by potentially affected 
individuals to participate in the development process of this amendment and have their concerns 
factored into the decision process. Public input from individuals who participate in the fishery 
has been considered and incorporated into management decisions throughout development of the 
amendment. 


3.5 Administrative Environment  


3.5.1 The Fishery Management Process and Applicable Laws 


3.5.1.1 Federal Fishery Management 


 
Federal fishery management is conducted under the authority of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.), originally 
enacted in 1976 as the Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  The Magnuson-Stevens Act 
claims sovereign rights and exclusive fishery management authority over most fishery resources 
within the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), an area extending 200 nautical miles from the 
seaward boundary of each of the coastal states, and authority over U.S. anadromous species and 
continental shelf resources that occur beyond the U.S. EEZ. 
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Responsibility for Federal fishery management decision-making is divided between the U.S. 
Secretary of Commerce and eight regional fishery management councils that represent the 
expertise and interests of constituent states.  Regional councils are responsible for preparing, 
monitoring, and revising management plans for fisheries needing management within their 
jurisdiction.  The Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) is responsible for collecting and providing 
the data necessary for the councils to prepare fishery management plans and for promulgating 
regulations to implement proposed plans and amendments after ensuring that management 
measures are consistent with the Magnuson-Stevens Act and with other applicable laws.  In most 
cases, the Secretary has delegated this authority to NOAA Fisheries Service. 
 
The South Atlantic Council is responsible for conservation and management of fishery resources 
in Federal waters of the U.S. South Atlantic.  These waters extend from 3 to 200 miles offshore 
from the seaward boundary of the States of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and east 
Florida to Key West.  The South Atlantic Council has thirteen voting members:  one from 
NOAA Fisheries Service; one each from the state fishery agencies of North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Georgia, and Florida; and eight public members appointed by the Secretary.  On the 
South Atlantic Council, there are two public members from each of the four South Atlantic 
States.  Non-voting members include representatives of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. 
Coast Guard, State Department, and Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC).  
The South Atlantic Council has adopted procedures whereby the non-voting members serving on 
the Council Committees have full voting rights at the Committee level but not at the full Council 
level.  South Atlantic Council members serve three-year terms and are recommended by State 
Governors and appointed by the Secretary of Commerce from lists of nominees submitted by 
State governors.  Appointed members may serve a maximum of three consecutive terms.  
 
Public interests also are involved in the fishery management process through participation on 
Advisory Panels and through council meetings, which, with few exceptions for discussing 
personnel matters, are open to the public.  The South Atlantic Council uses a Scientific and 
Statistical Committee to review the data and science being used in assessments and fishery 
management plans/amendments.  In addition, the regulatory process is in accordance with the 
Administrative Procedures Act, in the form of “notice and comment” rulemaking. 


3.5.1.2 State Fishery Management 


 
The state governments of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida have the 
authority to manage fisheries that occur in waters extending three nautical miles from their 
respective shorelines.  North Carolina’s marine fisheries are managed by the Marine Fisheries 
Division of the North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources.  The Marine 
Resources Division of the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources regulates South 
Carolina’s marine fisheries.  Georgia’s marine fisheries are managed by the Coastal Resources 
Division of the Department of Natural Resources.  The Marine Fisheries Division of the Florida 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission is responsible for managing Florida’s marine 
fisheries.  Each state fishery management agency has a designated seat on the South Atlantic 
Council.  The purpose of state representation at the Council level is to ensure state participation 
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in Federal fishery management decision-making and to promote the development of compatible 
regulations in state and Federal waters.  
 
The South Atlantic States are also involved through the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (ASMFC) in management of marine fisheries.  This commission was created to 
coordinate state regulations and develop management plans for interstate fisheries.  It has 
significant authority, through the Atlantic Striped Bass Conservation Act and the Atlantic 
Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act, to compel adoption of consistent state 
regulations to conserve coastal species.  The ASFMC also is represented at the Council level, but 
does not have voting authority at the Council level. 
 
NOAA Fisheries Service’ State-Federal Fisheries Division is responsible for building 
cooperative partnerships to strengthen marine fisheries management and conservation at the 
state, inter-regional, and national levels.  This division implements and oversees the distribution 
of grants for two national (Inter-jurisdictional Fisheries Act and Anadromous Fish Conservation 
Act) and two regional (Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act and Atlantic 
Striped Bass Conservation Act) programs.  Additionally, it works with the ASMFC to develop 
and implement cooperative State-Federal fisheries regulations.  


3.5.1.3 Enforcement 


 
Both the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries Office for Law 
Enforcement (NOAA/OLE) and the United States Coast Guard (USCG) have the authority and 
the responsibility to enforce South Atlantic Council regulations.   NOAA/OLE agents, who 
specialize in living marine resource violations, provide fisheries expertise and investigative 
support for the overall fisheries mission.  The USCG is a multi-mission agency, which provides 
at sea patrol services for the fisheries mission. 
 
Neither NOAA/OLE nor the USCG can provide a continuous law enforcement presence in all 
areas due to the limited resources of NOAA/OLE and the priority tasking of the USCG.  To 
supplement at sea and dockside inspections of fishing vessels, NOAA entered into Cooperative 
Enforcement Agreements with all but one of the States in the Southeast Region (North Carolina), 
which granted authority to State officers to enforce the laws for which NOAA/OLE has 
jurisdiction.  In recent years, the level of involvement by the States has increased through Joint 
Enforcement Agreements, whereby States conduct patrols that focus on Federal priorities and, in 
some circumstances, prosecute resultant violators through the State when a state violation has 
occurred.    
 
NOAA General Counsel issued a revised Southeast Region Magnuson-Stevens Act Penalty 
Schedule in June 2003, which addresses all Magnuson-Stevens Act violations in the Southeast 
Region.  In general, this Penalty Schedule increases the amount of civil administrative penalties 
that a violator may be subject to up to the current statutory maximum of $120,000 per violation.  
NOAA General Counsel requested public comment through December 20 2010, on a new draft 
policy. 
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 Chapter 4.  Environmental Consequences 
 


4.1 Action 1.  Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC 
  
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not modify the boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  The 
existing Oculina Bank HAPC is delineated by the following boundaries:  on the north by 28°30' 
N, on the south by 27°30' N., on the east by the 100-fathom (183-m) contour, and on the west by 
80°00' W.; and two adjacent satellite sites: the first bounded on the north by 28°30' N., on the 
south by 28°29' N., on the east by 80°00' W., and on the west by 80°03' W.; and the second 
bounded on the north by 28°17' N., on the south by 28°16' N., on the east by 80°00 W., and on 
the west by 80°03' W. 
  
Alternative 2.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC. 
 


Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figures 4-1 and 4-2).  Sub-
alternative 2a = 430 square miles 


 
Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from the 
current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W.  The west 
and east boundaries would follow close to the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour 
lines, respectively, while annexing obvious hard bottom features as represented in the 
simplified polygon (Figures 4-3 and 4-4). Sub-alternative 2b = 329 square miles 


  
Alternative 3.  Modify the western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 28° 4.5’N to the 
north boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary would coincide 
with the current western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W). The west boundary could 
either use the 60 meter contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude (Figure 4-5). Alternative 3 = 76 
square miles 
 
 
Background 
 
Recommendations for boundary modifications to the Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern 
(CHAPCs) were brought forward by the Council’s Coral Advisory Panel (AP) in October 2011.  
Coral scientists serving on the AP presented findings from recent research identifying new areas 
of deepwater coral habitat previously uncharacterized (reference Section 3.1.1.3 for additional 
information).  In a report submitted by Reed (Appendix J), scientists associate the discovery of 
habitat north and west of the existing Oculina Bank HAPC as a continuation of the original reef 
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track depicted in NOAA regional bathymetric charts.  The charts were used by scientists to select 
sites north of Cape Canaveral, FL (off Daytona, FL and Titusville, FL areas) to further map with 
high resolution multibeam sonar and ground-truth with an Remotely Operated Vehicle (ROV) 
and submersible video surveys (Appendix J).  The mapping and surveys, conducted during a 
June 2011 field excursion aboard the NOAA ship Pisces (funded in part through NOAA’s Deep 
Sea Coral Research and Technology Program), verified the high-relief features were Oculina 
varicosa coral bioherms.  Over 100 individual mounds were observed and determined to be 
approximately 49-65 feet (15-20 meters) in height and covered in dead coral rubble, standing 
dead coral, and sparse live Oculina varicosa colonies (Appendix J).  The observations of hard-
bottom habitat and high relief features resulted in AP recommendations to the Council for 
consideration of a northern and western expansion of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  
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 Figure 4-1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Northern 


Extension and Associated Habitat Mapping and Bathymetry. 
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Figure 4-2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Northern 
Extension and Rock Shrimp VMS (2003-2013).  
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Figure 4-3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Northern 
Extension and Associated Habitat Mapping and Bathymetry.   
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 Figure 4-4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Northern 


Extension and Rock Shrimp VMS (2003-2013). 
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 Figure 4-5.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Western Extension 
and Rock Shrimp VMS (2003-2013). 
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Table 4-1.  Fishing Associated with Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Northern Extension 
Alternative 2a and Alternative 2b (Rock Shrimp VMS:  2003-2013). 


Rock Shrimp Fishery


Total VMS 


Points


Total Rock 


Shrimp


Rock Shrimp Fishing 


(2‐4 knots)


Total Points in 


Alternative 2a


Fishing in 


Alternative 2a


% Fishing in 


Alternative 2a


2003 ‐2007 649,666 133,877 55,222 17,588 7,696 13.9%


2007 ‐2011 313,379 73,452 22,808 6,887 2,153 9.4%


2011‐2013 315,603 11,052 3,226 819 174 5.4%


Total (2003‐2013) 1,278,648 218,381 81,256 25,294 10,023 12.3%


Rock Shrimp Fishery


Total VMS 


Points


Total Rock 


Shrimp


Rock Shrimp Fishing 


(2‐4 knots)


Total Points in 


Alternative 2b


Fishing in 


Alternative 2b


% Fishing in 


Alternative 2b


2003 ‐2007 649,666 133,877 55,222 9,815 3,522 6.4%


2007 ‐2011 313,379 73,452 22,808 3,454 816 3.6%


2011‐2013 315,603 11,052 3,226 648 137 4.2%


Total (2003‐2013) 1,278,648 218,381 81,256 13,917 4,475 5.5%  


 


 
Table 4-2.  Fishing Associated with Oculina Bank HAPC Proposed Western Extension 
Alternative 3 (Rock Shrimp VMS:  2003-2013). 


Rock Shrimp Fishery


Total VMS 


Points


Total Rock 


Shrimp


Rock Shrimp Fishing 


(2‐4 knots)


Total Points in 


West Extension 


Alternative 3


Fishing in West 


Extension 


Alternative 3


% Fishing in 


Alternative 2b


2003 ‐2007 649,666 133,877 55222 974 490 0.9%


2007 ‐2011 313,379 73,452 22808 211 104 0.5%


2011‐2013 315,603 11,052 3226 183 90 2.8%


Total (2003‐2013) 1,278,648 218,381 81256 1368 684 0.8%
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4.1.1 Biological Effects  
 
Within the Oculina Bank HAPC prohibited gear includes bottom longline, bottom trawl, dredge, 
pot or trap as well as the use of an anchor, anchor and chain, or grapple and chain.  Within 
Oculina Bank HAPC, fishing for or possessing rock shrimp or Oculina coral is also prohibited.  
Under Alternative 1 (No Action), these actions would continue to be prohibited.  Alternative 2 
and associated sub-alternatives and Alternative 3 propose increasing the size of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC and extending the prohibitions to a larger area.  As the size of the Oculina Bank 
HAPC is increased, the biological benefit increases for the coral in the area, including Oculina 
coral; the species that use the bottom substrate as habitat; and rock shrimp populations in the 
HAPC.  Increasing the size of the Oculina Bank HAPC, may provide a refuge for other important 
species in the area, such as snapper grouper populations.   
 
The rock shrimp, royal red shrimp and snapper-grouper fisheries are known to operate in the 
proposed Oculina Bank HAPC expansion.   
 
Table 4-3.  Estimated percent reductions in SAFMC recreational headboat harvest from 
proposed CHAPC extensions in Action 1, by species, based on mean harvest by area (2009-
2011).  This assumes harvest is uniformly distributed within 1°X1° headboat reporting grids and 
no effort redistribution.  If effort redistributes, impacts on total harvest could be less than 
estimated.  If fishing within the reporting grid is actually concentrated within the area of 
proposed extension, the impacts could be higher than estimated. 
 
Extension blueline 


tilefish 
gag greater 


amberjack 
red 
grouper 


red 
porgy 


scamp silk 
snapper 


snowy 
grouper 


vermilion 
snapper 


yellowedge 
grouper 


Alternative 
2a 0.000% 0.055% 0.067% 0.000% 0.001% 0.018% 0.000% 0.000% 0.050% 0.000% 
Alternative 
2b 0.000% 0.036% 0.049% 0.000% 0.001% 0.013% 0.000% 0.000% 0.034% 0.000% 
Alternative 
3 0.000% 0.000% 0.012% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.000% 0.008% 0.000% 
Source:  NMFS-SERO (2013) using headboat CRNF files (SEFSC 2012). 
 
Table 4-4.  Estimated percent reductions in SAFMC commercial harvest from proposed CHAPC 
extensions in Action 1, by species, based on mean harvest by area (2009-2011).  This assumes 
harvest is uniformly distributed within 1°X5-fathom area-depth logbook reporting grids and no 
effort redistribution.  If effort redistributes, impacts on total harvest could be less than estimated.  
If fishing within the reporting depth-grid is actually concentrated within the area of the proposed 
extension, the impacts could be higher than estimated.  
 
Extension blueline 


tilefish 
gag greater 


amberjack 
red 
grouper 


red 
porgy 


scamp silk 
snapper 


snowy 
grouper 


vermilion 
snapper 


yellowedge 
grouper 


Alternative 
2a 0.016% 0.378% 5.809% 0.037% 0.027% 0.236% 0.012% 1.839% 0.066% 0.033% 
Alternative 
2b 0.009% 0.115% 3.720% 0.003% 0.004% 0.153% 0.000% 1.178% 0.004% 0.016% 
Alternative 
3 0.000%  0.023% 1.143% 0.002% 0.001% 0.022% 0.000% 0.280% 0.001% 0.007% 
Source:  NMFS-SERO (2013) using headboat CRNF files (SEFSC 2012). 
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The impacts of proposed spatial closures upon other stocks were evaluated by overlaying 
proposed MPAs upon commercial logbook and headboat logbook plots of landings for several 
Snapper-Grouper stocks.  Commercial data were plotted in areas 1° tall by 5 fathoms wide.  
South Atlantic bathymetry was generalized from the NOAA Coastal Relief Model.  Headboat 
data were plotted in areas 1/36° square.  The percentage of average landings (2009-2011) within 
each logbook-area was computed.  The total area of each logbook-area and the sliced area 
contained within each MPA were computed.  The potential percent reduction in landings that 
could occur due to MPA implementation, assuming no effort shifting, was computed as the ratio 
of the logbook area within the MPA relative to the total area of each logbook-area multiplied by 
the percentage of mean landings within each logbook-area i.  This approach assumes landings 
are distributed uniformly within the logbook-areas and fishermen do not redistribute effort to 
compensate for lost catches by fishing in other areas. 


4.1.2 Economic Effects 


  
“Marine resources are a type of natural capital that can be invested or used to generate a return to 
its owner” (Carter 2003).  From an economic perspective, CHAPCs may be viewed as an 
investment instrument that is applied to a public asset (i.e., federal fishery resources).  To be 
considered economically successful, total social benefits from CHAPC investment must 
outweigh all opportunity costs that are incurred, after accounting for risk.  The most efficient 
investment scheme is the one that either maximizes excess social benefit over cost or possibly 
minimizes excess social cost over benefit.  In other words, the preferred regulatory option should 
be the one that provides the greatest benefit for the least cost.  A similar approach was used for 
Snapper Grouper Amendment 14 (SAFMC 2007) that established a network of MPAs.  In this 
context, the net value of the proposed CHAPC expansions can be evaluated using a traditional 
benefit-cost framework:  do the potential benefits of protection, adjusted to account for risks, 
outweigh the potential costs realized over both the short and long run.  The discussion included 
here of general economic effects was covered in CE-BA 1 (SAFMC 2010c) and has been 
modified to fit the context of this amendment. 
 
For the most part benefit-cost valuation for MPAs, and similar designations (like CHAPCs), is 
determined by distributional effects related to the displacement of recreational and commercial 
fishermen, changes in economic impact on surrounding communities, and bio-economic linkages 
associated with the protected stock.  However, societal issues may be present as well.  Economic 
benefits and costs resulting from CHAPC protection may be characterized as either consumptive 
(e.g., commercial and recreational fishing) or non-consumptive (e.g., diving for sightseeing 
purposes).  Consumptive costs and benefits are direct biological and economic effects that affect 
the profitability of a commercial fishing fleet, the satisfaction of recreational fishermen, and the 
efficient use of society‘s resources.  Non-consumptive benefits and costs include societal losses 
and gains as well as effects on fishery management.  The following subsections describe specific 
costs and benefits relevant to implementation of CHAPCs for deepwater species.  After that, 
specific information is provided regarding the economic environment surrounding several 
affected fisheries.  







 
South Atlantic                                                                                      Chapter 4.  Affected Environment 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8  
    


74


4.1.2.1 Costs  


 
Consumptive Costs  
Most of the consumptive costs associated with CHAPCs can be generalized as displacement 
effects directly incurred by commercial vessels that normally fish in the protected areas.  Direct 
consumptive costs to fishermen unable to fish in protected areas include a decrease in catch 
levels; an increase in trip-level costs associated with searching for new fishing grounds; an 
increase in opportunity costs associated with learning a new type of fishing; congestion and user 
conflicts on new fishing grounds; and increased personal risk.  Displacement effects have a 
negative impact on the predicted value of the proposed expansions of the CHAPCs in Actions 1, 
3, and 4.  Sometimes fishermen are able to mitigate these costs by redirecting effort to open areas 
and targeting different species.  This may not be possible in a case where the fishing for a 
particular species is highly specialized such as golden crab.  Although some displaced fishermen 
may avoid some displacement costs as a result of redirecting effort and targeting different 
species, the addition of new fishing effort to open areas could have an extra negative effect on 
the health of other stocks.  


4.1.2.2 Major Types of Displacement Costs  


 
Decreased Catch Levels  
In the short run, total catch by displaced vessels may be reduced.  This result depends on 
technological decision-making by the affected vessels in response to an area closure.  
 
Changes in fishermen behavior are likely to have a temporal and spatial context and depend on 
both economic and biological conditions.  Short-run technological decisions could involve 
changes in the variable cost structure, gear modifications, and location choices involving fishing 
grounds as well as homeports.  Decreased harvest levels may be mitigated to the extent that 
fishermen can find alternative forms of fishing or spillover effects may create future harvest 
benefits such as increased catches or reduced harvest variability.  
 
Increase in Trip-Level/Search/Opportunity Costs  
Perhaps the most significant portion of displacement costs comes from the effect the closed area 
has on fishing behavior.  Displaced operators must now choose new fishing locations, maybe 
target new species, or even learn a new type of fishing.  These new trip level decisions have a 
direct impact on trip-related variable costs as well as time-related opportunity costs.  In 
particular, fuel costs are likely to change.  The immediate search for profitable alternative fishing 
grounds likely results in additional fuel expenditures and lost opportunities to fish.  In the case of 
the deepwater closures, vessels may actually use less fuel if the new fishing grounds are closer to 
shore or if significant spillover effects are realized on adjacent boundaries.  If displaced 
fishermen try to learn a new type of fishing or employ new types of gear, additional costs may be 
incurred as the fishermen go along the learning curve.  
 
Harvest and Personal Risks  
Closed area regulations could cause fishermen to incur extra risk as they seek new and 
unfamiliar fishing grounds or employ unfamiliar fishing techniques.  This risk could incorporate 
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both harvest and personal dimensions.  Again though, the closure of deepwater areas may force 
vessels inshore, which could decrease the personal risk to the crew while reduced harvest 
variability from spillover effects could result in extra benefits.  
 
Regional Economic Impacts  
A possible indirect consumptive cost is the short-run impact that a reduction in income has on 
the surrounding communities.  If displaced fishermen cannot mitigate all losses incurred from the 
proposed CHAPC expansions, their communities likewise would be negatively affected as less 
income flows through different sectors of the local economy.  Fishing income originally spent in 
the community by fishermen cycles throughout the regional economy producing a multiplier 
effect, which induces regional expenditures and savings totaling more than the original income.  
The amount of fishing income lost and the magnitude of the multiplier effect determines the 
extent of the negative impact on the predicted value.  
 
Non-consumptive Costs  
Decreases in the quality of inshore fishing grounds and reduced option, bequest, and existence 
values resulting from increased fishing pressure redirected toward inshore fish stocks result in 
non-consumptive costs.  Action 2 may mitigate some of these consequences.  To the extent that 
these costs are realized, a negative influence must be accounted for in the predicted valuation of 
CHAPCs.  See Figure 4-6 for examples of non-consumptive uses and a depiction of how non-
consumptive uses relate to other economic values of CHAPCs.  
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Figure 4-6. Flow chart depicting different economic values associated with protected areas. 
 
Management Costs  
Direct costs incurred by management or some institutional body include funding for planning, 
maintenance, and enforcement; however, enforcement costs could be mitigated relative to other 
types of effort restrictions resulting in a net benefit.  The added regulatory cost that management 
must incur due to implementation of a closed area is a negative impact on the predicted value.  


4.1.2.3 Benefits  


 
Consumptive Benefits  
Consumptive benefits could be realized over the long run if spillover effects are assumed to 
affect aggregate harvest levels in the remaining fishable areas as stocks become healthier.  Major 
consumptive benefits include spillover effects, increased stock biomass, increased harvest levels, 
and reduced variability of harvests and revenues.  
 
Replenishment/Stock Effects  
These effects refer to a net increase in biomass and aggregate harvest in the remaining open areas 
as a result of improved habitat due to expansion of the CHAPCs.  The amount of economic 
benefit that would eventually be derived due to spillover effects from the CHAPCs depends on a 
myriad of biological and economic factors specific to the species in question and the vessels that 
target them.  The long-term realization of spillover effects would have a positive impact on the 
predicted economic value of the proposed CHAPC expansions.  
 
Increased Catch Levels  
Over the long run, aggregate catch by displaced and unaffected vessels alike may increase due to 
spillover effects.  This result depends on biological characteristics of the stock as well as fleet 
wide technological decision-making in response to the area closure.  If spillover occurs in open 
fishing grounds, which historically have contributed a relatively small share towards aggregate 
catch (perhaps due to overexploitation), then the probability of increased harvests is relatively 
higher; however, if the protected species are overly sessile, the probability of increased harvests 
is relatively lower (Sanchirico et al. 2002).  
 
Non-consumptive Benefits  
 
Quality Increases in CHAPCs  
If regulation works from a biological perspective, then habitat and protected fish in the CHAPCs 
over time become more numerous and heavier, on average, due to an increase of older fish in the 
population.  Protection could also increase biodiversity, community structure, and general habitat 
conditions in the short- and long-term (Leeworthy and Wiley 2002).  These benefits could 
contribute to an overall healthier ecosystem which eventually supports sustained recreational and 
commercial fishing activities.  Thus, environmental quality increases constitute a positive 
addition to the predicted value of a CHAPC.  
 
Option Values  
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Benefits may arise from maintaining the option to use the ecological resources within the 
proposed CHAPCs in the future.  In essence, society is paying a risk premium (i.e., closing the 
area to certain activities) to keep the option of future use available and hedge the uncertainty 
associated with damaging corals and their habitat.  Thus, the capture of option value through 
gear restrictions constitutes a positive addition to the predicted value of the proposed CHAPCs. 
See Figure 4-6 for a depiction of how option values relate to other economic values of protected 
areas.  
 
Bequest and Existence Values  
Benefits may arise from CHAPCs as future generations are able to utilize the resources in these 
areas.  The amount that society is willing to pay for this benefit is known as a bequest value.  
Additionally, knowing that deepwater species would continue to exist in the future is known as 
an existence value.  Thus, the realization of bequest and existence values through closures 
constitutes a positive addition to the predicted value of the proposed CHAPCs expansions.  See 
Figure 4-4 for a depiction of how bequest and existence values relate to other economic values 
of protected areas.  


4.1.2.4 Commercial Fishery  


 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would not expand the boundaries of the Oculina HAPC.  Under 
Alternative 1 (No Action), the additional areas proposed in Alternatives 2 and 3 would not be 
protected from bottom longlines; trawls (mid-water and bottom); dredge, pots, or traps; or use of 
anchor and chain, or use of grapple and chain by all fishing vessels.  As a result, the commercial 
fishery could experience long-term negative impacts from potential loss of habitat for 
commercial species due to lack of protection of these areas. The various sub-alternatives under 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 could have negative short-term impacts on the rock shrimp and 
snapper grouper fisheries. 
 
Rock Shrimp  
A detailed discussion of the economic effects on the rock shrimp fishery will be forthcoming 
when the VMS data for the alternatives and sub-alternatives have been analyzed. 
 
Snapper Grouper  
A detailed discussion of the economic effects of Action 1 on the snapper grouper fishery will be 
forthcoming when the existing data for the alternatives and sub-alternatives have been analyzed. 
 
The commercial fishery in general in general is expected to benefit in the long-term from an 
overall healthier ecosystem resulting from protection of corals and habitat and from increased 
stock levels.  


4.1.2.5 Recreational Fishery  


 
With regard to recreational fisheries, the anchoring prohibition that would be effect in Action 1, 
Alternatives 2 and 3 (including sub-alternatives) would not impact fishing activities for the 
fisheries that do not anchor (e.g., troll fishery for billfish, dolphin, wahoo, tuna, etc.) and impacts 
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on these recreational activities would be minimal.  Most fishing vessels would not be able to 
anchor effectively in the depths proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3.  Thus, the action of 
establishing the CHAPCs and prohibiting anchoring of fishing vessels within them would have 
only a small negative impact on recreational fisheries.  The small negative impact would be due 
to the restriction on anchoring.  
 
The recreational fishery is expected to benefit in the long term from an overall healthier 
ecosystem resulting from protection of corals and habitat and from increased stock levels.  


4.1.2.6  Non-Use Value  


 
Protecting this habitat described in Action 1 is expected to result in overall positive net 
economic benefits to society.  Specifically, society is expected to benefit from the possible 
availability of new information resulting from avoiding the loss of coral species that could be 
used to benefit society, an increase in bequest value, and an increase in existence value (see the 
beginning of the economic impacts section for an explanation of these terms).  The full suite of 
benefits the species that the proposed CHAPC expansions would protect are unknown but could 
include medicinal and environmental benefits. 


4.1.3 Social Effects  


 
Closed areas can have significant negative social effects on fishermen if any fishing grounds are 
no longer open to harvest.  Fishermen would need to fish other areas in order to maintain 
operations, which may result in user conflicts or overcrowding issues.  Additionally, increased 
economic costs associated with travel to other fishing grounds could affect crew employment 
opportunities on vessels. Long-term social benefits may be associated with the long-term 
biological benefits of closed areas, as long as the closures are appropriately selected and include 
a periodic evaluation of effectiveness.  Closing some areas may have broad social benefits by 
protecting more coral areas and may contribute to improved fishery resources. 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would have minimal social effects because the fleet is already 
harvesting in open areas and prohibited from working in the closed areas.  Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3 would impact the rock shrimp fleet, royal red shrimp fleet and possibly other 
commercial fisheries by closing some historic, present and potential future fishing grounds.  
Additionally, if a transit provision is not established, travel costs could negatively affect some 
operations.  If the cost to travel to or from the fishing grounds is too high due to new closed areas 
under Alternatives 2 and 3, a business may choose to no longer participate in the fishery.  The 
size and the location of the closed areas are the two most significant factors that would be 
expected to negatively impact fishermen.  Larger areas (such as Sub-alternative 2a) could have 
more impact than smaller proposed areas (such as Sub-alternative 2b) if the location is in an 
area where harvest is occurring. 


4.1.4 Administrative Effects  
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The expansion of the Oculina Bank HAPC (Alternative 2 and sub-alternatives, Alternative 3) 
would have a moderate administrative impact.  Administrative impacts would be incurred 
through the rule making process, outreach and enforcement.  The impacts associated with 
enforcement would differ between the alternatives based on the size of the closed area.  It is 
expected the larger the expansion of the HAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of 
the administrative impacts associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.  
However, the shrimp fisheries that occur in the area are required to have a vessel monitoring 
system and this reduces the level of at-sea enforcement.  Actions in the Amendment 30 to the 
Fishery Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic propose the use 
of VMS for the commercial snapper-grouper fishery.  If that action and amendment are 
approved, the VMS would help with enforcement in the HAPC.   
 


4.2 Action 2.  Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank 
HAPC 
 


Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not implement a transit provision through Oculina Bank 
HAPC.  Currently, possession of rock shrimp in or from the area on board a fishing 
vessel is prohibited. 


 
Alternative 2.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  When transiting the 
Oculina Bank, gear must be stowed in accordance with CFR Section 622.35 (i)(2).  
Vessels must maintain a minimum speed of 5 knots while in transit through the Oculina 
HAPC.  In the event minimal speed is not sustainable, vessel must communicate to 
appropriate contact.  
 
Alternative 3.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC with possession of 
rock shrimp on board.  When transiting through the Oculina Bank HAPC vessels must 
maintain a speed of not less than 6 knots, determined by a ping rate that is acceptable by 
law enforcement (i.e. 5 minutes), with gear appropriately stowed (stowed is defined as 
doors and nets out of water).  The transit provision includes a call-in specification in case 
of mechanical failure or emergency.   
 


4.2.1  Biological Effects  


The establishment of a transit provision would not result in biological effects within the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  A transit provision has been established in the South Atlantic for other fisheries 
through closed areas to allow for easier access to traditional fishing grounds.  Establishing a 
transit provision through Oculina may have negative biological benefits for the shrimp stocks 
that are on the eastern side of Oculina Bank HAPC as fishing vessels will have easier access to 
them.  Without a transit provision, the trip to those fishing grounds would be long and not cost 
effective to fishermen, providing an indirect protection to those shrimp populations.    


4.2.2 Economic Effects 
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The intent of Action 2 is to lessen the economic effects on rock shrimp fishermen should the 
Council choose to implement Action 1, Sub-Alternatives 2a or 2b or Alternative 3 any of 
which would extend the size of the Oculina Bank HAPC northwards and westward.  Action 2, 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would require rock shrimp fishermen to travel around either the 
northern or southern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC to reach allowable fishing grounds on 
the east side.  None of the proposed sub-alternatives would extend the boundary of the HAPC 
southward.  All of the sub-alternatives of Action 1 would increase the northern latitude by the 
same distance.  Moving the northern boundary further north would increase the direct economic 
costs in terms of increased expenses (fuel) and lost opportunity, not only due to the loss of 
fishing grounds in the additional closed area, but also due to fishing time lost by having to transit 
around the closed area.  While the exact extent of the economic effects of Action 1, Sub-
Alternatives 2a and 2b combined with Action 2, Alternative 1 (No Action) cannot be 
determined, the overall range of economic effects of the sub-alternatives would best be 
characterized in terms of the total additional area closed.  In order of most to least expected 
direct negative economic effects, Sub-Alternative 2a would be expected to have the greatest 
effect by closing an additional 430 square miles, followed by Sub-Alternative 2b (228 square 
miles). 
 
Rock shrimp fishermen would receive some relief from the expected negative economic effects 
should Action 2, Alternative 2 be selected as the preferred.  This alternative would allow 
fishermen to transit the Oculina Bank with gear stowed and transiting at a minimum speed of 5 
knots.  However, should the Council select Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative, regardless 
of which alternative or sub-alternative is chosen in Action 1 would see a benefit because the 
transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC would all transit through the entire HAPC.  
Fishermen that are now required to transit around the current boundaries could transit through as 
long as they follow the guidelines.  This would be a positive, direct economic benefit for these 
fishermen as they will use less fuel and take less time to get to their fishing grounds. 


4.2.3 Social Effects  
 
If additional closed areas are established under Action 1, some negative impacts on the fishing 
vessels and crew may be reduced with a transit provision. The transit provision in Alternative 2 
would be beneficial to the shrimp and snapper grouper vessels by reducing the risk of negative 
impacts due to increased travel time and costs when traveling around a closed area to outer 
fishing grounds.  Establishment of a transit provision under Alternative 2 would not be expected 
to reduce the long-term social benefits of coral protection while reducing some of the negative 
impacts on the fishing fleet and other vessels.  
 
Alternative 3 would also be expected to continue coral protection and reduce some of the 
negative impacts on fishermen, but would only apply to vessels harvesting rock shrimp in the 
adjacent areas. By specifying that a transit provision is for rock shrimp vessels only, this would 
also minimize any negative impacts and reduction in coral protection due to the allowable transit 
areas because rock shrimp vessel movement can be monitored through the required VMS 
systems on board.  
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4.2.4 Administrative Effects  


 
There would be minor administrative impacts associated with the transit provision.  
Administrative impacts associated with enforcement would be greatest for these action 
alternatives.  If modifications are made to the transit regulations, administrative impacts would 
increase on the agency during the development and implementation phase.  Alternative 3 would 
require the vessel to maintain a speed of 6 knots as indicated by an increased ping rate on the 
vessel monitoring system (VMS).  Depending on the frequency of transit, this might lead to a 
slight increase in the impacts associated with monitoring of VMS by law enforcement.  If 
modifications are not made to the transit provisions to suit the shrimp fishery, impacts on the 
fishery participants will increase as they will need to modify fishing behavior.   


 4.3 Action 3.  Expand boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC    
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action)  Do not expand the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC.  The existing Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC is delineated by the coordinates 
identified in CFR §633.35 (n)(iii).   


  
Alternative 2.  Modify the southern southeast boundary of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC 
western extension in a manner that releases the flatbottom region to the extent possible while 
possible while maintaining protection of coral habitat (as depicted in Figure 4-7).    
 
Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC to include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and exclude areas of royal red 
fishery activity based on VMS data (Figure 4-8). 
 
 
Background 
 
Brooke and Ross presented research to the Coral AP in 2011 from recent field surveys where 
observations of a shallow water Lophelia pertusa ecosystem outside of the western boundary of 
the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC were documented (reference Section 3.1.1.4 for additional 
information).  The surveys, conducted during 2010, utilized a variety of assessment techniques 
including multibeam mapping, Remotely Operated Vehicle (ROV) dives and ROV video.  A 
poster was presented during the 5th International Symposium on Deep-Sea Corals 2012 
(Appendix L) describing the discovery of live Lophelia pertusa coral colonies and deepwater 
organisms in unusually shallow depths off the coast of Jacksonville and adjacent to the western 
CHAPC boundary.  Observations at this site included a shallow occurrence of deep water 
species, including corals (predominantly Lophelia pertusa), sponges, invertebrates and fish.  The 
presence of coral thickets and rubble led scientists to determine the area was an established and 
highly productive ecosystem rather than a short-term anomaly.  Scientists predict the ecosystem 
to be maintained by a long-term oceanographic feature bringing colder water onto the continental 
shelf (Appendix L).  The findings from this research resulted in the APs recommendation for 
modification of the western Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC boundary.   
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Figure 4-7.   Action 3, Alternative 2.  Proposed Modification to the Southeast Boundary of a 
Western Extension of Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC. Deepwater Shrimp VMS (2003-2013).    
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 Figure 4-8.  Action 3, Alternative 3.  Proposed Modifications to Stetson-Miami Terrace 
CHAPC.  Deepwater shrimp VMS data (2003-2013). 
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Table 4-4.  Fishing Associated with Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC (Action 3) Alternatives 2 
and 3 (Deepwater Shrimp VMS:  2003-2013). 


Royal Red Fishery


Total VMS 


Points


Total Red 


Shrimp


Royal Red Shrimp 


Fishing (2‐4 knots)


Total Points in 


Stetson‐Miami 


Alternative 2


Fishing in Stetson‐


Miami Alternative 2


% Fishing in 


Alternative 2


2003 ‐2007 649,666 8,778 6,418 245 108 1.7%


2007 ‐2011 313,379 12,516 8,560 0 0 0.0%


2011‐2013 315,603 6,192 4,325 47 22 0.5%


Total (2003‐2013) 1,278,648 27,486 19,303 292 130 0.7%


Royal Red Fishery


Total VMS 


Points


Total Red 


Shrimp


Royal Red Shrimp 


Fishing (2‐4 knots)


Total Points in 


Stetson‐Miami 


Alternative 3


Fishing in Stetson‐


Miami Alternative 3


% Fishing in 


Alternative 3


2003 ‐2007 649,666 8,778 6,418 84 13 0.2%


2007 ‐2011 313,379 12,516 8,560 7 3 0.0%


2011‐2013 315,603 6,192 4,325 15 4 0.1%


Total (2003‐2013) 1,278,648 27,486 19,303 106 20 0.1%  


4.3.1 Biological Effects  


 
The Stetson Miami Terrace CHAPC (60, 937 square kilometers, 23,528 square miles) is the largest 
of the five deepwater CHAPCs implemented through the Comprehensive Ecosystem Based 
Amendment 1 (SAFMC 2010c).  It encompasses three of the former proposed CHAPCs off the 
coasts of South Carolina, Georgia, and East Florida to the Miami Terrace off of Biscayne Bay, and 
extends the western boundary to the 400-meter depth contour.  
 
Below is the description of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC.  
 
Stetson Reef - Stetson Reef is characterized by hundreds of pinnacles along the eastern Blake Plateau 
offshore South Carolina and over 200 coral mounds. This area supports a 152 meter-tall (500 feet) 
pinnacle in 822 meters (2,697 feet) of water where recent submersible dives discovered live bushes 
of Lophelia coral, sponges, gorgonians, and black coral bushes. This represents one of the tallest 
Lophelia coral lithoherms known.  
 
Savannah and East Florida Lithoherms - This site is characterized by numerous lithoherms at depths 
of 550 meters (1,804 feet) with relief up to 60 meters (197 feet) that provide live-bottom habitat. 
Submersible dives found that these lithoherms provided habitat for large populations of massive 
sponges and gorgonians in addition to smaller macroinvertebrates which have not been studied in 
detail. Some ridges have nearly 100% cover of sponges. Although few large fish have been observed 
at this site, a swordfish, several sharks, and numerous blackbelly rosefish were noted. Further south, 
echosounder transects along a 222-kilometer (138-mile) stretch off northeastern and central Florida 
(depth 700-800 meters; 2,297-2,625 feet) mapped nearly 300 coral mounds from 8 to 168 meters tall 
(26-551 feet). 
 
Miami Terrace - The Miami Terrace and Escarpment is a Miocene-age terrace off southeast Florida 
that supports high relief hardbottom habitats and rich benthic communities in 200-600 meter (1,969 
feet) depths.  Dense aggregations of 50 to 100 wreckfish were observed, in addition to blackbelly 
rosefish, skates, sharks, and dense schools of jacks. Lophelia mounds are also present at the base of 
the escarpment, within the Straits of Florida, but little is known of their abundance, distribution, or 
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associated fauna. The steep escarpments, especially near the top of the ridges, are rich in corals, 
octocorals, and sponges. 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would not modify the CHAPC coordinates for the Stetson Miami 
Terrace CHAPC.  Within the CHAPCs, the use of bottom longline, bottom trawl, mid-water 
trawl, dredge, anchor, pot or trap, anchor and chain and grapple and chain is prohibited.   
Alternative 2 would provide greater biological benefits to species caught within the expanded 
area.  Alternative 3 would have provide greater biological benefits to all species caught within 
the expanded area with the exception of royal red species.   
 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be expected to result in positive biological impacts to the 
deepwater coral habitat in these areas as it would extend the prohibitions on bottom damaging 
gear. Given the slow growth of deepwater corals, any impacts would be expected to result in 
long-term biological losses of deepwater coral habitat as well as the species that utilize this 
habitat. Under these alternatives, habitats within the Stetson-Miami Terrace proposed CHAPC 
expansion would be protected from damaging fishing gear such as bottom longline, which would 
have positive biological impacts on the species in the area. 
 
It is reasonable to expect that when a fishing vessel uses bottom tending gear, anchors, or grapples 
and chains in the deepwater CHAPCs, it would result in a taking/killing of prohibited coral or live 
rock.  Corals covered by the Coral FMP are considered to be non-renewable resources.  Fishing gear 
that comes in contact with the seafloor inevitably disturb the seabed and pose the most immediate 
direct threat to deepwater coral ecosystems.  Fishing gear that impact the seafloor include bottom 
trawls, bottom longlines, bottom gillnets, dredges, and pots/traps (Chuenpagdee et al., 2003; Morgan 
and Chuenpagdee, 2003).  Bottom tending gear and anchors, grapples, and chains can break fragile 
corals, dislodge reef framework, and scar corals, opening lesions for infection.  Impacts of gear 
damage are not limited to direct crushing of live coral but also include effects of the attached chains 
which will abrade and denude coral structures.  Stress caused by abrasion may result in a decline in 
health or stability of the reef or live bottom system.  In shallow water, coral will respond through 
polyp retraction, altered physiology or behavior, and when sheered by anchor chains provide a point 
for infection.  It is thought deepwater corals may respond similarly (John Reed, pers. comm. 2007).  
Damage inflicted by bottom tending gear, anchors, chains, and grapples is not limited to living coral 
and hardbottom resources but extends to disruption of the balanced and highly productive nature of 
the coral and live/hardbottom ecosystems. 


4.3.2 Economic Effects 


 
The general economic effects of CHAPCs discussed previously in Sections 4.1.2.1 through 
4.1.2.3, and Section 4.1.2.5 regarding the recreational fishery apply to Action 3 as well.  
Specific economic effects to commercial fisheries will be reported as the impact of the proposed 
additional closed bottom areas is analyzed.  
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal social effects because this would maintain 
access to harvest areas.  The proposed extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC under 
Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on the royal red shrimp and snapper grouper 
fishing fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available.  Alternative 3 would likely have 
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minimal social impacts on the deepwater shrimp fleet because this would maintain access to 
harvest areas. 


4.3.3 Social Effects  


 
The broad potential social effects of establishing or expanding closed areas are discussed in 
Section 4.1.3.  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal social effects (negative 
and positive) because this would maintain access to shrimp and snapper grouper harvest areas 
that would be reduced under Alternatives 2 and 3.  The proposed extension of the Stetson-
Miami Terrace CHAPC under Alternatives 2 and 3 could have negative social effects on the 
royal red and rock shrimp fleet in the future and possibly other fisheries if potential fishing 
grounds are no longer available.  However both alternatives consider the activity and fishing 
areas used by the royal red shrimp fleet.  Although future opportunities could be reduced with 
expansion of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC, negative impacts on the fleet will likely be 
reduced while still enhancing coral protection in the area.  


4.3.4 Administrative Effects  


  
The expansion of the Stetson Miami Terrace CHPAC (Alternative 2 and Alternative 3) would 
have minimal administrative impacts.  Administrative impacts would be incurred through the 
rule making process, outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts would differ 
between the alternatives in the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger the expansion 
of the CHAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts 
associated with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
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4.4 Action 4.  Expand boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC 
 


Alternative 1.  (No Action) Do not modify the boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC.  The 
existing Cape Lookout CHAPC is identified by the following coordinates: 


  Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24’37”               75°45’11” 
 34°10’26”     75°58’44” 
 34°05’47”     75°54’54” 
 34°21’02”     75°41’25” 
 
Alternative 2.  Extend the northern boundary to encompass the area identified by the following 
coordinates (Figure 4-9): 


 Latitude      Longitude  
 34°24.6166’            75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’     75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’          75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’          75°41.5’ 
 
  
 
Background 
 
In a presentation to the Coral AP in 2011, Ross reviewed multibeam sonar mapping results 
indicating mounds of Lophelia pertusa habitat in an area north of the Cape Lookout CHAPC 
boundary (refer to Section 3.1.1.5 for additional information).  Scientists have determined the 
low-relief mounds to be Lophelia coral bioherms that occur outside of the CHAPC boundary.  As 
a result, the AP recommended a northern extension of the Cape Lookout CHAPC to incorporate 
the newly discovered area of deepwater coral habitat. 
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 Figure 4-9.  Action 4, Alternative 2.  Cape Lookout CHAPC proposed extension 


and habitat mapping. 
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4.4.1 Biological Effects  


 
CE-BA 1 implemented the Cape Lookout CHAPC in which the use of bottom longlines, trawls 
(mid-water and bottom), dredge, pots, or traps; use of anchor and chain, or use of grapple and 
chain by all fishing vessels; and possession of any species regulated by the Coral FMP are 
prohibited.  Under Alternative 1 (No Action), these same prohibitions would continue to apply.  
Alternative 2 proposes to expand the original Cape Lookout CHAPC along the northern 
boundary.  This would increase the size of the Cape Lookout CHAPC from 316 square 
kilometers to 324 square kilometers.  This expansion would benefit deepwater coral ecosystems 
and has been proposed based on new information of occurrence of deepwater Lophelia corals in 
the area.   
 
It is reasonable to expect that when a fishing vessel uses bottom tending gear, anchors, or 
grapples and chains in the deepwater CHAPCs, it would result in a taking/killing of prohibited 
coral or live rock. Corals covered by the Coral FMP are considered to be non-renewable 
resources.  Fishing gear that comes in contact with the seafloor inevitably disturb the seabed and 
pose the most immediate direct threat to deepwater coral ecosystems.  Fishing gear that impact 
the seafloor include bottom trawls, bottom longlines, bottom gillnets, dredges, and pots/traps 
(Chuenpagdee et al., 2003; Morgan and Chuenpagdee, 2003).  Bottom tending gear and anchors, 
grapples, and chains can break fragile corals, dislodge reef framework, and scar corals, opening 
lesions for infection.  Impacts of gear damage are not limited to direct crushing of live coral but 
also include effects of the attached chains which will abrade and denude coral structures.  Stress 
caused by abrasion may result in a decline in health or stability of the reef or live bottom system.  
In shallow water, coral will respond through polyp retraction, altered physiology or behavior, 
and when sheered by anchor chains provide a point for infection.  It is thought deepwater corals 
may respond similarly (John Reed, pers. comm. 2007).  Damage inflicted by bottom tending 
gear, anchors, chains, and grapples is not limited to living coral and hardbottom resources but 
extends to disruption of the balanced and highly productive nature of the coral and 
live/hardbottom ecosystems.  


4.4.2 Economic Effects  


  
The general economic effects of CHAPCs discussed previously in Sections 4.1.2.1 through 
4.1.2.3, and Section 4.1.2.5 regarding the recreational fishery apply to Action 3, as well.  
Specific economic effects to commercial fisheries will be reported as the impact of the proposed 
additional closed bottom areas is analyzed.   
 
Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal economic effects because this would 
maintain access to current harvest areas.  The proposed extension of the Cape Lookout CHAPC 
under Alternative 2 could have negative economic effects particularly on the snapper grouper 
fleet if historic fishing grounds are no longer available.   


4.4.3 Social Effects  
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The broad potential social effects of establishing or expanding closed areas are discussed in 
Section 4.1.3.  Alternative 1 (No Action) would likely have minimal negative social effects 
because no current or potential fishing grounds would be closed.  The proposed extension of the 
Cape Lookout CHAPC under Alternative 2 could have negative social effects on some 
commercial vessels harvesting snapper grouper species if historic fishing grounds are no longer 
available, or if the closed area affected travel to and from harvest areas.  The small size of the 
expansion proposed under Alternative 2 would also be expected to result in less negative social 
impact than a larger area.   


4.4.4 Administrative Effects  


  
The expansion of the Cape Lookout CHAPC (Alternative 2) would have a minimal 
administrative impact.  Administrative impacts would be felt through the rule making process, 
outreach and enforcement.  The administrative impacts would differ between the alternatives in 
the amount of area they cover.  It is expected the larger the expansion of the Cape Lookout 
CHAPC the more enforcement will be needed.  Most of the administrative impacts associated 
with these alternatives relate to at-sea enforcement.   
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Chapter 5.  Council’s Choice for the 
Preferred Alternative 
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Chapter 6.  Cumulative Effects 


Will be updated after the June 2013 meeting.  


6.1 Biological 
 
1. Identify the significant cumulative effects issues associated with the proposed action 
and define the assessment goals. 
 
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) cumulative effects guidance states that this step is 
done through three activities.  The three activities and the location in the document are as 
follows:  


I. The direct and indirect effects of the proposed actions (Chapter 4); 
II. Which resources, ecosystems, and human communities are affected (Chapter 3); 


and 
III. Which effects are important from a cumulative effects perspective (information 


revealed in this Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA)? 
 
2. Establish the geographic scope of the analysis. 
 
The immediate impact area would be the federal 200-mile limit of the Atlantic off the coasts of 
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and east Florida to Key West, which is also the South 
Atlantic Council’s area of jurisdiction.  The extent of boundaries also would depend upon the 
degree of fish immigration/emigration and larval transport; whichever has the greatest 
geographical range.  The ranges of affected species are described in Section 3.2.1.  Section 3.1.3 
describes the essential fish habitat designation and requirements for species affected by this 
amendment.      
 
3. Establish the timeframe for the analysis. 
 
Establishing a timeframe for the CEA is important when the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions are discussed.  It would be advantageous to go back to a time when 
there was a natural, or some modified (but ecologically sustainable) condition.  However, data 
collection for many fisheries began when species were already fully exploited.  Therefore, the 
timeframe for analyses should be initiated when data collection began for the various fisheries.  
In determining how far into the future to analyze cumulative effects, the length of the effects will 
depend on the species and the alternatives chosen. 
 
4. Identify the other actions affecting the resources, ecosystems, and human 
communities of concern (the cumulative effects to the human communities are discussed in 
Section 4).  
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Listed are other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions occurring in the South Atlantic 
region.  These actions, when added to the proposed management measures, may result in 
cumulative effects on the biophysical environment. 
 


I. Fishery-related actions   
 


  A. Past 
 
  


B. Present 
 
In addition to snapper grouper fishery management issues being addressed in this 
amendment, several other snapper grouper amendments have been developed 
concurrently and are in the process of approval and implementation.  


 
Amendment 18A to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 2011f) contains 
measures to limit participation and effort in the black sea bass fishery, reduce 
bycatch in the black sea bass pot fishery, changes to the rebuilding strategy and 
other necessary changes to the management of black sea bass as a result of the 
ongoing stock assessment.  In addition, Amendment 18A includes alternatives to 
improve data collection.  The South Atlantic Council approved Amendment 18A 
in December 2011.   
 
Regulatory Amendment 11 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Regulatory Amendment 
11; SAFMC 2011b) was approved by the South Atlantic Council at their August 
9, 2011, meeting.  If approved, Regulatory Amendment 11 would remove the 
current deepwater closure beyond 240 ft for six deepwater snapper grouper 
species.  
 
The Comprehensive ACL Amendment (SAFMC 2011c) includes ACLs and AMs 
for federally managed species not undergoing overfishing in four FMPs (Snapper 
Grouper, Dolphin Wahoo, Golden Crab, and Sargassum.  Actions contained 
within the Comprehensive ACL Amendment include:  (1) Removal of species 
from the snapper grouper fishery management unit; (2) designating ecosystem 
component species; (3) allocations; (4) management measures to limit 
recreational and commercial sectors to their ACLs; (5) AMs; and (5) any 
necessary modifications to the range of regulations.  The South Atlantic Council 
approved the Comprehensive ACL Amendment in September 2011.  Regulations 
for the Comprehensive ACL Amendment will be in place on April 16, 2012. 
 
Amendment 20A to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Amendment 20A; SAFMC 
2011e) would distribute shares from inactive participants in the wreckfish 
individual transferable quota (ITQ) to active shareholders.  The South Atlantic 
Council approved Amendment 20A in December 2011.   
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Amendment 24 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Amendment 24; SAFMC 2011d) 
considers a rebuilding plan for red grouper, which is overfished and undergoing 
overfishing.  The South Atlantic Council approved Amendment 24 in December 
2011.   
 
Regulatory Amendment 12 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (Regulatory Amendment 
12; SAFMC 2012) includes alternatives to adjust the golden tilefish ACL based 
on the results of a new assessment, which indicates golden tilefish are no longer 
experiencing overfishing and are not overfished.  Regulatory Amendment 12 also 
includes an action to adjust the recreational AM.  
 


 
  C. Reasonably Foreseeable Future 
 


Amendment 20B to the Snapper Grouper FMP are currently under development.  
The amendment will include a formal review of the current wreckfish ITQ 
program, and will update/modify that program according to recommendations 
gleaned from the review.  The amendments will also update the wreckfish ITQ 
program to comply with Reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens requirements. 


 
 


II. Non-Council and other non-fishery related actions, including natural events  
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5. Characterize the resources, ecosystems, and human communities identified in 
scoping in terms of their response to change and capacity to withstand stress.  
 
In terms of the biophysical environment, the resources/ecosystems identified in earlier steps of 
the CEA are the fish populations directly or indirectly affected by the regulations.  This step 
should identify the trends, existing conditions, and the ability to withstand stresses of the 
environmental components. 
 
  
 
6. Characterize the stresses affecting these resources, ecosystems, and human 
communities and their relation to regulatory thresholds.  
 
This step is important in outlining the current and probable stress factors on snapper grouper 
species identified in the previous steps.  The goal is to determine whether these species are 
approaching conditions where additional stresses could have an important cumulative effect 
beyond any current plan, regulatory, or sustainability threshold (CEQ 1997).  Sustainability 
thresholds can be identified for some resources, which are levels of impact beyond which the 
resources cannot be sustained in a stable state.  Other thresholds are established through 
numerical standards, qualitative standards, or management goals.  The CEA should address 
whether thresholds could be exceeded because of the contribution of the proposed action to other 
cumulative activities affecting resources. 
 
Fish populations  
Quantitative definitions of overfishing and overfished for golden tilefish are identified in 
Amendments 11 and 12 to the Snapper Grouper FMP (SAFMC 1998).  Numeric values of 
thresholds overfishing and overfished for golden tilefish were updated/modified in Amendment 
15B (SAFMC 2008b).  These values include maximum sustainable yield (MSY), the fishing 
mortality rate that produces MSY (FMSY), the biomass or biomass proxy that supports MSY 
(BMSY), the minimum stock size threshold below which a stock is considered to be overfished 
(MSST), the maximum fishing mortality threshold above which a stock is considered to be 
undergoing overfishing (MFMT), and optimum yield (OY).  Amendment 15b to the Snapper 
Grouper FMP also provided new definitions of MSST for golden tilefish.  Amendment 15b 
became effective in December 2009. 
 
Climate change 
Global climate changes could have significant effects on South Atlantic fisheries.  However, the 
extent of these effects is not known at this time.  Possible impacts include temperature changes 
in coastal and marine ecosystems that can influence organism metabolism and alter ecological 
processes such as productivity and species interactions; changes in precipitation patterns and a 
rise in sea level which could change the water balance of coastal ecosystems; altering patterns of 
wind and water circulation in the ocean environment; and influencing the productivity of critical 
coastal ecosystems such as wetlands, estuaries, and coral reefs (Kennedy et al. 2002).  
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It is unclear how climate change would affect snapper grouper species in the South Atlantic.  
Climate change can affect factors such as migration, range, larval and juvenile survival, prey 
availability, and susceptibility to predators.  In addition, the distribution of native and exotic 
species may change with increased water temperature, as may the prevalence of disease in 
keystone animals such as corals and the occurrence and intensity of toxic algae blooms.  Climate 
change may significantly impact snapper grouper species in the future, but the level of impacts 
cannot be quantified at this time, nor is the time frame known in which these impacts will occur. 
 
7. Define a baseline condition for the resources, ecosystems, and human communities.  
 
The purpose of defining a baseline condition for the resource and ecosystems in the area of the 
proposed action is to establish a point of reference for evaluating the extent and significance of 
expected cumulative effects.  The SEDAR assessments show trends in biomass, fishing 
mortality, fish weight, and fish length going back to the earliest periods of data collection.  For 
some species such as snowy grouper, assessments reflect initial periods when the stock was 
above BMSY and fishing mortality was fairly low.  However, some species such were heavily 
exploited or possibly overfished when data were first collected.  As a result, the assessment must 
make an assumption of the biomass at the start of the assessment period thus modeling the 
baseline reference points for the species.   
 
For a detailed discussion of the baseline conditions of each of the species addressed in this 
amendment the reader is referred to those stock assessment and stock information sources 
referenced in Item Number 6 of this CEA. 
 
8. Identify the important cause-and-effect relationships between human activities and 
resources, ecosystems, and human communities (Table 6-1). 
 
Table 6-1.  The cause and effect relationship of fishing and regulatory actions within the time 
period of the Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA).   
Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 


Effects 
Pre-January 12, 1989 Habitat destruction, growth overfishing 


of vermilion snapper. 
Damage to snapper grouper habitat, 
decreased yield per recruit of vermilion 
snapper.  


January 1989 Trawl prohibition to harvest fish 
(SAFMC 1988a & b). 


Increase yield per recruit of vermilion 
snapper; eliminate trawl damage to live 
bottom habitat. 


Pre-January 1, 1992 Overfishing of many snapper grouper 
species.  


Spawning stock ratio of these species is 
estimated to be less than 30% 
indicating that they are overfished.  


January 1992 Prohibited gear: fish traps south of 
Cape Canaveral, FL; entanglement 
nets; longline gear inside of 50 
fathoms; powerheads and bangsticks in 
designated SMZs off SC. 
Size/Bag limits: 10” TL vermilion 
snapper (recreational only); 12” TL 
vermilion snapper (commercial only); 


Reduce mortality of snapper grouper 
species.  
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Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 
Effects 


10 vermilion snapper/person/day; 
aggregate grouper bag limit of 
5/person/day; and 20” TL gag, red, 
black, scamp, yellowfin, and 
yellowmouth grouper size limit 
(SAFMC 1991a). 


Pre-June 27, 1994 Damage to Oculina habitat. Noticeable decrease in numbers and 
species diversity in areas of Oculina off 
FL  


July 1994 Prohibition of fishing for and retention 
of snapper grouper species (HAPC 
renamed OECA; SAFMC 1993) 


Initiated the recovery of snapper 
grouper species in OECA.  


1992-1999 Declining trends in biomass and 
overfishing continue for a number of 
snapper grouper species including 
golden tilefish.   


Spawning potential ratio for golden 
tilefish is less than 30% indicating that 
they are overfished.  


July 1994 Commercial quota for golden tilefish;  
commercial trip limits for golden 
tilefish; include golden tilefish in 
grouper recreational aggregate bag 
limits. 


 


February 24, 1999 All S-G without a bag limit:  aggregate 
recreational bag limit 20 
fish/person/day, excluding tomtate and 
blue runners.  Vessels with longline 
gear aboard may only possess snowy, 
warsaw, yellowedge, and misty 
grouper, and golden, blueline and sand 
tilefish. 


 


October 23, 2006 Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 13C 
(SAFMC 2006) 


Commercial vermilion snapper quota 
set at 1.1 million pounds gw; 
recreational vermilion snapper size 
limit increased to 12” TL to prevent 
vermilion snapper overfishing. 


Effective February 12, 
2009 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 14 
(SAFMC 2007) 


Use marine protected areas (MPAs) as 
a management tool to promote the 
optimum size, age, and genetic 
structure of slow growing, long-lived 
deepwater snapper grouper species 
(e.g., speckled hind, snowy grouper, 
warsaw grouper, yellowedge grouper, 
misty grouper, golden tilefish, blueline 
tilefish, and sand tilefish).  Gag and 
vermilion snapper occur in some of 
these areas. 


Effective March 20, 
2008 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 
15A (SAFMC 2008a) 


Establish rebuilding plans and SFA 
parameters for snowy grouper, black 
sea bass, and red porgy. 


Effective Dates Dec 16, 
2009, to Feb 16, 2010. 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 15B 
(SAFMC 2008b) 


End double counting in the commercial 
and recreational reporting systems by 
prohibiting the sale of bag-limit caught 







 
South Atlantic                                                                  Chapter 6.  Cumulative Effects 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8  
    


98


Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 
Effects 
snapper grouper, and minimize impacts 
on sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish. 


Effective Date 
July 29, 2009 


Snapper grouper FMP Amendment 16 
(SAFMC 2009a) 


Protect spawning aggregations and 
snapper grouper in spawning condition 
by increasing the length of the 
spawning season closure, decrease 
discard mortality by requiring the use 
of dehooking tools, reduce overall 
harvest of gag and vermilion snapper to 
end overfishing. 


Effective Date  January 
4, 2010 


Red Snapper Interim Rule Prohibit commercial and recreational 
harvest of red snapper from January 4, 
2010, to June 2, 2010 with a possible 
186-day extension.  Reduce overfishing 
of red snapper while long-term 
measures to end overfishing are 
addressed in Amendment 17A. 


Effective Date 
December 4, 2010 


Snapper Grouper FMP Amendment 
17A (SAFMC 2010a). 


SFA parameters for red snapper; ACLs 
and ACTs; management measures to 
limit recreational and commercial 
sectors to their ACTs; accountability 
measures.  Establish rebuilding plan for 
red snapper. 
 


Effective Date January 
31, 2011  


Snapper Grouper Amendment 17B 
(SAFMC 2010b) 


ACLs and ACTs; management 
measures to limit recreational and 
commercial sectors to their ACTs; 
AMs, for species undergoing 
overfishing.  


Target 2012  Snapper Grouper FMP Amendment 
18A (SAFMC 2011f) 


Prevent overexploitation in the black 
sea bass fishery.  


Target 2011 Comprehensive ACL Amendment 
(SAFMC 2011c) 


ACLs ACTs, and AMs for species not 
experiencing overfishing; 
accountability measures; an action to 
remove species from the fishery 
management unit as appropriate; and 
management measures to limit 
recreational and commercial sectors to 
their ACTs. 


Target 2011 Regulatory Amendment 11 (SAFMC 
2011b) 


Re-addresses the deepwater area 
closure implemented in Amendment 
17B  


Effective Date July 15, 
2011 


Regulatory Amendment 9 (SAFMC 
2011a) 


Harvest management measures for 
black sea bass; commercial trip limits 
for gag, vermilion and greater 
amberjack 


Target 2012 Amendment 20A (Wreckfish) (SAFMC 
2011e) 


Redistribute inactive wreckfish shares.  
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Time period/dates  Cause Observed and/or Expected 
Effects 


Target 2012 Amendment 24 (Red Grouper) 
(SAFMC 2011d) 


Establishes a rebuilding plan for red 
grouper, specifies ABC, and establishes 
ACL, ACT and revises AMs for the 
commercial and recreational sectors. 


Target 2012 Regulatory Amendment 12 (SAFMC 
2012) 


Adjusts the golden tilefish ACL based 
on the results of a new stock 
assessment and modifies the 
recreational golden tilefish AM. 


Target 2013 Snapper Grouper Amendment 22 
(under dev) 


Develop a long-term management 
program for red snapper in the South 
Atlantic.  


 
9. Determine the magnitude and significance of cumulative effects.   
 
     
10. Modify or add alternatives to avoid, minimize, or mitigate significant cumulative 
effects. 
 
 
11. Monitor the cumulative effects of the selected alternative and adopt management. 
 
The effects of the proposed action are, and will continue to be, monitored through collection of 
data by NOAA Fisheries Service, states, stock assessments and stock assessment updates, life 
history studies, and other scientific observations.   
 


6.2 Socioeconomic 
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Chapter 7. Other Applicable Law 


7.1 Administrative Procedures Act  
 
All federal rulemaking is governed under the provisions of the Administrative Procedures 


Act (APA) (5 U.S.C. Subchapter II), which establishes a “notice and comment” procedure to 
enable public participation in the rulemaking process.  Under the APA, NMFS is required to 
publish notification of proposed rules in the Federal Register and to solicit, consider and respond 
to public comment on those rules before they are finalized.  The APA also establishes a 30-day 
wait period from the time a final rule is published until it takes effect, with some exceptions. 
This amendment complies with the provisions of the APA through the South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council’s (South Atlantic Council) extensive use of public meetings, requests for 
comments, and consideration of comments.  The proposed rule associated with this amendment 
will have a request for public comments, which complies with the APA. 


  


7.2 Information Quality Act 
 
The Information Quality Act (Section 515 of the Treasury and General Government 


Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (Public Law 106-443)) which took effect October 1, 
2002, directed the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to issue government-wide 
guidelines that “provide policy and procedural guidelines to federal agencies for ensuring and 
maximizing the quality, objectivity, utility, and integrity of information disseminated by federal 
agencies”.  OMB directed each federal agency to issue its own guidelines, establish 
administrative mechanisms allowing affected persons to seek and obtain correction of 
information that does not comply with OMB guidelines, and report periodically to OMB on the 
number and nature of complaints. 
 


The NOAA Section 515 Information Quality Guidelines require a series of actions for each 
new information product subject to the Information Quality Act (IQA).  This document has used 
the best available information and made a broad presentation thereof. The process of public 
review of this document provides an opportunity for comment and challenge to this information, 
as well as for the provision of additional information.   
 


The information contained in this document was developed using best available scientific 
information.  Therefore, this amendment and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
analysis are in compliance with the IQA. 


7.3 Coastal Zone Management Act  
 
Section 307(c)(1) of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 requires 


that all federal activities that directly affect the coastal zone be consistent with approved state 
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coastal zone management programs to the maximum extent practicable.  While it is the goal of 
the South Atlantic Council to have management measures that complement those of the states, 
federal and state administrative procedures vary and regulatory changes are unlikely to be fully 
instituted at the same time.  Based on the analysis of the environmental consequences of the 
proposed action in Chapter 4, the South Atlantic Council has concluded this amendment would 
improve federal management of South Atlantic fisheries and is consistent to the maximum extent 
practicable with the Coastal Zone Management Plans of Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, and 
North Carolina.  NOAA Fisheries will coordinate CZMA review with the appropriate state 
agencies.  


7.4  Endangered Species Act 
 


The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 U.S.C. Section 1531 et seq.) requires that 
federal agencies must ensure actions they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or endangered species or the habitat designated 
as critical to their survival and recovery.  The ESA requires NOAA Fisheries Service to consult 
with the appropriate administrative agency (itself for most marine species, and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service for all remaining species) when proposing an action that may affect threatened 
or endangered species or adversely modify critical habitat.  Consultations are necessary to 
determine the potential impacts of the proposed action.  They are concluded informally when 
proposed actions may affect but are “not likely to adversely affect” threatened or endangered 
species or designated critical habitat.  Formal consultations, resulting in a biological opinion, are 
required when proposed actions may affect and are “likely to adversely affect” threatened or 
endangered species or adversely modify designated critical habitat. 


 
The IPT, Council Staff, and Council will review the actions proposed in this amendment to 


determine whether or not there are impacts on threatened or endangered species or their habitat 
designated as critical to their survival and recovery.   
 


7.5 Executive Order 12612:  Federalism  
 


E.O. 12612 requires agencies to be guided by the fundamental federalism principles when 
formulating and implementing policies that have federalism implications.  The purpose of the 
Order is to guarantee the division of governmental responsibilities between the Federal 
government and the States, as intended by the framers of the Constitution.  No federalism issues 
have been identified relative to the actions proposed in this amendment and associated 
regulations.  Therefore, preparation of a Federalism assessment under E.O. 13132 is not 
necessary.  
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7.6 Executive Order 12866:  Regulatory Planning and Review 
 


E.O. 12866, signed in 1993, requires federal agencies to assess the costs and benefits of their 
proposed regulations, including distributional impacts, and to select alternatives that maximize 
net benefits to society.  To comply with E.O. 12866, NMFS prepares a Regulatory Impact 
Review (RIR) for all fishery regulatory actions that implement a new FMP or that significantly 
amend an existing plan.  RIRs provide a comprehensive analysis of the costs and benefits to 
society associated with proposed regulatory actions, the problems and policy objectives 
prompting the regulatory proposals, and the major alternatives that could be used to solve the 
problems.  The reviews also serve as the basis for the agency’s determinations as to whether 
proposed regulations are a “significant regulatory action” under the criteria provided in E.O. 
12866 and whether proposed regulations will have a significant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities in compliance with the RFA.  A regulation is economically significant if 
it is likely to result in an annual effect on the economy of at least $100,000,000 or adversely 
affect in a material way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, jobs, the 
environment, public health or safety, or state, local, or tribal governments or communities . 
 


The RIR is included as Appendix E. 
 


7.7 Executive Order 12962:  Recreational Fisheries  
 


E.O. 12962 requires federal agencies, in cooperation with States and Tribes, to improve the 
quantity, function, sustainable productivity, and distribution of U.S. aquatic resources for 
increased recreational fishing opportunities through a variety of methods including, but not 
limited to, developing joint partnerships; promoting the restoration of recreational fishing areas 
that are limited by water quality and habitat degradation; fostering sound aquatic conservation 
and restoration endeavors; and evaluating the effects of federally-funded, permitted, or 
authorized actions on aquatic systems and evaluating the effects of federally-funded, permitted, 
or authorized actions on aquatic systems and recreational fisheries, and documenting those 
effects.  Additionally, the order establishes a seven member National Recreational Fisheries 
Coordination Council responsible for, among other things, ensuring that social and economic 
values of healthy aquatic systems that support recreational fisheries are considered by federal 
agencies in the course of their actions, sharing the latest resource information and management 
technologies, and reducing duplicative and cost-inefficient programs among federal agencies 
involved in conserving or managing recreational fisheries.  The Council also is responsible for 
developing, in cooperation with Federal agencies, States, and Tribes, a Recreational Fishery 
Resource Conservation Plan - to include a five-year agenda.  Finally, the Order requires NMFS 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to develop a joint agency policy for administering the 
ESA. 
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
12962. 
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7.8 Executive Order 13089:  Coral Reef Protection 
 


E.O. 13089, signed by President William Clinton on June 11, 1998, recognizes the 
ecological, social, and economic values provided by the Nation’s coral reefs and ensures that 
federal agencies are protecting these ecosystems.  More specifically, the Order requires federal 
agencies to identify actions that may harm U.S. coral reef ecosystems, to utilize their program 
and authorities to protect and enhance the conditions of such ecosystems, and to ensure that their 
actions do not degrade the condition of the coral reef ecosystem.  
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
13089.  


 


7.9 Executive Order 13158:  Marine Protected Areas 
 


E. O. 13158 was signed on May 26, 2000, to strengthen the protection of U.S. ocean and 
coastal resources through the use of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs). The E.O. defined MPAs as 
“any area of the marine environment that has been reserved by Federal, State, territorial, tribal, 
or local laws or regulations to provide lasting protection for part or all of the natural and cultural 
resources therein”.  It directs federal agencies to work closely with state, local, and non-
governmental partners to create a comprehensive network of MPAs “representing diverse U.S. 
marine ecosystems, and the Nation’s natural and cultural resources”.  
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
13158. 


 


7.10 Marine Mammal Protection Act 
 


The Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) established a moratorium, with certain 
exceptions, on the taking of marine mammals in U.S. waters and by U.S. citizens on the high 
seas.  It also prohibits the importing of marine mammals and marine mammal products into the 
United States.  Under the MMPA, the Secretary of Commerce (authority delegated to NOAA 
Fisheries Service) is responsible for the conservation and management of cetaceans and 
pinnipeds (other than walruses).  The Secretary of the Interior is responsible for walruses, sea 
otters, polar bears, manatees, and dugongs.   
 


Part of the responsibility that NOAA Fisheries Service has under the MMPA involves 
monitoring populations of marine mammals to make sure that they stay at optimum levels.  If a 
population falls below its optimum level, it is designated as “depleted”.  A conservation plan is 
then developed to guide research and management actions to restore the population to healthy 
levels.   
 


In 1994, Congress amended the MMPA to govern the taking of marine mammals incidental 
to commercial fishing operations.  This amendment required the preparation of stock 
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assessments for all marine mammal stocks in waters under U.S. jurisdiction; development and 
implementation of take-reduction plans for stocks that may be reduced or are being maintained 
below their optimum sustainable population levels due to interactions with commercial fisheries; 
and studies of pinniped-fishery interactions.  The MMPA requires a commercial fishery to be 
placed in one of three categories, based on the relative frequency of incidental, serious injuries 
and mortalities of marine mammals.  Category I designates fisheries with frequent, serious 
injuries and mortalities incidental to commercial fishing; Category II designates fisheries with 
occasional, serious injuries and mortalities; and Category III designates fisheries with a remote 
likelihood or no known serious injuries or mortalities.   
 


Under the MMPA, to legally fish in a Category I and/or II fishery, a fisherman must take 
certain steps.  For example, owners of vessels or gear engaging in a Category I or II fishery are 
required to obtain a marine mammal authorization by registering with the Marine Mammal 
Authorization Program (50 CFR 229.4).  They are also required to accommodate an observer if 
requested (50 CFR 229.7(c)), and they must comply with any applicable take reduction plans. 
 


The actions in this amendment would modify the frequency and methods of data collection.  
None of the actions will have an impact on marine mammals.   
  


7.11 Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186 
 


The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) implemented several bilateral treaties for bird 
conservation between the United States and Great Britain, the United States and Mexico, the 
United States and Japan, and the United States and the former Union of Soviet Socialists 
Republics.  Under the MBTA, it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, possess, trade, or 
transport any migratory bird, or any part, nest, or egg of a migratory bird, included in treaties 
between the countries, except as permitted by regulations issued by the Department of the 
Interior (16 U.S.C. 703-712).  Violations of the MBTA carry criminal penalties.  Any equipment 
and means of transportation used in activities in violation of the MBTA may be seized by the 
United States government and, upon conviction, must be forfeited to the government.   
 


Executive Order 13186 directs each federal agency taking actions that have, or are likely to 
have, a measurable negative effect on migratory bird populations to develop and implement a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to 
conserve those bird populations.  In the instance of unintentional take of migratory birds, NOAA 
Fisheries Service would develop and use principles, standards, and practices that will lessen the 
amount of unintentional take in cooperation with the USFWS.  Additionally, the MOU would 
ensure that National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analyses evaluate the effects of actions 
and agency plans on migratory birds, with emphasis on species of concern.   
 


An MOU is currently being developed, which will address the incidental take of migratory 
birds in commercial fisheries under the jurisdiction of NOAA Fisheries Service.  NOAA 
Fisheries Service must monitor, report, and take steps to reduce the incidental take of seabirds 
that occurs in fishing operations.  The United States has already developed the U.S. National 
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Plan of Action for Reducing Incidental Catch of Seabirds in Longline Fisheries.  Under that plan 
many potential MOU components are already being implemented. 
 


The alternatives considered in this amendment are consistent with the directives of E.O. 
13186.   


7.12 National Environmental Policy Act  
 


This amendment to the Coral FMP has been written and organized in a manner that meets 
NEPA requirements, and thus is a consolidated NEPA document,  as described in NOAA 
Administrative Order (NAO) 216-6, Section 6.03.a.2. 
 
Purpose and Need for Action 
The purpose and need for this action are described in Section 1.4. 
 
Alternatives 
The alternatives for this action are described in Section 2.0. 
 
Affected Environment 
The affected environment is described in Section 3.0. 
 
Impacts of the Alternatives 
The impacts of the alternatives on the environment are described in Section 4.0.   
 


7.13 National Marine Sanctuaries Act 
 


Under the National Marine Sanctuaries Act (NMSA) (also known as Title III of the Marine 
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972), as amended, the U.S. Secretary of 
Commerce is authorized to designate National Marine Sanctuaries to protect distinctive natural 
and cultural resources whose protection and beneficial use requires comprehensive planning and 
management.  The National Marine Sanctuary Program is administered by the Sanctuaries and 
Reserves Division of the NOAA.  The Act provides authority for comprehensive and coordinated 
conservation and management of these marine areas.  The National Marine Sanctuary Program 
currently comprises 13 sanctuaries around the country, including sites in American Samoa and 
Hawaii.  These sites include significant coral reef and kelp forest habitats, and breeding and 
feeding grounds of whales, sea lions, sharks, and sea turtles.  The two main sanctuaries in the 
South Atlantic exclusive economic zone are Gray’s Reef and Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuaries. 
 


The alternatives considered in this Amendment are not expected to have any adverse impacts 
on the resources managed by the Gray’s Reef and Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuaries. 
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7.14 Paperwork Reduction Act  
 


The purpose of the Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) is to minimize the burden on the public.  
The Act is intended to ensure that the information collected under the proposed action is needed 
and is collected in an efficient manner (44 U.S.C. 3501 (1)).  The authority to manage 
information collection and record keeping requirements is vested with the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB).  This authority encompasses establishment of guidelines 
and policies, approval of information collection requests, and reduction of paperwork burdens 
and duplications.  PRA requires NOAA Fisheries Service to obtain approval from the OMB 
before requesting most types of fishery information from the public.   


 
None of the actions in this amendment will request information from the public and the 


actions will not trigger a PRA approval.   
 


7.15 Regulatory Flexibility Act  
 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) of 1980 (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) requires federal 
agencies to assess the impacts of regulatory actions implemented through notice and comment 
rulemaking procedures on small businesses, small organizations, and small governmental 
entities, with the goal of minimizing adverse impacts of burdensome regulations and record-
keeping requirements on those entities.  Under the RFA, NOAA Fisheries Service must 
determine whether a proposed fishery regulation would have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities.  If not, a certification to this effect must be prepared and 
submitted to the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business Administration.  
Alternatively, if a regulation is determined to significantly impact a substantial number of small 
entities, the Act requires the agency to prepare an initial and final Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis to accompany the proposed and final rule, respectively.  These analyses, which describe 
the type and number of small businesses, affected, the nature and size of the impacts, and 
alternatives that minimize these impacts while accomplishing stated objectives, must be 
published in the Federal Register in full or in summary for public comment and submitted to the 
chief counsel for advocacy of the Small Business Administration.  Changes to the RFA in June 
1996 enable small entities to seek court review of an agency’s compliance with the Act’s 
provisions. 
 


The Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis is included as Appendix D. 
 


7.16 Small Business Act  
 


Enacted in 1953, the Small Business Act requires that agencies assist and protect small-
business interests to the extent possible to preserve free competitive enterprise.  The objectives 
of the act are to foster business ownership by individuals who are both socially and economically 
disadvantaged; and to promote the competitive viability of such firms by providing business 
development assistance including, but not limited to, management and technical assistance, 







 
South Atlantic                                                                  Chapter 7.  Other Applicable Law 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8  
    


107


access to capital and other forms of financial assistance, business training, and counseling, and 
access to sole source and limited competition federal contract opportunities, to help firms 
achieve competitive viability.  Because most businesses associated with fishing are considered 
small businesses, NOAA Fisheries Service, in implementing regulations, must make an 
assessment of how those regulations will affect small businesses.  Economic and social impacts 
of the actions and alternatives are included in the analysis in Chapter 4.   


7.17 Public Law 99-659:  Vessel Safety  
 


Public Law 99-659 amended the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act to require that a Fishery Management Plan (FMP) or FMP amendment must consider, and 
may provide for, temporary adjustments (after consultation with the U.S. Coast Guard and 
persons utilizing the fishery) regarding access to a fishery for vessels that would be otherwise 
prevented from participating in the fishery because of safety concerns related to weather or to 
other ocean conditions. 
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Chapter 8.  List of Agencies, 
Organizations, and Persons Consulted 
Responsible Agency 
           
Coral Amendment 8:    Environmental Assessment   
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council  NMFS, Southeast Region 
4055 Faber Place Drive, Suite 201   263 13th Avenue South  
Charleston, South Carolina 29405 St. Petersburg, Florida 33701    
(843) 571-4366 (TEL) (727) 824-5301 (TEL) 
Toll Free: 866-SAFMC-10 (727) 824-5320 (FAX)  
(843) 769-4520 (FAX) 
safmc@safmc.net  
 
List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Consulted 
SAFMC Law Enforcement Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Coral Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Shrimp Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel 
SAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee  
North Carolina Coastal Zone Management Program 
South Carolina Coastal Zone Management Program  
Georgia Coastal Zone Management Program 
Florida Coastal Zone Management Program  
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 
North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries 
North Carolina Sea Grant 
South Carolina Sea Grant 
Georgia Sea Grant 
Florida Sea Grant 
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission  
Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries Development Foundation 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
 - Washington Office 
 - Office of Ecology and Conservation 
 - Southeast Regional Office 
 - Southeast Fisheries Science Center
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Chapter 9.   List of Preparers 
 
 
Table 9-1.  List of Coral Amendment 8 preparers.  


Name Agency/Division 
Area of 
Amendment 
Responsibility 


Karla Gore NMFS/SF 
IPT Lead/Fishery 
Biologist 


Anna Martin SAFMC 
IPT Lead/Fishery 
Biologist 


Jack 
McGovern 


NMFS/SF Fishery Scientist 


David Dale NMFS/HC EFH Specialist 


Andy Herndon NMFS/PR Biologist 


Nick Farmer NMFS/SF Biologist 


Stephen 
Holiman 


NMFS/SF Economist 


Christina 
Package 


NMFS/SF Social Scientist 


Margaret 
Miller  


SEFSC  Fishery Scientist 


Monica Smit-
Brunello 


NOAA/GC Attorney Advisor 


Brian 
Cheuvront 


SAFMC Fishery Economist 


Kari 
MacLauchlin 


SAFMC Social Scientist 


Roger Pugliese SAFMC Fishery Biologist 


Gregg Waugh SAFMC 
Deputy Executive 
Director 







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


110


Chapter 10.  References 
 


ASMFC.  2009.  Atlantic Sturgeon.  In: Atlantic Coast Diadromous Fish Habitat:  A review of 
utilization, threats, recommendations for conservation and research needs.  Habitat 
Management Series No. 9.  Pp. 195-253. 


ASSRT (Atlantic Sturgeon Status Review Team).  2007.  Status review of Atlantic sturgeon 
(Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus).  National Marine Fisheries Service.  February 23, 2007.  
Bain, M.B., N. Haley, D. Peterson, J. R. Waldman, and K. Arend.  2000.  Harvest and 
habitats of Atlantic sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus Mitchill, 1815, in the Hudson River 
Estuary:  Lessons for Sturgeon Conservation.  Instituto Espanol de Oceanografia. Boletin 
16:43-53. 


Anderes Alavrez, B.A., and I., Uchida.  1994.  Study of the Hawksbill turtle (Eretmochelys 
imbricata) stomach content in Cuban waters. In: Study of the Hawksbill turtle in Cuba 
(I), Ministry of Fishing Industry, Cuba.  


 
Avent, R.M., M.E. King, and R.H. Gore.  1977.  Topographic and faunal studies of shelf-edge  


prominences off the central eastern Florida coast. Int. Rev. Ges. Hydrobiol. 62: 185-208. 
 
Bain, M.B., N. Haley, D. Peterson, J. R. Waldman, and K. Arend.  2000.  Harvest and habitats of  


Atlantic sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus Mitchill, 1815, in the Hudson River Estuary:  
Lessons for Sturgeon Conservation.  Instituto Espanol de Oceanografia. Boletin 16:43-53. 


Bigelow, H.B. and W.C. Schroeder.  1953.  Sea Sturgeon.  In: Fishes of the Gulf of Maine.  
Fishery Bulletin 74.  Fishery Bulletin of the Fish and Wildlife Service, vol. 53.   188 pp. 


Bjorndal, K.A. 1997.  Foraging ecology and nutrition of sea turtles. In: Lutz, P.L. and J.A. 
Musick (eds.), The Biology of Sea Turtles. CRC Press, Boca Raton, Florida. 


 
Bjorndal, K.A. 1980.  Nutrition and grazing behavior of the green sea turtle, Chelonia mydas.  


Marine Biology. 56:147. 
 
Blount, B. 2007. Culture and resilience among shrimpers on the Georgia coast (USA): Responses 
 to Globalization.  MAST 5(2):22. 
 
Bolten, A.B. and G.H., Balazs.  1995.  Biology of the early pelagic stage – the “lost year.” In: In: 


Bjorndal, K.A. (ed.), Biology and Conservation of Sea Turtles, Revised edition.  
Smithsonian Institute Press, Washington, D.C., 579. 


Boreman, J.  1997.  Sensitivity of North American sturgeons and paddlefish to fishing mortality. 
Environmental Biology of Fishes 48(1-4): 399-405. 







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


111


Borodin, N.  1925.  Biological observations on the Atlantic sturgeon, Acipenser sturio. 
Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 55: 184-190. 


Brongersma, L.D.  1972. European Atlantic Turtles. Zool. Verhand. Leiden, 121:318  
 
Brooke, S., C.C. Koenig, A.N. Shepard.  2004.  Oculina banks restoration project: description  


and preliminary assessment.  Proceedings from the 57th Gulf and Caribbean Fisheries  
Institute, St. Petersburg, Florida.  13pp. 


 
Bumpus, D.R. 1973. A description of the circulation on the Continental Shelf of the east coast of  


the U.S. Pp.111-157 in B. A. Warren, ed. Prog. Oceanogr. 6. Pergamon Co., New York. 
 


Burke, V.J., E.A. Standora, and S.J. Morreale.  1993.  Diet of juvenile Kemp’s ridley and 
loggerhead sea turtles from Long Island, New York.  Copeia, 1993, 1176.  


 
Byles, R.A.  1988.  Behavior and Ecology of Sea Turtles from Chesapeake Bay, Virginia. Ph.D. 


dissertation, College of William and Mary, Williamsburg, VA. 
 
Cairns, S.  1979.  The deep-water Scleractinia of the Caribbean Sea and adjacent waters. Stud.  


Fauna Curaçao and Other Carib. Isl. 56: 1–341. 
 
Cairns, S.  2000.  A revision of the shallow-water azooxanthellate scleractinia of the western  


Atlantic. Stud.  Nat.  Hist.  Carib.  Reg.  75: 240 p. 


Caron, F., D. Hatin, and R. Fortin.  2002.  Biological characteristics of adult Atlantic sturgeon 
(Acipenser oxyrinchus) in the Saint Lawrence River estuary and the effectiveness of 
management rules.  Journal of Applied Ichthyology 18:580-585. 


Carr, A.  1986.  Rips, FADS, and little loggerheads.  BioScience, 36:92. 
 
Carr, A.  1987.  New perspectives on the pelagic stage of sea turtle development. Conservation 


Biology, 1:103.   
 
Carter, D. W. 2003.  Protected areas in marine resource management: another look at the 


economics and research issues. Ocean and Coastal Management 46(5):439-456. 
 
Chuenpagdee, R., L. E. Morgan, S. M. Maxwell, E. A. Norse, and D. Pauly. 2003.  Shifting 


gears: assessing collateral impacts of fishing methods in U.S. waters. Frontiers in Ecology 
and the Environment 1: 517–524. 


 
Cobb, S. P., Futch, C. R. and D. Camp. 1973. The Rock Shrimp, Sicyonia brevirostris, Stimpson, 


1871 (Decapoda, Penaeidae). Memoirs of the Hourglass Cruises. Vol. III, Part I, February. 
 
Colburn, L.L. and M. Jepson.  2012 Social Indicators of Gentrification Pressure in Fishing 
 Communities: A Context for Social Impact Assessment.  Coastal Management 40(3): 
 289-300. 







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


112


Collins, M.R. and T.I.J. Smith.  1997.  Distribution of shortnose and Atlantic sturgeons in South 
Carolina. North American Journal of Fisheries Management. 17: 995-1000. 


Collins, M.R., T.I.J. Smith, W.C. Post, and O. Pashuk.  2000.  Habitat Utilization and Biological 
Characteristics of Adult Atlantic Sturgeon in Two South Carolina Rivers.  Transactions of 
the American Fisheries Society 129:982–988.   


Costello, M.J., M. McCrea, A. Freiwald, T. Lundalv, L. Jonsson, B.J. Brett, T.C.E. van Weering,  
H. de Haas, J.M. Roberts and D. Allen.  2005.  Role of cold-water Lophelia pertusa coral  
reefs as fish habitat in the NE Atlantic.  Pages: 771-805.  In: Freiwald, A. and J.M. Roberts  
(eds.).  Cold-Water Corals and Ecosystems. Springer-Verlag.  Berlin Heidelberg. 


Crance, J.H.  1987.  Habitat suitability index curves for anadromous fishes.  In:  Common 
Strategies of Anadromous and Catadromous Fishes, M. J. Dadswell (ed.).  Bethesda, 
Maryland, American Fisheries Society. Symposium 1:554. 


Dadswell, M.  2006.  A review of the status of Atlantic sturgeon in Canada, with comparisons to 
populations in the United States and Europe.  Fisheries 31: 218-229. 


Dees, L.T.  1961.  Sturgeons. United States Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, Washington, D.C.  


Dovel, W.L. and T.J. Berggren.  1983.  Atlantic sturgeon of the Hudson River Estuary, New 
York. New York Fish and Game Journal 30: 140-172. 


Dumas, C.F., J.C. Whitehead, C.E. Landry, and J.H. Herstine.  2009.  “Economic Impacts and 
Recreation Value of the North Carolina For-Hire Fishing Fleet.”  North Carolina Sea 
Grant FRG Grant Report 07-FEG-05. 


Dunton, K.J., A. Jordaan, K.A. McKown, D.O. Conover, and M.J. Frisk.  2010.  Abundance and 
distribution of Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) within the Northwest 
Atlantic Ocean, determined from five fishery-independent surveys.  Fishery Bulletin 
108:450-465. 


Eckert, S.A., D.W., Nellis, K.L., Eckert and G.L., Kooyman.  1986.  Diving patterns of two 
leatherback sea turtles (Dermochelys coriacea) during internesting intervals at Sandy 
Point, St. Croix, U.S. Virgin Islands.  Herpetologica, 42:381.   


Eckert, S.A., K.L., Eckert, P., Ponganis, and G.L., Kooyman.  1989.  Diving patterns of two 
leatherback sea turtles (Dermochelys coriacea).  Canadian Journal of Zoology, 67:2834.   


Erickson D. L., A. Kahnle, M. J. Millard, E. A. Mora, M. Bryja, A. Higgs, J. Mohler, M. 
DuFour, G. Kenney, J. Sweka, and E. K. Pikitch.  2011.  Use of pop-up satellite archival 
tags to identify oceanic-migratory patterns for adult Atlantic Sturgeon, Acipenser 
oxyrinchus oxyrinchus Mitchell, 1815.  J. Appl. Ichthyol. 27 (2011), 356–365. 


Fossa, J.H., P.B. Mortensen, and D.M. Furevik.  2002.  The deep water coral Lophelia pertusa in  







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


113


Norwegian waters; distribution and fishery impacts.  Hydrobiologia 471: 1-12. 
 


Frick, J.  1974.  Orientation and behaviour of hatchling green turtles (Chelonia mydas) in the sea.  
Animal Behavior, 24:849. 


 
Genin, A., P.K. Dayton, P.F. Lonsdale, and F.N. Spiess.  1986.  Corals on seamount peaks  


provide evidence of current acceleration over deep-sea topography.  Nature 322: 59-61. 


Gilbert, C.R.  1989.  Species profiles: life histories and environmental requirements of coastal 
fishes and invertebrates (Mid-Atlantic Bight):  Atlantic and shortnose sturgeons.  United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Report-Report Number-82 (11.91). 


Gilmore, R.G. and R.S. Jones.  1992.  Color variation and associated behavior in the  
 epinepheline groupers, Mycteroperca microlepis (Goode and Bean) and M. phenax  


(Jordan and Swain).  Bull.  Mar.  Sci. 51: 83-103. 


Grunwald, C., L. Maceda, J. Waldman, J. Stabile, I. Wirgin.  2008.  Conservation of Atlantic 
sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus: delineation of stock structure and distinct 
population segments.  Conserv. Genet 9:1111–1124. 


Guilbard, F., J. Munro, P. Dumont, D. Hatin, and R. Fortin.  2007.  Feeding ecology of Atlantic 
sturgeon and Lake sturgeon co-occurring in the St. Lawrence Estuarine Transition Zone.  
American Fisheries Society Symposium.  56: 85-104. 


Hain, S. and E. Corcoran (eds.).  2004.  The status of the cold-water coral reefs of the world.   
Pages 115-135.  In: Wilkinson, C. (ed.). Status of coral reefs of the world: 2004.  Vol. 1. 
Australian Inst. of Mar. Sci. Perth, Western Australia. 


 
Harter, S.L, M.M. Ribera, A.N. Shepard, J.K. Reed.  2009.  Assessment of fish populations and  


habitat on Oculina Bank, a deep-sea coral marine protected area off eastern Florida.  Fish. 
Bull. 107: 195-206.  


 
Harter, S., J. Reed, A. David, and S. Farington.  2012.  NOAA CIOERT Cruise Report.  NOAA  


Ship Pisces Cruise 12-03.  South Atlantic MPAs and Deepwater CHAPCs: 
Characterization of Benthic Habitat and Fauna.  July 6-19, 2012.  731 pp. 


Hatin, D., R. Fortin, and F. Caron.  2002.  Movements and aggregation areas of adult Atlantic 
sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus) in the St. Lawrence River estuary, Québec, Canada. 
Journal of Applied Ichthyology 18:  586-594. 


Holland, B.F., Jr. and G.F. Yelverton.  1973.  Distribution and biological studies of anadromous 
fishes offshore North Carolina.  Division of Commercial and Sports Fisheries, North 
Carolina Dept. of Natural and Economic Resources, Special Scientific Report No. 24.  
130pp. 


Holland, S. M., A. J. Fedler, and J. W. Milon. 1999. The Operation and Economics of the  
Charter and Headboat Fleets of the Eastern Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Coasts.  







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


114


University of Florida Office of research, Technology, and Graduate Education. Report  
prepared for the National Marine Fisheries Service. Grant Number NA77FF0553.  
 


Hughes, G.R.  1974.  The sea-turtles of south-east Africa. II.  The biology of the Tongaland 
loggerhead turtle Caretta caretta L. with comments on the leatherback turtle 
Dermochelys coriacea L. and green turtle Chelonia mydas L. in the study region.  
Oceanographic Research Institute (Durban) Investigative Report. No. 36.  


 
Jaap, W.C., W.G. Lyons, P. Dustan, and J.C. Halas.  1989.  Stony coral (Scleractinia and 


Milleporina) community structure at Bird Key Reef, Ft. Jefferson National Monument, 
Dry Tortugas, Florida.  Fla. Mar. Res. Publ. 46. 


 
Jepson, M., K. Kitner, A. Pitchon, W.W. Perry, and B. Stoffle. 2005. Potential fishing 
 communities in the Carolinas, Georgia, and Florida: An effort in baseline profiling and 
 mapping. NOAA Technical Report (available at 
 http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/st5/publication/fisheries_economics_2009.html.  
 
Keinath, J.A., and J.A., Musick.  1993.  Movements and diving behavior of a leatherback sea 


turtle, Dermochelys coriacea. Copeia, 1993:1010.   
 
Kennedy, F.S., Crane, J. J., Schlieder, R. A. and D.G. Barber. 1977. Studies of the rock shrimp,  


Sicyonia Brevirostris. A new fishery resource on Florida’s Atlantic Shelf. Florida Marine 
Research Publications Number 27, Florida Department of Natural Resources. 


King, T.L., B.A. Lubinski, and A.P. Spidle.  2001.  Microsatellite DNA variation in Atlantic 
sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) and cross-species amplification in the 
Acipenseridae.  Conservation Genetics 2: 103-119. 


Koenig, C.C., F.C. Coleman, C.B. Grimes, G.R. Fitzhugh, C.T. Gledhill, K.M. Scanlon, and M.  
Grace.  2000. Protection of essential fish spawning habitat for the conservation of warm 
temperate reef fish fisheries of shelfedge reefs of Florida.  Bull. Mar. Sci. 66:593-616. 


 
Koenig, C.C., A.N. Shepard, J.K. Reed, F.C. Coleman, S.D. Brooke, J. Brusher, and K.M.  


Scanlon.  2005. Habitat and fish populations in the deep-sea Oculina coral ecosystem of the  
western Atlantic. Amer. Fish. Soc. Symp. 41: 795–805.  


Laney, R. W., J. E. Hightower, B. R. Versak, M. F. Mangold, W. W. Cole Jr., and S. E. 
Winslow.  2007.  Distribution, habitat use, and size of Atlantic sturgeon captured during 
cooperative winter tagging cruises, 1988–2006.  In:  Anadromous sturgeons: habitats, 
threats, and management (J. Munro, D. Hatin, J. E. Hightower, K. McKown, K. J. Sulak, A. 
W. Kahnle, and F. Caron, eds.) p. 167–182. Am. Fish. Soc. Symp. 56, Bethesda, MD. 


Lanyon, J.M., C.J. Limpus, and H., Marsh.  1989.  Dugongs and turtles: grazers in the seagrass 
system. In: Larkum, A.W.D, A.J., McComb and S.A., Shepard (eds.) Biology of 
Seagrasses. Elsevier, Amsterdam, 610. 


 







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


115


Leeworthy, V. S., and P. C. Wiley. 2002. Socioeconomic impact analysis of marine reserve 
alternatives for the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary. U.S. Department of 
Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Ocean Service, 
Special Projects, Silver Spring, MD. 


Leland, J.G., III.  1968.  A survey of the sturgeon fishery of South Carolina. Bears Bluff Labs. 
No. 47, 27 pp. 


Limpus, C.J. and N., Nichols.  1988.  The southern oscillation regulates the annual numbers of 
green turtles (Chelonia mydas) breeding around northern Australia. Australian Journal of 
Wildlife Research, 15:157. 


 
Limpus, C.J. and N., Nichols.  1994.  Progress report on the study of the interaction of El Niño 


Southern Oscillation on annual Chelonia mydas numbers at the southern Great Barrier 
Reef rookeries. In: Proceedings of the Australian Marine Turtle Conservation Workshop, 
Queensland Australia. 


 
Lutz, P.L., and J.A., Musick (eds.).  1997.  The Biology of Sea Turtles. CRC Press, Boca Raton, 


Florida. 
 
Lutz, P.L., J.A., Musick, and J. Wyneken.  2002.  The Biology of Sea Turtles, Volume II.  CRC 


Press, Boca Raton, Florida. 
 
MacIntyre, I. G., and J. D. Milliman. 1970. Physiographic features on the outer shelf and upper 


slope, Atlantic Continental Margin, southeastern United States. Geological Society of 
America Bulletin 81:2577-2598. 


McCord, J.W., M.R. Collins, W.C. Post, and T.J. Smith.  2007.  Attempts to develop an index of 
abundance for age-1 Atlantic sturgeon in South Carolina, USA.  Am. Fisheries Society 
Symposium 56: 397-403. 


Mangin, E.  1964.  Croissance en Longueur de Trois Esturgeons d’Amerique du Nord: Acipenser 
oxyrhynchus, Mitchill, Acipenser fulvescens, Rafinesque, et Acipenser brevirostris LeSueur.  
Verh. Int. Ver. Limnology 15: 968-974. 


Meylan, A.  1988.  Spongivory in hawksbill turtles: a diet of glass.  Science 239:393-395. 
 
Meylan, A.B., and M. Donnelly.  1999.  Status justification for listing the hawksbill turtle 


(Eretmochelys imbricata) as critically endangered on the 1996 IUCN Red List of 
Threatened Animals. Chelonian Conservation and Biology 3(2): 200-204. 


 
Miller, G. C., and W. J. Richards. 1979. Reef fish habitat, faunal assemblages and factors 


determining distributions in the South Atlantic Bight. Proceedings of the Gulf and 
Caribbean Fisheries Institute 32:114-130. 


 







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


116


Milliman, J. D. 1972. Atlantic Continental Shelf and Slope of the United States- Petrology of the 
sand fraction of sediments, northern New Jersey to southern Florida. U.S. Geological Survey 
Professional Paper 529-J. 


Mohler, J. W. 2003. Culture manual for the Atlantic sturgeon, Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus. 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Hadley, Massachusetts. 70 pp. 


Morgan, L. E. and R. Chuenpagdee.  2003.  Shifting gears: addressing the collateral impacts of 
fishing methods in U.S. waters.  Island Press, Washington. 42 p. 


 
Mortimer, J.A. 1981.  The feeding ecology of the West Caribbean green turtle (Chelonia mydas) 


in Nicaragua.  Biotropica, 13:49.  
 
Mortimer, J.A.  1982.  Feeding ecology of sea turtles. In: Bjorndal, K.A. (ed.), Biology and 


Conservation of Sea Turtles.  Smithsonian Institute Press, Washington, D.C. 


Munro, J. and D. Hatin, J. E. Hightower, K. McKown, K. J. Sulak, A. W. Kahnle, and F. Caron, 
eds.  2007.  Anadromous Sturgeon: Habitats, Threats, Management, Synthesis and 
Summary.  American Fisheries Society Symposium, 56: 1-15. 


Murawski, S.A. and A.L. Pacheco.  1977.  Biological and fisheries data on Atlantic sturgeon, 
Acipenser oxyrhynchus (Mitchill).  National Marine Fisheries Service, Sandy Hook Lab., 
Sandy Hook.  Tech. Report No. 10.  78 pp. 


Newton J.G., Pilkey O.H. and Blanton J.O. 1971.  An Oceanographic Atlas of the Carolina and 
continental margin.  North Carolina Dept. of Conservation and Development. 57 p.  


 
Neumann, A. C. and M. M. Ball. 1970. Submersible observations in the Straits of Florida:  


geology and bottom currents. Geol. Soc. Am. Bull. 81: 2861-2874.  
 
NMFS (National Marine Fisheries Service).  2009.  Economics of the Federal South Atlantic  
 Shrimp Fisheries Annual Report.  U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic  
 Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service.  Available at  
 http://www.sefsc.noaa.gov/docs/2009%20SA%20shrimp%20econ%20report.pdf.   
 
Norman, J. R., and F. C.. Fraser.  1938.  Giant Fishes, Whales and Dolphins. W. W. Norton and 


Company, Inc, New York, NY. 361 pp. 
 
Ogren, L.H.  1989.  Distribution of juvenile and subadult Kemp’s ridley turtles: Preliminary 


results from the 1984-1987 surveys. In: C.W. Caillouet Jr. and A.M. Landry Jr. (eds.) 
Proceedings from the 1st Symposium on Kemp’s ridley Sea Turtle Biology, Conservation, 
and Management.  Sea Grant College Program, Galveston, TX. 116.  


 
Paredes, R.P.  1969.  Introduccion al Estudio Biologico de Chelonia mydas agassizi en el Perfil 


de Pisco, Masters thesis, Universidad Nacional Federico Villareal, Lima, Peru. 
 







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


117


Parker, R. O., D. R. Copoundy, and T. D. Willis. 1983. Estimated amount of reef habitat on a 
portion of the US South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico continental shelf. Bulletin of 
Marine Science 33:935-940. 


 
Paull, C.K., A.C. Neumann, B.A. am Ende, W. Ussler III and N.M. Rodriguez.  2000.   


Lithoherms on the Florida-Hatteras slope. Mar. Geol. 166: 83-101. 
 
Perez-Farfante, I. 1969. Western Atlantic shrimps of the genus Penaeus. Fishery Bulletin  


67(3):461- 591. 


Pikitch, E.K., P. Doukakis, L. Lauck, P.  Chakrabarty, and D.L. Erickson.  2005.  Status, trends 
and management of sturgeon and paddlefish fisheries.  Fish and Fisheries 6: 233–265. 


Reed, J.K.  1980.  Distribution and structure of deep-water Oculina varicosa coral reefs off  
central eastern Florida.  Bul.  Mar.  Sci. 30: 667-677. 


 
Reed, J.K.  1981.  In situ growth rates of the scleractinian coral Oculina varicosa occurring with  


zooxanthellae on 6-m reefs and without on 80-m banks. Proc 4th Int Coral Reef Symp, 
Manila 2, pp 201-206. 


 
Reed, J.K.  2002a.  Deep-water Oculina coral reefs of Florida: biology, impacts, and  


management. Hydrobiologia 471: 43-55. 
 
Reed, J.K.  2002b.  Comparison of deep-water coral reefs and lithoherms off southeastern U.S.A.  


Hydrobiologia 471: 57-69. 
 
Reed, J.K.  2004.  General Description of Deep-Water Coral Reefs of Florida, Georgia and South  


Carolina: A Summary of Current Knowledge of the Distribution, Habitat, and Associated  
Fauna.  A Report to the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, NOAA, NMFS, 71 
pp. 


 
Reed, J.K.  2011.  A Proposal for Extension of the Boundaries of the Oculina Coral Habitat Area  


of Particular Concern (OCULINA BANK HAPC).  Report submitted to the South  
Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  December 2, 2011.  21pp. 


 
Reed, J.K., and S.W. Ross.  2005.  Deep-water reefs off the southeastern U.S.: Recent  


discoveries and research.  Journal of Marine Education 21(4): 33-37. 
 
Reed, J.K., A. Shepard, C. Koenig, K. Scanlon, and G. Gilmore.  2005.  Mapping, habitat  


characterization, and fish surveys of the deep-water Oculina coral reef marine protected  
area: a review of historical and current research.  Pages 443-465 in R. A. Freiwald and J. 
M. Roberts, eds.  Cold-water corals and ecosystems.  Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg. 


 
Reed, J.K., D. Weaver, and S. A. Pomponi.  2006.  Habitat and fauna of deep-water Lophelia  


pertusa coral reefs off the Southeastern USA: Blake Plateau, Straits of Florida, and Gulf 
of Mexico.  Bulletin of Marine Science 78: 343-375. 







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


118


 
Reed, J.K., C.C. Koenig, and A.N. Shepard.  2007.  Impacts of bottom trawling on a deep-water  


Oculina Coral Ecosystems off Florida.  Bulletin of Marine Science 81: 481-496. 
 
Reed, J., and S. Farrington.  2011.  A proposal for extension of the boundaries of the Oculina  


Coral Habitat Area of Particular Concern (Oculina Bank HAPC).  Submitted to the South  
Atlantic Fishery Management Council on December 2, 2010.  21 pp. 


 
Rogers, A.D.  1999.  The biology of Lophelia pertusa (Linnaeus, 1758) and other deepwater  


reef-forming corals and impacts from human activities. Int. Rev. Hydrobiol. 84: 315-406. 
 
Ross, S.W., and A.M. Quattrini.  2009.  Deep-sea reef fish assemblage patterns on the Blake  


Plateau (Western North Atlantic Ocean).  Marine Ecology 30: 74-92. 
 
Ross, S.W., S.D. Brooke, and A.M. Quattrini.  2012a.  An unusually shallow and productive  


deep-water coral community discovered off the southeastern United States.  Poster 
presentation at the 5th International Symposium on Deep-Sea Corals, April 1-6, 2012, 
Amsterdam, The Netherlands. 


 
Ross, S.W., M.C.T. Carlson, and A.M. Quattrini.  2012b.  The utility of museum records for  


documenting distributions of deep-sea corals off the southeastern United States.  Marine  
Biology Research 8: 101-114.  


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council) & GMFMC (Gulf of Mexico Fishery  


Management Council). 1982.  Fishery Management Plan for Coral and Coral Reefs of the  
Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic.  South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 1  
Southpark Cir., Suite 306, Charleston, South Carolina & Gulf of Mexico Fishery  
Management Council, 2203 N Lois Avenue Suite 1100 Tampa, Florida. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 1983. Fishery Management Plan,  


Regulatory Impact Review and Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Snapper 
Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region. South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council, 1 Southpark Circle, Suite 306, Charleston, South Carolina, 29407-4699. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  1990.  Amendment 1 to the Fishery  


Management Plan for Coral and Coral Reefs, (Including Environmental Assessment, 
Regulatory Impact Review, and Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis).  Gulf of Mexico 
Fishery Management Council, 5401 West Kennedy Boulevard, Suite 881, Tampa, 
Florida.  18 pp. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 1993a. Fishery Management Plan for  


Shrimp Fishery of the South Atlantic Region Including a Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and Regulatory Impact Review. South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 
1 Southpark Cir., Ste 306, Charleston, S.C. 29407-4699. 300 pp. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 1993b. Amendment Number 6 to the  







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


119


Fishery Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region. 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 1 Southpark Cir., Ste 306, Charleston, S.C. 
29407-4699. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  1994a.  Amendment 2 to the Fishery  


Management Plan for Coral and Coral Reefs of the South Atlantic Region. 1 Southpark 
Cir., Suite 306, Charleston, S.C. 29407-4699. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 1994b. Amendment Number 7 to the  


Fishery Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region. 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 1 Southpark Cir., Ste 306, Charleston, S.C. 
29407-4699. 
 


SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  1995.  Amendment 3 to the Fishery  
Management Plan for Coral and Coral Reefs of the South Atlantic Region. 1 Southpark 
Cir., Suite 306, Charleston, S.C. 29407-4699. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 1996a. Amendment 1 to the Fishery 


Management Plan for the Shrimp Fishery of the South Atlantic Region (Rock Shrimp). South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 1 Southpark Cir., Ste 306, Charleston, S.C.  29407. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 1996b. Final Amendment 2 (Bycatch 


Reduction) to the Fishery Management Plan for the Shrimp Fishery of the South Atlantic 
Region. South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 1 Southpark Cir., Ste 306, Charleston, 
S.C. 29407-4699. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 1997. Amendment Number 8,  


Regulatory Impact Review, Social Impact Assessment, Initial Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis and Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Fishery 
Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region. South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 1 Southpark Cir., Ste 306, Charleston, S.C. 
29407-4699.   


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 1998a. Amendment Number 9 to the  


Fishery Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region. 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 1 Southpark Cir., Ste 306, Charleston, S.C. 
29407-4699. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  1998b.  Comprehensive Amendment  


Addressing Sustainable Fishery Act Definitions and Other Required Provisions in Fishery  
Management Plans of the South Atlantic Region (Amendment 4 to the Coral Fishery  
Management Plan).  South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 1 Southpark Cir., Suite 
306, Charleston, S.C. 29407-4699.   


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  1998c. Habitat Plan for the South  







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


120


Atlantic Region.  (Amendment 5 to the Coral Fishery Management Plan).  South Atlantic 
Fishery Management Council, 1 Southpark Cir., Ste 306, Charleston, S.C.  29407-4699. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  1998d.  Comprehensive Amendment  


Addressing Essential Fish Habitat in Fishery Management Plans of the South Atlantic 
Region (Amendment 3 to the Shrimp Fishery Management Plan). South Atlantic Fishery  
Management Council, 1 Southpark Cir., Suite 306, Charleston, S.C. 29407-4699.   


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  2000.  Amendment Number 12, Final  


Environmental Impact Statement, Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis/Regulatory 
Impact Review, and Social Impact Assessment/Fishery Impact Statement for the Fishery 
Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region. South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 1 Southpark Cir., Ste 306, Charleston, S.C. 
29407-4699. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  2002.  Amendment 5 to the Fishery 


Management Plan for the Shrimp Fishery of the South Atlantic Region (Rock Shrimp).  
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 1 Southpark Cir., Suite 306, Charleston, S.C. 
29407 4699. 139 p + appendices. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 2004.  Amendment 6 to the Fishery 


Management Plan for Shrimp Fishery of the South Atlantic Region Including a Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and Regulatory Impact Review.  South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council, 1 Southpark Cir., Suite 306, Charleston, S.C. 29407-4699 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 2006. Amendment Number 13C, Final  


Environmental Assessment, Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis/Regulatory Impact 
Review, and Social Impact Assessment/Fishery Impact Statement for the Fishery 
Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region. South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 1 Southpark Cir., Ste 306, Charleston, S.C. 
29407-4699. 631 pp.  


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 2007. Final Amendment Number 14,  


Final Environmental Impact Statement, Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis/Regulatory  
Impact Review, and Social Impact Assessment/Fishery Impact Statement for the Fishery  
Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region. South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 4055 Faber Place, Ste 201, North Charleston, S.C. 
29405.  


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 2008a. Amendment Number 15A, Final  


Environmental Impact Statement, Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis/Regulatory 
Impact Review, and Social Impact Assessment/Fishery Impact Statement for the Fishery 
Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region. South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 4055 Faber Place, Ste 201, North Charleston, S.C. 
29405. 325 pp.  


 







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


121


SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 2008b. Amendment Number 15B, Final  
Environmental Impact Statement, Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis/Regulatory 
Impact Review, and Social Impact Assessment/Fishery Impact Statement for the Fishery 
Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region. South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 4055 Faber Place, Ste 201, North Charleston, S.C. 
29405. 325 pp.  


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  2008c.  Amendment 7 to the Fishery 


Management Plan for the Shrimp Fishery of the South Atlantic Region.  South Atlantic 
Fishery Management Council, , 4055 Faber Place Drive, Suite 201, North Charleston, SC 
29405.  186pp.  


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 2009a. Amendment Number 16, Final  


Environmental Impact Statement, Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis/Regulatory 
Impact Review, and Social Impact Assessment/Fishery Impact Statement for the Fishery 
Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region. South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 4055 Faber Place, Ste 201, North Charleston, S.C. 
29405. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  2009b.  Fishery Ecosystem Plan for the  


South Atlantic Region.  South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 4055 Faber Place, 
Ste 201, North Charleston, S.C. 29405. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  2010a.  Amendment 17A, Final  


Environmental Impact Statement, Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis/Regulatory 
Impact Review, and Social Impact Assessment/Fishery Impact Statement for the Fishery 
Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region. South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 4055 Faber Place Drive, Ste 201, Charleston, S.C. 
29405. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  2010b.  Amendment 17B, Final  


Environmental Impact Statement, Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis/Regulatory 
Impact Review, and Social Impact Assessment/Fishery Impact Statement for the Fishery 
Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region. South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 4055 Faber Place, Ste 201, North Charleston, S.C. 
29405. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council). 2010c. Comprehensive Ecosystem- 


Based Amendment 1 for the South Atlantic Region. (Amendment 6 to the Coral Fishery 
Management Plan).  South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 4055 Faber Place 
Drive, Suite 201; North Charleston, SC 29405. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  2011a.  Regulatory Amendment 9 to  


the Fishery Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic 
Region.  South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 4055 Faber Place, Ste 201, North 
Charleston, S.C. 29405. 







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


122


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  2011b.  Regulatory Amendment 11 to  


the Fishery Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic 
Region.  South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 4055 Faber Place, Ste 201, North 
Charleston, S.C. 29405. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  2011c.  Comprehensive Annual Catch  


Limit Amendment for the Fisheries of the South Atlantic Region. South Atlantic Fishery  
Management Council, 4055 Faber Place, Ste 201, North Charleston, S.C. 29405. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  2011d. Amendment 24 to the Fishery  


Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region.  South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 4055 Faber Place, Ste 201, North Charleston, S.C. 
29405. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  2011e.  Amendment 20A to the Fishery  


Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region.  South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 4055 Faber Place, Ste 201, North Charleston, S.C. 
29405. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  2011f.  Amendment 18A to the  


Snapper Grouper Fishery of the South Atlantic Region South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council, 4055 Faber Place, Ste 201, North Charleston, S.C. 29405. 


 
SAFMC (South Atlantic Fishery Management Council).  2011g.  Comprehensive Ecosystem- 


Based Amendment 2 for the South Atlantic Region. (Amendment 7 to the Coral Fishery 
Management Plan).  South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 4055 Faber Place 
Drive, Suite 201; North Charleston, SC 29405. 


 
 
Sanchirico, J. N., K. A. Cochran, and P. M. Emerson. 2002. Marine protected areas: economic  


and social implications. Resources for the Future, Discussion Paper 02-26, Washington, 
D.C. 


 
Savoy, T.  2007.  Prey eaten by Atlantic sturgeon in Connecticut waters.  Am. Fisheries Society  


Symposium 56: 157-165. 
 
Savoy, T. and D. Pacileo.  2003.  Movements and important habitats of subadult Atlantic  


sturgeon in Connecticut waters.  Transactions of the American Fisheries Society. 132: 1-8. 
 
Schwartz, F. J.  2003.  Bilateral asymmetry in the rostrum of the smalltooth sawfish, Pristis 


pectinata (pristiformes: family pristidae).  Journal of North Carolina Academy of 
Science, 119:41-47. 


 
Scott, W.B. and E.J. Crossman.  1973.  Freshwater fishes of Canada. Fisheries Research Board  


of Canada Bulletin 184: 966 pp.  







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


123


 
Shaver. D.J.  1991.  Feeding ecology of wild and head-started Kemp’s ridley sea turtles in south 


Texas waters.  Journal of Herpetology, 25:327. 
 
Shirey, C., C.C. Martin, and E.D. Stetzar.  1999.  Atlantic sturgeon abundance and movement in  


the lower Delaware River.  DE Division of Fish and Wildlife, Dover, DE, USA.  Final 
Report to the National Marine Fisheries Service, Northeast Region, State, Federal & 
Constituent Programs Office.  Project No. AFC-9, Grant No. NA86FA0315.  34 pp. 


 
Simpfendorfer, CA.  2001.  Essential habitat of the smalltooth sawfish, Pristis pectinata. Report 


to the National Fisheries Service’s Protected Resources Division. Mote Marine 
Laboratory Technical Report (786) 21pp. 


 
Simpfendorfer, C.A., and T.R., Wiley.  2004.  Determination of the distribution of Florida’s 


remnant sawfish population, and identification of areas critical to their conservation.  
Mote Marine Laboratory Technical Report, July 2, 2004 37 pp. 


 
Smith, T.I.J.  1985.  The fishery, biology, and management of Atlantic sturgeon, Acipenser  


oxyrhynchus, in North America.  Environmental Biology of Fishes 14(1): 61-72. 
 
Smith, T.I.J. and J.P. Clugston.  1997.  Status and management of Atlantic sturgeon, Acipenser  


oxyrinchus, in North America. Environmental Biology of Fishes 48: 335-346. 
 
Smith, T.I.J., D.E. Marchette and R.A. Smiley.  1982.  Life history, ecology, culture and  


management of Atlantic sturgeon, Acipenser oxyrhynchus oxyrhynchus, Mitchill, in South  
Carolina.  South Carolina Wildlife Marine Resources. Resources Department, Final Report 
to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Project AFS-9. 75 pp. 
 


Soma, M.  1985.  Radio biotelemetry system applied to migratory study of turtle.  Journal of the 
Faculty of Marine Science and Technology, Tokai University, Japan, 21:47. 


 
Standora, E.A., J.R., Spotila, J.A., Keinath, and C.R. Shoop.  1984.  Body temperatures, diving 


cycles, and movements of a subadult leatherback turtle, Dermochelys coriacea.  
Herpetologica, 40:169.   


 
Stein, A. B., K. D. Friedland, and M. Sutherland.  2004.  Atlantic sturgeon marine distribution  
 and habitat use along the northeastern coast of the United States.  Transactions of the 


American Fisheries Society 133: 527-537. 
 
Stetson, T.R., D.F. Squires and R.M. Pratt. 1962. Coral banks occurring in deep water on the  


Blake Plateau. Amer. Mus. Novitates 2114: 1-39. 
 
Stevenson, J. T. and D. H. Secor.  1999.  Age determination and growth of Hudson River  
 Atlantic sturgeon, Acipenser oxyrinchus.  Fishery Bulletin 97: 153-166. 
 
Sutton, S.G., R.B. Ditton, J.R. Stoll, and J.W. Milon.  1999.  A cross-sectional study and  







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


124


longitudinal perspective on the social and economic characteristics of the charter and 
party boat fishing industry of Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas.  Texas A&M 
Univ., College Station, TX.  Memo.  Rpt. 198 p. 


 
Thayer, G.W., K.A., Bjorndal, J.C., Ogden, S.L., Williams, and J.C., Zieman.  1984.  Role of 


large herbivores in seagrass communities.  Estuaries, 7:351. 
 
Van Dam, R. and C. Diéz.  1998.  Home range of immature hawksbill turtles (Eretmochelys 


imbricata) at two Caribbean islands.  Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and 
Ecology, 220(1):15-24. 


 
Van Eenennaam, J.P., S.I. Doroshov, G.P. Moerg, J.G. Watson, D.S. Moore and J. Linares. 1996.   
 Reproductive conditions of the Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrhynchus) in the Hudson 


River. Estuaries 19: 769-777. 
 
Van Eenennaam, J. P. and S. I. Doroshov.  1998.  Effects of age and body size on gonadal  
 development of Atlantic sturgeon. Journal of Fish Biology 53: 624-637. 
 
Vladykov, V.D. and J.R. Greeley.  1963.  Order Acipenseroidei.  In: Fishes of Western North  
 Atlantic. Sears Foundation. Marine Research, Yale Univ. 1 630 pp. 
 
Waldman, J.R., C. Grunwald, J. Stabile, and I. Wirgin.  2002.  Impacts of life history and  
 biogeography on the genetic stock structure of Atlantic sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus  
 oxyrinchus, Gulf sturgeon A. oxyrinchus desotoi, and shortnose sturgeon A. brevirostrum.   
 Journal of Applied Ichthyology 18: 509-518. 
 
Walker, T.A.  1994.  Post-hatchling dispersal of sea turtles. p. 79. In: Proceedings of the 


Australian Marine Turtle Conservation Workshop, Queensland Australia. 
 
Welsh, S.A., S.M. Eyler, M.F. Mangold, and A. J. Spells.  2002.  Capture locations and growth  


rates of Atlantic sturgeon in the Chesapeake Bay.  Pages 183-194 In: W. Van Winkle, P. J.  
Anders, D. H. Secor, and D. A. Dixon, (eds), Biology, management, and protection of North  
American sturgeon. American Fisheries Society Symposium 28, Bethesda, Maryland. 


 
Whitaker, J. D. 1983. Effects of severe winters on white shrimp stocks in the Atlantic Ocean off the 


Southeastern United States. Presented at the National Shellfish Association. Hilton Head, SC. 
 
Wirgin, I. and T.L. King.  2011.  Mixed stock analysis of Atlantic sturgeon from coastal locales  


and a non‐spawning river.  Presentation of the 2011 Sturgeon Workshop, Alexandria, VA,  
February 8-10. 


 
Wirgin, I., J.R. Waldman, J. Rosko, R. Gross, M. Collins, S.G. Rogers, and J. Stabile.  2000.   


Genetic structure of Atlantic sturgeon populations based on mitochondrial DNA control 
region sequences.  Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 129: 476-486. 
 







 
South Atlantic    Chapter 10.  References 
CORAL AMENDMENT 8 
 


125


Witzell, W.N.  2002.  Immature Atlantic loggerhead turtles (Caretta caretta): suggested changes 
to the life history model.  Herpetological Review 33(4):266-269. 


 


 


 
 








CORAL AMENDMENT 8 1 OPTIONS PAPER 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  


  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*NOTE: Areas of further guidance requested of the Council are highlighted 
throughout the Options Paper   
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Options Paper 
 


for 
  Coral Amendment 8 


 


December 2012 
 







CORAL AMENDMENT 8 2 OPTIONS PAPER 


Why is the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council considering taking Action? 
 
Discoveries of previously uncharacterized areas of deepwater coral resources have been 
brought forward by the South Atlantic Council’s Coral Advisory Panel (AP).  Recent 
scientific exploration has identified areas of high relief features and hardbottom habitat 
outside of the boundaries of existing Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs).  
During their 2011 October meeting, the Coral Advisory Panel came forward with 
recommendations to the South Atlantic Council to revisit the boundaries of the Oculina 
HAPC, Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC, and Cape Lookout Coral HAPC to incorporate 
these areas of additional deepwater coral habitat.  The Habitat AP reviewed the Coral AP 
recommendations in November 2011 and discussed protection of habitat associated with the 
deepwater ecosystem.  In addition, the APs were presented preliminary analyses of fishing 
activity (Vessel Monitoring System data) associated with the HAPC extension 
recommendations.  The South Atlantic Council reviewed the Coral and Habitat APs 
recommendations and associated VMS analyses for expansion of these areas during their 
December 2011 meeting, and approved the measures for public scoping in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 (CE-BA 3).  The Coral and Habitat APs refined their 
recommendations for expansion during their May 2012 meetings and presented 
recommendations for these areas during the June 2012 South Atlantic Council meeting. 
 
The Deepwater Shrimp and Shrimp APs reviewed the Coral HAPC expansion 
recommendations during their April 2012 meeting, and suggested the South Atlantic Council 
consider modifications to the expansion proposals brought forward by the Coral AP.  The 
Shrimp APs presented their recommendations for these areas during the June 2012 South 
Atlantic Council meeting.    
 
The South Atlantic Council deferred development of the Coral HAPC measures until a joint 
AP meeting is held to discuss the various recommendations.  The joint meeting of the Coral 
and Deepwater Shrimp APs, as well as representatives from the Habitat and Law 
Enforcement APs was held on October 18, 2012 to allow these groups the opportunity to 
discuss the various recommendations.  
 


  
 Live Bottom Habitat on Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC. John 


Reed, HBOI, FAU 







CORAL AMENDMENT 8 3 OPTIONS PAPER 


Matters related to Timing: 
 
Both the Coral and Deepwater Shrimp APs have discussed that the VMS data as currently 
included in Coral Amendment 8 is incomplete and does not provide VMS data for earlier 
years of activity, 2003-2006.  Currently, VMS analyses in the Amendment represents 2007-
2011.  Processing of the VMS data for the earlier years is scheduled to begin by NMFS VMS 
office by the end of 2012 and an updated dataset will likely be available for review at the 
March 2013 Council meeting.    
 
Also, Council staff has submitted a request to the Deepwater Shrimp AP Chair for obtaining 
rock shrimp trawl track information to support analyses of fishery impacts associated with 
modifications to Coral HAPCs prior to the requirement for implementation of VMS (2003).  
 
Timing Options: 
 
1. Delay approval of Coral Amendment 8 for public hearings at December 2012 meeting 


until after earlier years of VMS data (2003-2006) and rock shrimp trawl track data have 
been received and the analyses are updated.  Under this scenario, the Council would 
review the updated VMS and rock shrimp trawl track analyses during the March 2013 
meeting.  This timeline allows scheduling of spring 2013 AP meetings with all involved 
APs to review the complete VMS analysis and revised modifications to Coral HAPC 
areas, and provides the APs and the SSC additional opportunity for input to the Council 
before approval of Coral Amendment 8 for public hearings.   
 
Under the Option 1 timeline, Council would review a more complete document in March, 
AP meetings would be held in March/April, the SSC would review in April, and the 
Council would consider approval for public hearings during the June 2013 meeting.  
Public hearings would then be held in August 2013.   


 
Do you want to proceed with Option 1?   
If so, provide guidance on the structure of spring 2013 AP meetings: 
   


 Do you want to consider a joint meeting of all involved APs?  The APs would review 
revisions to HAPCs based on the outcome of the joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp 
AP meeting and the completed VMS analysis.  A joint meeting would include the 
Snapper Grouper, Coral, Habitat, Law Enforcement, and Deepwater Shrimp APs. 


 
 Do you want to consider individual meetings of the APs and a joint meeting of the 


Coral and Habitat APs (considering their directives are closely aligned)?  
 
 
2. Approve Coral Amendment 8 for public hearings during December 2012 Council 


meeting.   
 
Do you want to proceed with Option 2? 
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The IPT has a recommendation for the Purpose and Need for Coral Amendment 8.   
 
Do you want to accept the IPT recommendation? 


 
 


 
 
  


 


Purpose for Action 
 
The purpose of Coral Amendment 8 is to increase protections for deepwater 
coral through expansion of the boundaries of the Coral Habitat Areas of 
Particular Concern.  
 


Need for Action 
 
The need for action in Coral Amendment 8 is to address recent discoveries 
of deepwater coral resources and protect deepwater coral ecosystems in the 
South Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction from future activities that could 
compromise their condition.   
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 Action 1.  Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not modify the boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC.   
  
The existing Oculina Bank HAPC is delineated by the following boundaries:  on the north by 
28°30' N, on the south by 27°30' N, on the east by the 100-fathom (183-m) contour, and on 
the west by 80°00' W; and two adjacent satellite sites: the first bounded on the north by 
28°30' N, on the south by 28°29' N, on the east by 80°00' W, and on the west by 80°03' W; 
and the second bounded on the north by 28°17' N, on the south by 28°16' N, on the east by 
80°00 W, and on the west by 80°03' W. 
 
Alternative 2.   Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC. 


 
Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from the 
current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W.  The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 1).  Sub-Alternative 2a = 
430 square miles. 


 
Note:  The Coral and Habitat APs originally endorsed Sub-Alternative 2a as a preferred 
alternative after their October 2011 AP meeting. An updated recommendation for a 
northern extension was developed as a result of the motion approved by the Deepwater 
Shrimp and Coral APs during their joint meeting. The new alternative is depicted in 
Figure 6.  


 
Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from the 
current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W. The west and 
east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 2).  Sub-Alternative 2b = 
228 square miles. 


 
Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from the 
current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W.  The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 3).  Sub-Alternative 2c = 
278 square miles. 
 
Note:  The Deepwater Shrimp and Coral APs approved a motion at their joint AP 
meeting in October 2012 to develop a modified version of Sub-Alternative 2c in which 
the 70-100 meter depth contour lines are used as a basis for a northern extension of the 
HAPC, with a caveat that adjustments be made to annex obvious hard bottom features 
(Figure 6).   
 
Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC:  from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W.  The west 
and east boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, 
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respectively, as represented in the simplified polygon (Figure 4).  Sub-Alternative 2d = 
380 square miles. 


 
Alternative 3.  Modify the western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 28° 4.5’N to 
the north boundary of the current Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N).  The east boundary would 
coincide with the current western boundary of the Oculina HAPC (80° W).  The west 
boundary could either use the 60 meter contour line, or the 80° 03’W longitude (Figure 5).  
Alternative 3 = 76 square miles. 
 
The Coral and Habitat APs have endorsed Alternative 3 as a preferred alternative. 
 
The Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp APs suggest the area within the proposed extension of 
the western boundary could be a candidate for a shrimp fishery access area because of 
historical rock shrimp production areas within this proposed extension.  During the joint AP 
meeting in October 2012, the Deepwater Shrimp AP did not develop a specific 
recommendation for this area and noted an interest in working with the Coral AP to develop 
a refined alternative in the future.  
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  Figure 1.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2a.  Modification to the northern boundary of 
the Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would 
follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the 
simplified polygon.   
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Figure 2.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b.  Modification to the northern boundary 
of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries 
would follow the 70 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, as represented in 
the simplified polygon. 
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Figure 3.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2c.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow the 
70 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon.  The 
Deepwater Shrimp and Coral APs recommended development of a northern extension 
alternative that is based off these depth contours while annexing obvious hardbottom features 
(See Figure 6).  
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  Figure 4.  Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2d.  Modification to the northern boundary of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.  In this northern zone, the west and east boundaries would follow 
the 60 meter and 90 meter depth contour lines, as represented in the simplified polygon. 
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Figure 5.  Action 1, Alternative 3.  Modification to the western boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  The west boundary would follow the 80° 03’W longitude between 28° 
30’N and 28° 16’N which is the western border of the Oculina HAPC satellite regions, 
and would follow the 60 meter contour as represented in the simplified polygon.  This is 
a preferred option of the Coral and Habitat APs. 
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Additional Options for Action 1 (Oculina Bank HAPC) for the Council to 
Consider: 
 
New Proposed Alternative for extension of the northern Oculina Bank HAPC boundary: 


A new proposed alternative (Figure 6) for a northern extension of the Oculina Bank HAPC was 
developed as a result of the joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP meeting motion.   


The following motion was approved by both APs during the joint meeting:   


USE THE 70-100 M CONTOUR LINE FOR A NORTHERN EXTENSION FOR OCULINA 
BANK HAPC WITH A CAVEAT THAT ADJUSTMENTS WILL BE MADE TO ANNEX 
HARD BOTTOM FEATURES.  THIS IS A MODIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVE 2C. 


In order to adjust Alternative 2C to annex obvious hardbottom features, a sub-group of Coral AP 
members developed a draft proposed alternative depicted in Figure 6.  The recommendation 
encompasses areas of high-relief bottom indicative of Oculina mounds and modifies the western 
boundary only to incorporate high-relief bottom.  The eastern boundary follows the 100 meter 
depth contour as indicated in the polygon in Figure 6.     


The Habitat AP met November 14-15, 2012 and reviewed the proposed northern extension 
alternative depicted in Figure 6 and approved this as an alternative for the Council to consider 
under Action 1. 


Do you want to add the new proposed alternative (Figure 6) as a new alternative for analysis 
under Action 1?   


(new) Sub-Alternative 2e.  Modify the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC from 
the current northern boundary of the Oculina HAPC (28° 30’N) to 29° 43.5’W.  The west 
and east boundaries would follow close to the 70 meter and 100 meter depth contour lines, 
respectively, while annexing obvious hard bottom features as represented in the simplified 
polygon (Figure 6).    
 


Do you want to remove any of the alternatives under Action 1 to the Considered but Rejected 
Appendix? 


 
Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp AP Recommendation for a new Alternative for the existing 
Oculina Bank HAPC:   
 
At their April 2012 meeting, the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp APs came forward with a 
recommendation for modifying the existing Oculina Bank HAPC. The APs provided rationale 
that a modification to the existing HAPC would connect highly productive rock shrimp bottom 
south of the existing HAPC to that which exists north of the HAPC in an area they have 
discussed that Oculina habitat does not occur.  They recommended development of a “Fishery 
Access Area” that follows the 90-100 depth contour to the west and 140 meter depth contour to 
the east.   
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During the joint Deepwater Shrimp and Coral AP meeting in October 2012, the APs discussed a 
modified recommendation for the Fishery Access Area.  The Coral AP provided guidance for 
specific depths that potential configuration of an Access Area consider in order to maintain 
integrity of deepwater coral habitat within the existing HAPC (at depths between 110-140 
meters).  Using the 110 meter depth contour would provide a buffer zone for easternmost high 
relief coral mounds (note: as far as scientists know, high relief Oculina mounds occur 
predominantly between 70 and 100 meters).  Concern was expressed by the Coral AP over 
allowing access within the Experimental Closed Area.  The Coral AP also recognized that data is 
limited on benthic communities and structure in the HAPC at depths greater than 100 meters 
however solitary Oculina colonies occur in depths up to 152 meters.  
 
The Habitat AP recommended the Council consider waiting to evaluate a Fishery Access Area 
until the re-evaluation of the Oculina Experimental Closed Area is undertaken.  An update to the 
Evaluation Plan of the Oculina Experimental Closed Area assessment is due to the Council in 
2014 (pursuant to SG Amendment 13A). 
 
The following motion was approved by the Coral AP during the joint Deepwater Shrimp and 
Coral AP meeting after discussion of the original Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp AP 
recommendation: 
 
AN ALTERNATIVE WILL BE PRESENTED IN RESPONSE TO THE DEEPWATER 
SHRIMP AP RECOMMENDATION FOR THE EXISTING OCULINA HAPC THAT 
EVALUATES FEASABILITY OF A SHRIMP ACCESS AREA WITIN THE EXISTING 
OCULINA BANK HAPC AND WITHIN EXISTING PORTIONS OF THE OCULINA 
EXPERIMENTAL CLOSED AREA AT DEPTHS BETWEEN 110 M AND 140 M.  
 
Do you want to approve development of an alternative that modifies the existing Oculina Bank 
HAPC at depths between 110 meters and 140 meters? A rendition of this alternative would be 
available at the next Council meeting.  
 
Do you want to move this recommendation to the Considered but Rejected Appendix?  
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Figure 6.  Recommendation for a new Alternative – 2e.  The recommendation for a northern 
extension is a result of the Joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP meeting in October 2012.  
The alternative is a modification of Sub-Alternative 2c and tracks closely the 70 and 100 
meter depth contour lines while annexing areas of hardbottom habitat based on NOAA 
bathymetric charts along the western boundary.   
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Figure A. Deepwater VMS points (2007-2011).  


 
Figure C. Proxy footprint for the rock shrimp 
fishery. 


 


Figure B. Proxy footprint for deepwater shrimp 
fishery (both rock and royal red shrimp). 
 
Deepwater Shrimp Vessel Monitoring System 
(VMS) points were provided by NOAA 
Fisheries for the period 2007 through partial 
2011. Request for update was submitted to 
NOAA Fisheries and when system contractor 
completes work additional information will be 
provided and further analyses may be possible 
prior to public hearing.  For the analyses, VMS 
points with speed 2-4 knots are used as a proxy 
for fishing (CEBA1). 


The VMS points were spatially divided to serve 
as proxies for all shrimp fishing (Figure A), the 
deepwater rock and royal red shrimp fisheries 
(Figure B), and the rock shrimp fishery (Figure 
C).  The VMS analyses presented in the Figures 
and Tables in this Options Paper are divided into 
three areas:  1) fishing in the Alternative as it 
relates to all shrimp fishing by permitted vessels 
carrying VMS; 2) fishing in the Alternative as it 
relates to deepwater shrimp fishing by permitted 
vessels carrying VMS; and 3) fishing in the 
Alternative as it relates to rock shrimp fishing by 
permitted vessels carrying VMS. 


Figures A, B, and C represent the different characterizations of the VMS Footprint 
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Oculina Bank CHAPC  Proposed 


Northern Extension‐  Deepwater 


Shrimp Vessels Participating the 


Shrimp Fishery


Alternative 


2a


Alternative 


2d


New Alt. Alternative 


2c


Alternative 


2b


New Alt.


Proposed Extension Alternative Coral and 


Habitat Aps


60‐90m New Alt.   


(Staff)


70‐100m 70‐90m New Alt.  


Shrimp AP


VMS Points in Alternative (07‐11) 6,908 5,935 5,376 3,118 2,158 1,346


Total VMS Points (07‐11) 313,379 313,379 313,379 313,379 313,379 313,379


Total VMS Points (07‐11) (2‐4knots) 73,915 73,915 73,915 73,915 73,915 73,915


Percent in Alternative 2.20% 1.89% 1.72% 0.99% 0.69% 0.43%


VMS Points in Alternative (2‐4knots) 2,494 2,180 1,325 968 478 159


Percent in Alternative (2‐4knots) of 


Total VMS (2‐4knots)


3.37% 2.95% 1.79% 1.31% 0.65% 0.22%


Oculina Bank CHAPC  Proposed 


Northern Extension ‐ Deepwater 


Shrimp Vessels Participating in the 


Deepwater Shrimp (Rock and Royal Red 


Shrimp) Fisheries


Proposed Extension Alternative Coral and 


Habitat APs


60‐90m NewAlt 70‐100m 70‐90m ShrimpAP


VMS Points in Alternative (07‐11) 6,908 5,935 5,376 3,118 2,158 1,346


Total Offshore DWS VMS Points (07‐11) 91,056 91,056 91,056 91,056 91,056 91,056


Total Offshore DWS VMS Points (07‐11) 


(2‐4knots)


31,576 31,576 31,576 31,576 31,576 31,576


Percent in Alternative 7.59% 6.52% 5.90% 3.42% 2.37% 1.48%


VMS Points in Alternative (2‐4knots) 2,494 2,180 1,325 968 478 159


Percent in Alternative (2‐4knots) of 


Total DWS VMS (2‐4knots)


7.90% 6.90% 4.20% 3.07% 1.51% 0.50%


Oculina Bank CHAPC Proposed 


Northern Extension as it Relates to the 


Rock Shrimp Fishery


Proposed Extension Alternative Coral and 


Habitat APs


60‐90m NewAlt 70‐100m 70‐90m Shrimp AP


VMS Points in Alternative (07‐11) 6,908 5,935 5,376 3,118 2,158 1,346


Total Offshore Rock Shrimp VMS Points 


(07‐11)


79,214 79,214 79,214 79,214 79,214 79,214


Total Offshore Rock Shrimp Points (2‐4 


knots)


23,089 23,089 23,089 23,089 23,089 23,089


Percent in Alternative 8.72% 7.49% 6.79% 3.94% 2.72% 1.70%


VMS Points in Alternative (2‐4knots) 2,494 2,180 1,325 968 478 159


Percent in Alternative (2‐4knots) of 


Total Rock Shrimp VMS (2‐4knots)


10.80% 9.44% 5.74% 4.19% 2.07% 0.69%


Table 1.  VMS descriptive activity corresponding to the alternatives for expansion of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC.
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Action 2.  Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC 
 


Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not implement a transit provision through Oculina Bank 
HAPC.  Currently, possession of rock shrimp in or from the area on board a fishing 
vessel is prohibited. 


 
Alternative 2.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  When transiting the 
Oculina Bank HAPC, gear must be stowed in accordance with CFR Section 622.35 (i)(2).  
Vessels must maintain a minimum speed of 5 knots while in transit through the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  In the event minimal speed is not sustainable, vessel must communicate to 
appropriate contact.  


 
*CFR § 622.35 (i)(2): 
(2) For the purpose of paragraph (i)(1) of this section, transit means direct, non-stop progression 
through the MPA. Fishing gear appropriately stowed means– 
(i) A longline may be left on the drum if all gangions and hooks are disconnected and stowed 
below deck.  Hooks cannot be baited.  All buoys must be disconnected from the gear; however, 
buoys may remain on deck. 
(ii) A trawl or try net may remain on deck, but trawl doors must be disconnected from such 
net and must be secured. 
(iii) A gillnet, stab net, or trammel net must be left on the drum.  Any additional such nets not 
attached to the drum must be stowed below deck. 
(iv) Terminal gear (i.e., hook, leader, sinker, flasher, or bait) used with an automatic reel, bandit 
gear, buoy gear, handline, or rod and reel must be disconnected and stowed separately from such 
fishing gear.  A rod and reel must be removed from the rod holder and stowed securely on or 
below deck. 
(v) A crustacean trap, golden crab trap, or sea bass pot cannot be baited.  All buoys must be 
disconnected from the gear; however, buoys may remain on deck. 
 
 
The Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp APs endorse a transit provision through the Oculina Bank 
HAPC as a preferred alternative and recommend a modified version of what is identified in 
Alternative 2.  During the Joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP meeting, the Deepwater Shrimp 
AP approved the following motion for a transit provision: 
 
A TRANSIT PROVISION WOULD ALLOW VESSELS TO CROSS THROUGH THE 
OCULINA BANK HAPC WITH ROCK SHRIMP ON BOARD, AT A SPEED OF NOT LESS 
THAN 6 KNOTS, DETERMINED BY PING RATE THAT IS ACCEPTABLE BY LAW 
ENFORCEMENT (i.e. 5 MINUTES), WITH GEAR (DEFINED AS DOORS AND NETS OUT 
OF WATER), WITH A CALL-IN PROVISION IN CASE OF MECHANICAL FAILURE OR 
EMERGENCY.  THIS PERTAINS TO THE ENTIRE OCULINA BANK HAPC.   
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Do you want to include the Deepwater Shrimp AP’s recommendation for a transit provision as a 
new alternative for analysis under Action 2?   
 


(new) Alternative 3.  Allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC with possession 
on rock shrimp on board.  When transiting through the Oculina Bank HAPC vessels must 
maintain a speed of not less than 6 knots, determined by ping rate that is acceptable by 
law enforcement (i.e. 5 minutes), with gear appropriately stowed (stowed is defined as 
doors and nets out of water).  The transit provision includes a call-in specification in case 
of mechanical failure or emergency.   
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Action 3.  Expand boundaries of Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC  
 
Alternative 1 (No Action).  Do not expand the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral 
HAPC.  
 
The existing Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC is delineated by the coordinates identified in 
CFR §633.35 (n)(iii).   


  
Alternative 2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC in the area west of the existing 
boundary approximately by the 200 meter depth contour between latitude 30°45.0’ to the north 
and latitude 29°52.0’ to the south (Figure 7).    
 
Note:  During their May 2012 meeting, the Coral AP revised their original recommendation, 
(Alternative 2) depicted in Figure 9.  The revised recommendation (Figure 9) includes known 
(mapped) benthic habitat and excludes those areas where habitat has not been found.  This 
recommendation is also based on high resolution bathymetry from the Navy indicating high 
relief mounds in the proposed extension of southern boundary.  The western limit of the 
expanded zone remains as stated in Alternative 2 (following the 200 meter depth contour).  
 
The Coral AP approved a motion at the recent joint Deepwater Shrimp and Coral AP meeting to 
modify their revised recommendation depicted in Figure 9 to release a portion of the area that is 
productive sand bottom for royal red shrimp in the proposed southern extension of the Coral 
HAPC.  The Deepwater Shrimp AP and Habitat APs are in support of this modification for 
expansion.  The new recommendation for an alternative is depicted in Figure 11.  
 
Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
Coral HAPC to include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and exclude areas of royal 
red fishery activity based on VMS data (Figure 8).     
 
Note:  The Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp APs previously endorsed Alternative 3 as a preferred 
measure, with the inclusion of a disabled vessel provision.  With the proximity of the open 
trawlable areas adjacent to the existing HAPC and the proposed extension, the APs discussed the 
importance of a disabled vessel provision to avoid penalty if communication to the appropriate 
contact is initiated when in distress.  At the joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP meeting, the 
Deepwater Shrimp AP approved modification of the Coral HAPC as depicted in Figure 11.  
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Figure 7.  Action 3, Alternative 2, the Coral Advisory Panel’s original proposed expansion 
of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC western boundary. They have proposed a revised 
recommendation, depicted in Figure 11. 
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Figure 8.  Action 3, Alternative 3, modifications to the Coral AP’s original recommendation 
for expanding the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC based on suggestions from shrimp industry 
representatives during the CE-BA 3 public scoping process.  This figure includes area of 
mapped habitat within the Coral AP’s original proposed extension and excludes areas of royal 
red fishery activity based on VMS data. This represents the original preferred option of the 
Deepwater Shrimp AP. The Deepwater Shrimp and Coral APs have proposed a revised 
recommendation, depicted in Figure 11.
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Figure 9.  Coral and Habitat AP previous preferred recommendation for modification of 
Action 3, Alternative 2.  A revised preferred recommendation is depicted in Figure 11.  
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Figure 10.  Coral and Habitat AP recommendation for modification of Stetson-Miami 
Terrace Coral HAPC as it relates to overall royal red shrimp fishery activity based on 
VMS data.      
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Additional Options for Action 3 (Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC) for the 
Council to Consider  
 
The Coral and Deepwater Shrimp APs discussed modifying the proposed alternative for 
expansion of Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC previously recommended by the Coral AP.  
The new proposed alternative is depicted in Figure 11.  The APs agreed upon the following 
motion at the joint Deepwater Shrimp and Coral AP meeting in October 2012:  
 
MODIFY THE SOUTHERN SE BOUNDARY OF THE STETSON MIAMI TERRACE 
CHAPC EXTENSION IN A MANNER TO RELEASE THE FLATBOTTOM REGION TO 
THE EXTENT POSSIBLE WHILE MAINTAINING PROTECTION OF CORAL HABITAT.  
REFER TO CONCEPTUAL DIAGRAM AND WORKING WITH DR. ROSS TO DEVELOP 
LINES FOR THIS AREA.  
 
The Habitat AP endorsed new Alternative 4 for a modification to the Stetson-Miami Terrace 
Coral HAPC during their November 14-15, 2012 meeting.  
 
Do you want to include new alternative 4 (depicted in Figure 11) under Action 3 for further 
analysis?  New Alternative 4 could also replace Alternative 2 and move existing Alternative 2 to 
the Considered but Rejected Appendix.  
 


(new) Alternative 4.  Modify the southern southeast boundary of the Stetson-Miami 
Terrace Coral HAPC western extension in a manner that releases the flatbottom region to 
the extent possible while maintaining protection of coral habitat (as depicted in Figure 
11). 
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Figure 11.  Recommendation for a new proposed western extension of Stetson-Miami 
Terrace Coral HAPCas a result of the joint Deepwater Shrimp and Coral AP meeting in 
October 2012.        
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Action 4.  Expand boundaries of Cape Lookout Coral HAPC  
 
 
Alternative 1.  (No Action) Do not modify the boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC.  
 
The existing Cape Lookout Coral HAPC is identified by the following coordinates: 
  
  Latitude     Longitude  


 34°24’37”            75°45’11” 
 34°10’26”     75°58’44” 
 34°05’47”     75°54’54” 
 34°21’02”     75°41’25” 
 
Alternative 2.  Extend the northern boundary to encompass the area identified by the following 
coordinates (Figure 12): 
 
 Latitude      Longitude  


 34°24.6166’          75°45.1833’ 
 34°23.4833’      75°43.9667’ 
 34°27.9’      75°42.75’ 
 34°27.0’      75°41.5’ 
 
The Coral and Habitat APs have endorsed Alternative 2 as a preferred.  The APs discussed this 
would incorporate an area of newly discovered deepwater coral Lophelia habitat north of the 
existing boundary.    
 
The Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp APs did not endorse a preferred alternative. 
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Figure 12.  Action 4, Alternative 2.  Coral Advisory Panel’s proposed expansion of the 
Cape Lookout Coral HAPC northern boundary. This represents the preferred option of the 
Coral and Habitat APs. 
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Other Issues to Discuss?  
 
Re-review Timing Options on .pdf p.3 and discuss approval for public hearings. 
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The Coral Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened in the 


Hilton Garden Inn, Charleston Airport, North Charleston, South Carolina, Wednesday morning, 


May 9, 2012, and was called to order at 9:00 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Stephen Blair. 


 


DR. ROSS:  (Recording started here) Professor at UNC-Wilmington, working on deep sea corals 


for the last ten years or so. 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  Kimberly Puglise; NOAA Center for Sponsored Coastal Ocean Research.  I 


manage the Mesophotic Coral Ecosystem Programs as well as the South Florida Program. 


 


MS. STILES:  Margot Stiles from Oceana.  I am a scientist there working on reef and fisheries 


conservation.  I’m filling in for my boss while he’s on sabbatical on the beach. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Dave Gilliam; faculty, Nova Southeastern University, Coral Reef Assessment 


Monitoring and Restoration Studies. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Steve Blair, presently the Chair of the Advisory Panel and with Miami-Dade 


County’s Permitting, Environment and Regulatory Affairs Department.  I work with impact 


assessment and reef assessment in shallow water reef systems off of South Florida. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I am Anna Martin, council staff.  I am staff lead of the Comprehensive 


Ecosystem Amendments for our council, and I also work with you, the Coral Advisory Panel.  


I’ve recently assumed our Shrimp Amendment so I work on those as well with input from our 


Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel.  I wanted to thank you all for being here. 


 


MS. IVERSON:  I’m Kim Iverson.  I’m the Public Information Officer with the council.  


 


MR. REED:  My name is John Reed.  I’m a research professor at Florida Atlantic University and 


worked on deepwater reefs and mesophotic reefs for about 35 years. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Jocelyn Karazsia; NOAA Fisheries Southeast Region.  I work on Essential 


Fish Habitat Consultations on the east coast of Florida and the U.S. Caribbean. 


 


MS. SEMON-LUNZ:  I’m Kate Semon-Lunz; I’m with Florida Fish and Wildlife Research 


Institute.  I am the associate research scientist for the coral program.  I’ve been doing a lot of 


work lately with federal and state listed species. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  My name is Jeff Cramer; I’m a commercial fisherman from the Florida Keys.  


I’m on the board of directors Organized Fishermen of Florida and Florida Keys Commercial 


Fishermen’s Association as well as a member of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary 


Advisory Council. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I’m Clark Alexander; I’m a professor at Skidaway Institute of 


Oceanography and the director of Georgia Southern University’s Applied Coastal Research Lab.  


I’m a marine geologist by training and got involved with this group initially as part of the bottom 
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mapping working group.  I’ve been involved in this group particularly because of an interest in 


Deepwater Coral Habitat and its adjacent environments next to Georgia and the southeast. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, thank you.  I’d also like to recognize a few individuals from the council that 


are with us today; our Chairman of the Council, David Cupka; and Gregg Waugh, the Deputy 


Executive Director; as well as Duane Harris, Chair of the Ecosystem Committee and council 


member.  I appreciate both your presence and support for the panel.  Thank you. 


 


I’d like to start with review of the agenda and ask if there are any changes or additions or 


modifications of the agenda that are desired at this time.  Hearing none, we’ll approve the agenda 


as it is.  Likewise with the briefing materials, the minutes of the September 2011 Coral AP 


meeting was distributed for review.  Are there any comments or changes to the minutes to the 


September 2011 meeting?  Hearing none, we will accept those as approved. 


 


One of the things that we’re planning to do through the course of today is kind of give – in the 


2011 meeting we had comments and considerations of asking for the council to kind of provide 


us a review of some of the information that has brought about the recommendations and changes 


that have occurred to date as well as some of the roles of the panel. 


 


Additionally, we have information that we’ll be discussing probably tomorrow relative to 


potential recommendations for actions or modifications of Coral Habitat Areas of Particular 


Concern.  Much of today is really presenting information that will serve as background, kind of 


reminding us that getting us all back to the same page and same level of information as we move 


into tomorrow’s meeting. 


 


Much of today is going to be background and informational aspects of it.  We’ll also have 


reviews of some information for activities that are ongoing particularly in South Florida relative 


to a couple management processes that are being undertaken or have been ongoing for the 


benefit of coral reef systems.  With that, what I’d like to do is we’ll start with Kim, if you would 


want to go ahead.  Kim will be speaking to us on an overview of the council process and the role 


of the advisory panels. 


 


MS. IVERSON:  Okay most everyone has been on the advisory panel long enough that they’re 


fairly familiar with the process, but I thought it would be good to go back and maybe just kind of 


provide you with an overview of how the advisory panel process works, how it’s integrated into 


the council process and ultimately into management decisions. 


 


For those of you have been with us for long, long time, please bear with me as I go through this, 


but hopefully you’ll find this review helpful.  As you know, the councils were formed in 1976 


going back to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  There are 


eight regional councils in the United States and they are charged to conserve and manage federal 


species within their jurisdictional boundaries. 


 


The councils develop fishery management plans and subsequent amendments.  This is the map 


outlining the eight regional management councils starting with the yellow in the northeast; the 


New England Council, the Mid-Atlantic Council, of course, the South Atlantic Council coming 
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around in to the Gulf, feeds into the Gulf Council and shares some fishery management plans as 


you’re aware of. 


 


On the west coast, the Western Pacific Council covers the California western U.S. Coast.  The 


North Pacific Council is primarily Alaskan federal waters off of the state of Alaska, and then the 


Western Pacific which includes several of the Western Pacific island jurisdictional boundaries; 


Guam, Marianas, American Samoa and the Hawaiian Islands, to name a few. 


 


As you can see, there is quite a large area that is controlled through the eight regional 


management councils.  Back here in the South Atlantic the jurisdictional boundary begins with 


the North Carolina/Virginia Border and extends southwards to the Tortugas.  There is a range in 


the EEZ off the South Atlantic from 3 to 200 miles.   


 


If you get off South Florida, of course, you’re familiar with Bahamian jurisdictional boundaries 


that move off the southeast coast of Florida.  The management plans; just a quick overview of 


the plans that the South Atlantic Council is responsible for:  the coastal migratory pelagics that 


includes king and Spanish mackerel, coral, which everyone is familiar with here at the table; 


Dolphin Wahoo FMP, golden crab, habitat. 


 


We actually have a Sargassum FMP, and some of you were here when that fishery management 


plan was developed.  There was a limited harvest of sargassum off the coast of North Carolina, 


and the council developed an FMP for that management with very, very strict harvest 


requirements. 


 


We have the shrimp fishery management plan and that includes both penaeid and deepwater 


shrimp; snapper grouper, which is our largest fishery management plan; and then spiny lobster, 


which is shared with the Gulf and a fishery ecosystem plan.  Who are these people; who sits on 


the council?  Congress set up the regional management councils to have representation at the 


regional level. 


 


That includes both recreational and commercial fishermen.  Each of the state marine resource 


agencies have representatives, and then we have federal partners which include the Coast Guard, 


the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA Fisheries, the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 


Commission and the Department of State.   NOAA Fisheries is the only partner that has a vote 


on the council.  There are 13 voting members.   


 


Our council members include obligatory and at-large members and the appointments from the 


commercial, recreational, and environmental sectors are nominated by the governors.  The 


governor submits three names for appointments and the appointments are ultimately made by the 


Secretary of Commerce.  The members serve three-year terms and they can serve a maximum of 


three consecutive terms.   


 


We’re fortunate today that we have our Chairman here with us, David Cupka; and our Vice-


Chair is Ben Hartig, he is a commercial fisherman from Hobe Sound, Florida.  The council 


committees, those are where the work is basically done during our council meeting.  If you’ve 
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had an opportunity to come and sit through a council meeting week, the council committees meet 


at the beginning of that meeting week and those are a list of the committees.   


 


There are species-specific committees as well as committees dealing with administrative issues.  


Also we have an Outreach, an Information and Education Committee and Advisory Panel 


Selection Committees that have taken care of appointments to the advisory panels or make 


recommendations. 


 


There again these committees are made up of council members and the committees take the input 


from the advisory panels and in turn, similar to the motions that you will make here at this 


meeting today, provide recommendations to the full council.  The full council is responsible for 


making the ultimate decisions and those are done through votes and council motions. 


 


The council operates, of course, under policy mandates, the Magnuson-Stevens Act being the 


primary driving force behind the actions of the council.  There are ten national standards that the 


council must abide by.  In 2007 the Magnuson-Stevens Act was reauthorized creating a system 


of accountability measures and annual catch limits that have to be followed by each of the 


regional management councils. 


 


There is also the National Environmental Policy Act and that mandates that any management 


decision, there has to be a series of alternatives.  You can’t simply say this is what we want to do 


and this is how we want to do it.  NEPA says, no, you have to have options.  You have to have 


alternatives, everything ranging from the original no action, that we’re not going to do anything, 


to having in some cases 2, 3, and in some cases up to 12 different management alternatives. 


 


Then there is the Marine Mammal Protection Act, the Endangered Species Act and other policies 


that you are all familiar with.  In developing the management plans on the amendments, there are 


considerations that have to be taken into account when developing the policies.  There are 


biological needs, the economic impacts and the social impacts. 


 


The council staff has a technical staff that has biological experience in developing these 


amendments and amendment alternatives.  The economic impacts are assessed through a 


partnership, of course, with the National Marine Fisheries Services Office.  There is a staff 


economist, Brian Cheuvront that serves on our staff, and we have Kari MacLauchlin here who 


will be talking with you a little bit later this morning, who is our relatively new social scientist. 


 


We have staff on board to help develop and guide the council as they go through this amendment 


process.  The biological data includes both fishery-dependent and fishery-independent data.  The 


fishery-dependent data comes from the fishermen themselves and it includes logbook data 


collected from the commercial, for-hire, charter sectors and port agents that go from dock to 


dock and collect information from the fishermen.  Then the Marine Recreational Information 


Program or MRIP that was formally known as the Marine Recreational Fisheries Survey and 


Statistical Survey, MRFSS – we love acronyms.  We try not to throw those out very often, but 


you’ll hear reference to MRIP and MRFSS as one in the same.  It is the revised and updated 


version of the old program. 
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Fishery-independent surveys such as the MARMAP cruises that collect information on finfish 


off the southeastern coast and other research into habitat and coral issues that you’re all familiar 


with – I just wanted to touch on these very quickly.  The economic and social impacts must be 


included in any amendment.  There are analysis that are done, what are the economic impacts on 


each of the options that are developed and how would those management measures affect the 


communities from a social standpoint. 


 


Each of those impacts and analysis has to be included in every time there is an amendment to any 


of the fishery management plans done.  Each council in the country also has a Scientific and 


Statistical Committee.  These are the folks that review the FMPs and amendments and make 


recommendations to the council on acceptable biological catch and overfishing levels. 


 


A lot of times their decisions and recommendations are based on the stock assessment process 


known as SEDAR, the Southeast Data Assessment and Review Program.  Again, lots of 


acronyms that we put out there, but the SSC plays a vital role in making the recommendations 


and setting the standards from which the council can make the management decisions, including 


those ABC levels. 


 


Public participation is key.  Back in 1976 when Congress created the councils, that was the intent 


is to allow each of the regions to have public participation and recommendations into the council 


process.  It is mandated.  It is not an option, it is mandated under the Magnuson-Stevens Act and 


under NEPA. 


 


It is essential to the council process in the development of these management plans and 


amendments.  There are 11 advisory panels; you are one of 11.  There is also Dolphin Wahoo; 


our Information and Education I mentioned earlier that helps guide me in making decisions in 


our committee on Outreach and Education; mackerel that includes the king and Spanish 


mackerel and coastal migratory pelagics. 


 


Occasionally with these joint plans they will meet jointly with the Gulf of Mexico’s Advisory 


Panels.  It makes for a very interesting meeting.  And then on down to our Deepwater Shrimp, 


Snapper Grouper; and Spiny Lobster Advisory Panel, again that is shared and a management 


plan that is shared with the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council.   


 


Who are these advisory panel members?  Well, look around the table.  I think we saw a good 


diverse group of folks that introduced themselves this morning just for the Coral Advisory Panel.  


We have recreational and commercial fishermen that serve, for-hire fishermen, business owners, 


people that have an interest in the fishing business, representatives from environmental 


organizations, scientists such as yourselves as you sit around the table, and fishermen, too, and 


others that are simply interested in fisheries issues. 


 


The duties and objectives are outlined in the council’s SOPPs and the duties are very specifically 


outlined in continuing to advise the council in the assessments and specifications contained in the 


fishery management plan amendments in regards to the capacity and extent in which fishing 


vessels will harvest the resources; the effect of the measures on the local economies and social 


structures; potential conflicts between user groups, and sometimes that is a guiding force behind 
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the development of some amendments that the council has to deal with are these user conflicts 


and user groups and enforcement problems particular to each fishery.     


 


The council does have a Law Enforcement Advisory Panel with representatives from each of the 


state agencies.  There again the advisory panels provide recommendations through a formal 


report to the appropriate council committees.  You would report to the Ecosystem Committee.  


There is not a formal Coral Committee; it is the Ecosystem-Based Management Committee.   


 


These AP recommendations are considered by the committee in development of the FMPs and 


amendments.  One of the things that you do that you probably don’t realize is that you act as an 


information source for me.  If I get a call from a reporter, if I get a call from someone that is 


doing an article on corals or deepwater corals, I can send them to you as the experts.   


 


They have sometimes called folks at this table and had interviews and worked closely.  We’ve 


had an opportunity to work with some of you on projects in the past and raising public awareness 


of deepwater corals, shallow water corals and coral management through the council.  There is 


additional input that the council receives, not just from the advisory panels but also from public 


scoping meetings.  


 


Before the council makes a decision to move forward with a fishery management plan 


amendment, they hold scoping meetings to kind of put options out there on the table and say 


what do you think about this?  As you go through that process, they will take recommendations 


that are received from the scoping process, move forward with developing a public hearing 


document and formalize those management alternatives and have some further analysis.   


 


The council also takes written comments.  Our council takes written comments in the form of 


hard copies, as well as any time there is an amendment there are e-mail addresses where you can 


submit e-mail comments.  In the broad picture the fishery management plan and subsequent 


regulations is a process.   


 


It sometimes can be very lengthy and sometimes frustrating process to some that are involved in 


it, because it is very deliberative and it can take a long time.  You have identification of a 


management issue.  In some cases, as with the recent Reauthorization of the Magnuson-Stevens 


Act, the councils had to develop annual catch limits and accountability measures for all of the 


species that it managed. 


 


That has been the driving force behind the focus of the council over the past few years in 


developing those annual catch limits and accountability measures.  Generally the council holds 


public scoping.  It gets input from the advisory panels, and I put a little asterisk there because 


that input can come periodically.  As you know, you met back in October of last year, you’re 


meeting again today.  It’s a continuous process.   


 


It’s not like we give advice and then we back off and we never address these issues again.  You 


continue to give advice throughout that process.  The council develops a public hearing 


document based on the information it receives from its advisory panels and its scoping meetings.  


The council generally holds scoping and public hearings.  We’ve tried to go to where – we have 
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our annual meetings in early January, beginning of February.  We call them a road show, and 


most of the council staff goes from place to place starting usually in South Florida and working 


our way up the coast where we hold these open meetings and take public scoping and talk to 


fishermen, talk to the public that are interested in the issues, and then also have public hearings 


as part of that process. 


 


It doesn’t always hold to that schedule and throughout the year sometimes we have to go back 


out and have public hearings, but we’re trying to develop an annual process where people are 


aware that in early January/February – which is kind of a downtime for most fishermen – that the 


council may be in their area and they can come and talk with the council staff and the council 


members themselves. 


 


There is a fishery management plan.  Our amendment is approved by the council and then it is 


submitted to the Secretary of Commerce for the review process.  That review process includes 


NOAA Fisheries Service.  It is reviewed at the regional office in St. Petersburg and also goes up 


to headquarters. 


 


Then it has to go through a lot of review by attorneys, making sure that everything is covered, all 


the policy mandates are included in any amendment.  Then it is submitted to the Secretary of 


Commerce for final review.  The secretary can either approve, disapprove it, or partially approve 


an amendment. 


 


Some of the management measures that you may see could get approved and some of them may 


not be approved.  It’s not an automatic stamp, and the secretary does have the right to refuse to 


approve any of the amendments.  Then ultimately NOAA Fisheries Service or NMFS is the 


agency responsible for implementation of the regulations. 


 


Some of you have received the Fishery Bulletin from the National Marine Fisheries Service 


Southeast Regional Office.  If you’re not on the mailing list, I would recommend that you 


contact them to get them.  The fishermen refer to them sometimes as the blue sheets.  When they 


send out printed copies they are on blue paper.  


 


If you talk to someone and they refer to I got a copy of it in a blue sheet, it is likely a Fishery 


Bulletin.  The open public comment period right now is open from the council and the MPA 


workshop that you’ll be discussing later today.  We will have a workshop coming up, an MPA 


expert workgroup/workshop coming up on May 16 in Pooler, Georgia, and then a public 


workshop that evening. 


 


The council will be taking comments from the public on the use of MPAs for additional 


protection for speckled hind and Warsaw grouper until May 21.  I apologize that the amendments 


that are listed there on the bottom; I gave this presentation last week and the public comment 


periods have ended.   


 


But as you can see, once it goes through the review process of the National Marine Fisheries 


Service, it takes additional public comment on any of the amendments before it goes to the 


secretary.  There is ample process in which the public can be involved.  It’s enough to make a 
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hogfish croak.  It can be very confusing sometimes especially if you’re not in the system.  One of 


the jobs that I have is to try to simplify it.   


 


I appreciate the opportunity this morning to address you as advisory panel members.  As I said, 


some of you have been here a long time and know this process in and out and have been actively 


involved in it.  Someone once told me if you don’t step away from the basics, you don’t have to 


go back.  I thought it may be helpful to get a little refresher.  I’ll be glad to answer any questions.   


 


I think I’ve talked with most of you on a fairly regular basis.  I appreciate the fact that you as the 


experts sitting at this table dealing with coral issues are always there, and I can always send 


people to talk with you if they have specific questions, especially at a regional level or at the 


state level.  I thank you for being that resource. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you very much, Kim.  It’s always good, as you say, to kind of get a review 


and reset the minds and make sure that we’re in the right mindset and have a good understanding 


of our bases for going forward.  Are there any questions for Kim on this, comments? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I just wanted to I guess ask Kim if she could elaborate a little bit.  One thing that 


this group discussed during the last meeting was information accessibility from our website.  


That is something that is still under development.  I thought Kim might be able to update you  on 


the progress and let you know that we do have a new website coming – have a little faith in us if 


you will. 


 


MS. IVERSON:  Yes, it’s kind of like the fishery management process.  It can be lengthy and 


drawn out and sometimes very frustrating, but we are working with a contractor to consolidate 


our servers so that we don’t have pieces and parts that are being hosted in different areas.  It is a 


challenge.   


 


I think when we get to the end of it, it will be a much more simplified and easier to access 


website where I will have more control over what is currently going into what we call the 


ecosystem section of our site, which is hosted by a different host.  It makes it cumbersome and a 


little burdensome to make changes right now. 


 


With the help of Anna and with the help of Myra, we’ve gone through and kind of cleaned out 


the back end of the house, kind of like cleaning out your closet.  That part has been done.  We 


just need to bring it up to the front end so you can see the progress that we’re making, so please 


be patient, and I appreciate it. 


 


If you have recommendations, this is the time to let me know.  Then we can make those changes 


at the back end so that when the programmer begins the programming for the site we can make it 


more easily accessible.  The mapping server will continue to stay at FWRI.  The mapping section 


will be separate.  I don’t map; I purposely never took a GIS lesson. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, thank you, Kim.  Hopefully, everybody utilizes the website and gets into it 


and looks around and so forth.  There are a lot of resources available through it.  Do you have a 
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timeline at this point when you think you might have the – this is a long and cumbersome 


process, that we are looking forward to it when it comes online. 


 


MS. IVERSON:  To that point, I had hoped that we would have the new site up and running 


now.  We’ve had some issues with our contractor but we’re trying to work through those. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you very much.  Next we are going to get an update on the Spiny Lobster 


Amendment Number 11.  Kari MacLauchlin will give us a briefing on it.  I am not sure if you 


were able to get it, Anna sent out a copy of the updated final report from the minutes of the 


Spiny Lobster AP meeting in April.  We may take a minute to review those since I’m not sure 


everybody – I picked them out last night when I saw them.  We’ll review those a little bit after 


this presentation and go from there. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That’s actually the report from the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory 


Panel, not our Spiny Lobster AP.  We can certainly review those.  I had planned to kind of 


preface our talk tomorrow, the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment, and provide input 


from the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel so you can have some understanding of 


their recommendation. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, I apologize that’s absolutely correct, and the timing is absolutely correct.  If 


you haven’t picked it off your e-mail, you may want to go grab it and review it this evening so 


you’ll be in a better position tomorrow when we discuss that.  Thank you. 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  I’m Kari MacLauchlin; I’m council staff and I’m the lead for spiny 


lobster.  I’m just going to review and give you guys an update on Amendment 11.  This 


amendment had two actions in it that were in Amendment 10, which also included some other 


measures, an ACL and things like that for the spiny lobster fishery. 


 


This is a joint amendment with the Gulf of Mexico Council, so the councils had decided that they 


would select no action on two of the actions and then move it into Amendment 11 to allow more 


development and are working with industry to select these closed areas.  There are two actions in 


it.  One is to close some areas to spiny lobster trap fishing to protect elkhorn and staghorn coral.   


The second action was to require a line marking for spiny lobster traps. 


 


These came from the biological opinion for spiny lobster.  They were requirements in the 


biological opinion.  The purpose was to close these areas of elkhorn and staghorn coral to protect 


them, these kind of hotspot areas; and then also to require line markings so that when there was 


an interaction with some trap debris and ropes they would be able to identify if it was a spiny 


lobster line or from another fishery. 


 


At the March council meeting the South Atlantic Council approved for final submission.  This 


one has gone to NMFS and is waiting for final approval.  The Supplementary Environmental 


Impact Statement, which is what we did for Amendment 11, was published on April 27 and 


comments are due by June 26.   
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They expect to have the closed areas implemented before August 6, which is when the spiny 


lobster season opens.  This is Attachment 2 and this is what was submitted to NMFS.  Action 1 is 


to limit spiny lobster fishing in certain areas and so implement some closed areas.  The councils 


selected Preferred Alternative 3, which creates the new closed areas with straight line 


boundaries.  That’s the only difference really.   


 


Alternative 2, they were more kind of like buffer areas around the identified colonies.  For 


enforcement purposes, enforcement had supported having straight line boundaries.  There were 


two options and the council selected Preferred Option A, which would be to prohibit just spiny 


trapping.  They also could have prohibited all spiny lobster harvest in the closed areas, but at this 


time they decided to just limit spiny lobster trapping.  At the March meeting I also presented 


them the comments from when we went on public hearings at the end of January. 


 


We had some comments and the Gulf Council did also.  There were three closed areas that the 


fishermen had requested be split into two areas.  At the March meeting the council were 


considering 56 proposed closed areas; but with the comments from the fishermen and then the 


Gulf Council had also approved splitting up a couple areas, and that made it into 60 areas and 


before it had been 56.  Then the total closed area would be 5.9 square miles.   


 


The South Atlantic Council also approved these changes.  One of them was – 2 and 3 were 


actually one kind of long area.  They split that into two smaller areas so that in here would still 


be available.  Then 15 was modified – I’m sorry, I thought it was split as well.  All of these are in 


this; all the correct waypoints and everything are in the document.   


 


Then there was one up here that was also split – it was actually probably this one – split into just 


two smaller areas so that it just was those colonies that they had identified.  There were also at 


the public comment – at the public hearings some other areas that fishermen suggested, but these 


were the three that they had worked with industry and had agreed on splitting up.  The council 


just went with those three.   


 


Action 2 was to require gear marking for the spiny lobster trap lines in the EEZ only.  The 


councils have selected no action on this one again.  First of all, the biological opinion was 


revised so that the phase-in period now is 2017.  The councils felt like they had some time to 


explore some other options.  At this time Florida Fish and Wildlife is working with industry and 


has provided some funds. 


 


This year they’re trying to figure out some other ways to mark the line.  They talked about a 


tracer or requiring a whole color of a line and there were some issues with differentiating that 


from the other trap fisheries.  If you can’t require blue crab and stone crab to have a certain 


color, then they may just all be the same anyway and you won’t achieve your purpose. 


 


They are trying to come up with a way that they can do this and minimize the economic in the 


time that would be required to mark all the lines.  They have tried kind of marking them with 


tape and everything, but the way that when the rope comes through the – when they pull it up off 


the boat – and John could probably talk about this more than me – it goes through something that 


cleans the line,  and so anything like tape or something can’t fit through there necessarily.   
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MR. CRAMER:  A lot of times when the traps are in the water for a little while they get growth 


on the ropes and we use rope cleaners.  They go through a pinch wheel that brings them up.  Yes, 


it’s pretty tough to keep something actually on the rope. 


 


DR. REED:  What is the purpose of marking the line and just not the buoy?  I don’t understand 


why. 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Well, for lots of different reasons.  The ropes get disconnected from their 


buoys and their traps.  When they do and then it gets into the coral, it can wrap around it and 


everything.  The purpose is that when there was debris found in the coral, that it could be 


identified as spiny lobster or not.  This is a program that is similar to a program they use in New 


England or actually down the Atlantic Coast for the right whale.  All the vertical lines, every 


fishery has a different color line they have to use in the different areas; so that when there is an 


entanglement with the right whale, if they get the line, then they can say, okay, that was this trap 


fishery in this area so we know we have problems.  They can better, I guess if there needs to be 


management measures direct them specifically to a specific fishery. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  The line marking isn’t really for finding a fisherman, if a creature tangles his 


line, that’s not his fault.  The problem is I can see that say after a hurricane, a trap that’s outside 


these areas; it’s going to get blown at least to the area, possibly.  After that, is the fisherman 


going to be fined for having his line tangled in any corals? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Well, I don’t think the purpose of this was individual accountability.  It 


was more of if they can pinpoint that as spiny lobster trap lines that are having a problem, then 


maybe there would be some management measure in place versus stone crab, blue crab and other 


rope that’s used. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  That’s basically the only trap fishery we have out there in federal waters.  


Stone crabs are inshore. 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  It was a requirement in the biological opinion, I think.  I think the 


councils are concerned with the effectiveness of being able to identify; you know, imposing this 


additional economic cost and it’s also time-consuming.  Their concern is that they would do this 


with the fishermen and then maybe it wouldn’t be as helpful, and you still wouldn’t be able to 


identify the rope as a spiny lobster trap line. 


 


That’s why they selected no action and now the fishermen are working with FWC to try some 


other ways to put tags in, I don’t know, just other ways to make the line different from other 


lines.  Even though those are the traps that are in the EEZ, it moves around.  Just because there is 


debris in the EEZ, it doesn’t mean that it didn’t come from state waters.  I think that’s another 


issue. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I don’t really see that is a very cost-effective method of doing this especially 


since it’s the only fishery out there.  Now, are all these areas going to be groundtruthed for 


corals? 
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MR. BLAIR:  Henry, I’ve spoken to Billy Causey of the Florida Keys National Marine 


Sanctuary, and he has stated that in concern with the Sanctuary and other individuals that these 


are areas that have been identified as containing acropora.   


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Okay, one other question is are they all going to be marked with buoys so the 


fishermen without a GPS will know where they are or where they aren’t? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  No, they will not be marked, which is one of the reasons why the council 


did not – when they discussed it, they have concerns that if the closed areas weren’t marked, then 


for the recreational divers that it would be difficult to enforce.  That was another reason why they 


selected trap only. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I see, because I heard that Ken Nedimyer would tell more about that, but he 


had input from the enforcement people and they rolled their eyes and said “no buoys”? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  A specific question that the council asked and the answer is at this time, 


no, there will be no markings. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Acropora is a difficult beast to get a handle on, especially cervicornis, the 


staghorn coral.  Reading the executive summary, it talks about currently that these closed areas 


are in areas where it’s currently located and areas of high density.  I was just curious is there 


anything in the amendment that allows for reevaluation of these closed areas?  What is the 


definition of high density and how did that go into defining where these areas are specifically 


located?  


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Well, first of all, no, there is no review process specified, and this is 


something that last time you met the AP had made that recommendation.  I think that monitoring 


and evaluating any kind of positive impacts that the closed areas have will actually be something 


that NMFS does, and Protected Resources I guess would set up their monitoring program. 


 


We had asked about that and I don’t really know – there is definitely not something that is going 


to be required coming from this amendment.  The way that they selected the areas at the 


beginning – it’s in here – the used six criteria that – I’m sorry, I can’t think of them off the top of 


my head, but I’ll find them in the document somewhere.  


 


They started out and they selected all the known areas and then areas that I guess that there 


should be some, and then they worked to kind of narrow it down to these areas where there was a 


high density, both species existed, there were also other coral species that were species of 


concern that were there; kind of high density, very reproductive, super reproductive, I don’t 


know. 


 


They did have these criteria and there was a system to how they selected them.  Then they went 


out and met with industry over the summer and had the maps.  Then everybody said, well, okay, 


like I know where there are some here and there is not some here.  Actually, after working with 


the industry and having that workshop, there were more areas because the fishermen were able to 
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provide information about where they knew there were colonies and where they thought there 


was a good spot. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  I could probably give you the fisherman’s view of how it all started, because I 


was involved with it when it first got started.  NOAA came up with the maps and it was basically 


– most of it was dive sightings over the years of confirmed – it may not be high density but there 


was actually a staghorn small colony here or a large colony. 


 


It’s not necessarily all high-density areas.  Because in the original SPAs right now in the 


Sanctuary, I think there is like 85 percent were initially of the elkhorn and staghorn were in these 


protected areas already.  What they did was because of the reauthorization and the corals being 


listed on the endangered species list, they had to come up and say, look, we’re trying to protect it 


more.  They came up with these maps.   We worked with them and basically what happened are 


these divers’ sightings over the years or the research people out there; we went over them and the 


fishermen and Ken Nedimyer and we said, hey, some of these sites there is no coral anymore.  


There used to be a lot; and because of a cold weather event or whatever, bleaching, the site is 


gone but there is actually some over here.  Fishermen actually came out – and they had really 


huge boundaries that covered a lot of sand.  There never ever will be any staghorn or elkhorn 


growing there.   


 


We just kind of – for us it wasn’t a big deal because we don’t fish that type of bottom.  We don’t 


place our traps on that bottom.  If there is a storm or something, yes, they can impact that 


bottom.  We kind of stay away from those areas.  We actually came out and said here’s more of 


them, because we don’t fish there, anyway.   


 


I just wanted to make one more comment on the ropes.  The rope thing, for us it doesn’t make 


much sense, because we are pretty much the only fishery out there where the elkhorn and 


staghorn colonies are.  The rope interaction is a small stressor compared to environmental 


factors.   


 


We were willing to just accept responsibility for any rope found out there, because it’s not a big 


issue.  Why make us change all this rope, a lot of rope?  It’s a cost to us.  Really for the 


environment, do we need to replace all of our rope?  It’s a lot of rope to replace.  We are willing 


to accept responsibility for all of it.   


 


Marking, we can put a tracer in the rope, we can change out our ropes, phase them out.  I have 


5,000 traps, so it’s a lot of rope, just me.  It’s a lot of work.  It costs a lot of money, a lot of time.  


It doesn’t make sense, because to us if you’re not – I know it opens a whole can of worms when 


you try and say no lobster fishing at all; the recreational guys can’t go there. 


 


But there is a lot of damage from the anchors and stuff like that.  It just seems if you’re going to 


protect an area, then you need to protect it not only from the traps but from the anchors, from the 


divers rummaging through the coral to get the lobsters out.  That’s pretty much what I’ve got to 


say about that. 
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DR. VAN DOLAH:  I recall this being a fairly extensive discussion last meeting.  What I see is 


the preferred alternative is no action.  Is there really a need to – is it likely that it would go away 


from the preferred action here?  Otherwise, we’re going to spin our wheels talking about 


something that we all agree is kind of silly to post. 


 


DR.  MacLAUCHLIN:  Actually, this amendment has been submitted for final approval.  As far 


as the actual actions and alternatives that are in here, you can comment on the amendment as it’s 


posted by NMFS and everything and comment on the proposed rule.  But this is more just an 


update and, of course, if the advisory panel wants to give further recommendations to help 


protect coral or whatnot, they can, but this is really just an update. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Your comment is correct, but I think as a Coral Panel my earlier comment I 


think is appropriate, and that is that knowing what we know about acropora cervicornis, this 


particular species, to put boundaries on a map based upon its current presence in those locations 


without having some mechanism in the future to reevaluate whether that species is still there or 


actually is in greater abundance and requires further protection elsewhere, I think is something 


that is appropriate to note as a Coral Panel.   


 


As I mentioned, that particular species is unique in the sense that it grows fast.  Our data working 


with Kate and FWC and others along the entire Florida Reef Track shows that it doesn’t take 


very long for a few colonies to become almost a patch and high density in some areas and a 


higher dense area become very few colonies.  It works both ways and it happens very quickly.  I 


guess that’s just my comment that I think it’s worth noting that evaluating these boundaries I 


think is important, especially for that particular species. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Has any thought been given to selecting a few of these colonies’ locations and 


for monitoring from year to year to see how they’re doing as sort of a guide to see overall – a 


sampling how overall this species are doing? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I would say, and probably independent of this, that monitoring is being done 


relative to that.  Obviously, this is only one of many potential impacting aspects to elkhorn and 


staghorn corals.  I would think that it would be relatively difficult to isolate out explicit benefits 


and so forth from this one particular action against all the various stressors that are ongoing in 


the Keys at this point.   


 


I think that they’re – and I’m speaking a little bit out of turn here – but through the normal 


processes like Sea Crimp activities that are ongoing to monitor the status and cover and so forth, 


that the coral populations will be able to give us an understanding of their overall status.  But 


whether it is going to be able to be explicit enough to show what the impact or lack thereof from 


this action is, I don’t think that is going to have that resolution in it. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I noted that on some of your maps there were research-only areas.  Maybe 


you can tell us a little bit about what’s going to go on in there and maybe that satisfies some of 


these questions. 
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DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  On the charts that are included in here, they also put some of the 


Sanctuary areas and those are actually Sanctuary areas to just kind of show, in addition to the 


proposed closed areas in this amendment, that there were other areas that were protected as well.  


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I would guess since they’re in very close proximity to your proposed areas, 


that by following them over time you’d be able to get some sense for how closures and the 


general populations are doing, getting at this gentleman’s comments. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Also regarding the aspect of review and update, this is an amendment.  Other 


amendments may come; and if it’s felt appropriate we may wish to reiterate to the Spiny Lobster 


AP that they consider inclusion or periodic review of this as an additional amendment to take 


into account the known variation of potential populations.   


 


In looking over some of the criteria though for this and also from discussions with Billy Causey 


at the Sanctuary, they were targeting palmata explicitly and areas of cohabitation.  Although they 


still are flashy to a certain extent, but they are the ones that are probably a little bit more lifelong.  


They’re not so much of trying to incorporate moderate stands of cervicornis just because they are 


a lot more flashy in appearance and duration. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Yes, that’s correct; palmata generally is a little more stable in terms of their 


longevity in particular locations.  It kind of answered Henry’s question as well.  There is actually 


quite a bit of work currently being done along the Florida Reef Track with the acropora as to   


both palmata and cervicornis.  In addition to the monitoring programs that Steve just mentioned, 


there is also a nice effort that the FWC is leading that actually looks at the distribution of these 


two species along the Florida Reef Track.   


 


Then we have specific monitoring sites; quite a few off southeast Florida and then Middle Keys, 


Upper Keys and the Dry Tortugas.  In addition to all the monitoring that’s being conducted with 


all the acropora cervicornis nurseries under the TNC ARRA efforts, there is quite a bit of 


acropora monitoring with these efforts being done.  I think there is going to be quite a bit of data 


generated in the next couple of years that can help address some of these issues. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Any other comments at this time?  I’ll make a note that we can visit again if we 


wish to develop a recommendation to the Spiny Lobster AP relative to the periodic review of 


these areas.  Just one thing, Kari, has Law Enforcement given an opinion on their sense or 


feeling to these closed areas? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  They did submit comments or recommendations to the council at the 


December meeting when they were selecting preferred alternatives and everything.  Specifically, 


they were supportive of the straight line boundary versus the buffer.  They also commented on 


the trap line.  There were a lots of enforcement concerns with that as far as would you have to 


pull the whole line up to see and all that stuff.  That’s basically what they commented on. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Did they express any significant heartburn, for lack of a better word, regarding the 


numerous irregular size unmarked areas? 
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DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  No, I don’t think so. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I know we’ve talked about that in the past just relative to a number these areas just 


like there are no buoys marking the HAPCs; that these are areas that are available in charts and 


can be placed in GPS aspects and so forth and various equipments that are normally used by 


commercial fishers.   


 


I think that’s going to be much more the way that it is rather than physical marking of a lot of the 


areas that they’re going to be areas that are known and marked on charts and through their 


various position-finding aspects that’s going to become, although to the extent it is now will 


probably be the way that enforcement looks at it as well.  Okay, thank you very much, Kari, I 


appreciate that.   


 


The next presentation is going to be an overview of the Department of Energy Report for 


Protocols for Surveying Methodology for Offshore – I’m sorry, I’m jumping ahead here.  I’m 


trying to get through the agenda very quickly.  Kate, would you like to give considerations on 


lobster trap limitation areas in Florida state waters. 


 


MS. SEMON- LUNZ:  I think this issue has been brought before the commission previously.  I 


believe the commission really only had I guess a negative view of the trap line markings, but I 


would like to request a letter of support from the Coral Advisory Panel today that I can bring 


back to FWC and approach the commission again that we adopt similar protocols in state waters, 


essentially.  I know that we have pretty comparable acropora cervicornis density occurring in 


state waters as occurs in federal waters.  I would like to investigate bringing this to the state as 


well. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I agree strongly.  I apologize; for this letter of support explicitly for the 


alternatives as passed in the amendment? 


 


MS. SEMON-LUNZ:  Or just that the state explore proposing a similar amendment for 


exclusions.  The commission generally doesn’t like to hear or see the word closure. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, I think we’ve gotten that sense. 


 


AP MEMBER:  What kind of timing are you looking at? 


 


MS. SEMON-LUNZ:  This is something I would like to get going this summer.  I’d like to have 


this letter soon rather than later. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Would you be willing to draft something? 


 


MS. SEMON-LUNZ:  Yes. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  You can bring it to us.  If you draft quickly, we can review and comment on it 


either, tomorrow, hopefully. 
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MS. SEMON-LUNZ:  Yes, I can do that. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Otherwise, we can take care of it through an e-mail process.  Are there any other 


comments or questions at this time on the Spiny Lobster Amendment?  Now we’ll hear an 


overview of the Department of Energy Report on Protocols for Surveying Methodology in the 


Offshore Marine Hydrokinetic Energy Projects from John Reed. 


 


MR. REED:  My name is John Reed, FAU Harbor Branch.  This is a report that just came out.  


This is a two-year study that I was involved with along with Nova University.  The primary 


researchers were Chuck Messing, Brian Walker, myself and it was also in collaboration with the 


Ecology and Environment, which is a consulting firm in Florida Atlantic University. 


 


Basically this is a grant from Department of Energy.  The main purpose or objective was to look 


at sites offshore the Southeastern United States.  It wasn’t to do a site study, per se, but there was 


interest by commercial interests of looking to harness the Gulf Stream for renewable energy for 


hydrokinetic energy projects.   


 


There was a lot of interest by various companies looking to do this, basically putting in 


underwater – it could be anything, but underwater turbines or some way to harness a portion of 


the Gulf Stream for renewable energy.  This grant came out and it was to develop a protocol of 


how to select a site and what type of survey was needed to kind of clear a site in part to avoid 


hard bottom, habitat, which as we try to do, and especially if they’re going to put something on 


the bottom like a turbine or anchors or anything of that means.  During the same time Florida 


Atlantic University had started up this project called the Southeast National Marine Renewable 


Energy Center.   


 


It’s not really to put out a whole array of underwater turbines, but it’s to develop this site that  this 


new industry and projects could be tested offshore of the Southeastern United States, offshore 


Florida, primarily.  It is a testing zone, essentially, and what they want to do is have a small area 


where they’ll test their own projects, which is an underwater turbine, as well as allow other 


commercial industry to come in and test their different prototypes; with the idea of in the future 


of getting energy from the Gulf Stream; and in other cases possibly from thermal energy of the 


temperature difference from the bottom of thee Straits of Florida for that type of energy.   


 


But this is solely for the hydrokinetic type energy.  Our project was to basically go out and look 


at different sites offshore.  This first part actually was presented at the 26th U.S. Coral Reef Task 


Force Meeting presented by Brian Walker, who is part of this project.  The first part is just kind 


of our basic objectives.   


 


What we tried to do was based on the needs of BOEMRE, the old Mineral Management Service 


and Department of Energy, and all these different agencies that have input for putting anything 


on the Outer Continental Shelf, whether you’re drilling for oil, placing pipelines, or for 


something like this, and they are looking at all these different alternatives for developing cheaper 


and avoiding oil sources for energy. 
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And, of course, the very obvious Florida current and the Gulf Stream is a huge energy source.  


Our goals were specifically to develop acceptable benthic habitat survey protocols; then to test 


these protocols or to apply them in a test case that we did and try to reduce the uncertainty of 


survey requirements and regulatory review. 


 


The first task for this whole region off the Southeastern Florida Region from West Palm Beach 


to Miami, primarily, was to compile the existing benthic data sets and bring this into an ARCGIS 


format.  We collected all the known data for the Outer Continental Shelf Region here, which a 


lot of it was my data that we’ve collected over years and so forth, as long as existing pipelines 


and cable routes and closed areas by the Navy and so forth and put this in an ARCGIS format.   


 


The second task was to develop a field survey methodology.  We held a workshop that brought 


together industry regulators, utilities, NGOs, government, looking at what is industry planning to 


do?  Do they want to put in fields and fields of turbines or have other types of means of 


harnessing the energy without turbine blades and so forth? 


 


They had this workshop and all the industry, BOEMRE, NOAA, Fish and Wildlife, South 


Atlantic Council were all involved.  Then we actually went out and did our field work, so we 


developed a draft plan methodology and so forth submitted to all the agencies.  We developed 


this plan and then we went out.   


 


First was to implement this with using available data and existing data.  We looked at these three 


sites off of West Palm Beach, down to Broward County, off of Fort Lauderdale, and those 


yellow boxes are the MMS lease boxes are now the BOEMRE lease boxes.  These are the three 


areas first selected in an area where there was high energy, so the Gulf Stream was going right 


through there or the Florida current.   


 


It was in a region of interest for industry and what we wanted to try to select were three areas 


where we had no definite data such as off the northern box off of West Palm Beach.  All we had 


was this background, NOAA/DEM chart of the bottom.  It was very low resolution.  But from 


that, it is my best guess that is going to be low relief, certainly sandy, muddy bottom and very 


unlikely to have hard bottom.  We wanted to have one area where there is likely low relief soft 


bottom. 


 


The middle box was kind of intermediate.  There could be, just based on available bathymetry, 


some possible hard bottom, but certainly low relief.  That’s really hard to pick up on these either 


the available NOAA charts like this DEM, the digital chart that’s shown here.  Even in 


multibeam, even with new multibeam sonar for the low relief, it’s really hard to tell if you have 


hard bottom there or certainly what’s growing on the hard bottom, if anything. 


 


The third layer down at the bottom of Fort Lauderdale was obvious from this NOAA/DEM chart 


high-relief hard bottom.  That’s what’s called the Miami Terrace area.  After we collected these 


data – I’m just going to jump through this part – and selected these three zones for the survey, we 


went out and did multibeam sonar, high-resolution multibeam with back scatter, which gives you 


three dimension topography of the bottom. 
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You can kind of tell hard bottom, soft bottom, but again in low relief areas you cannot always 


tell whether it is a live bottom habitat or not.  Certainly, the high-relief hard bottom in this region 


is – well, high-relief topography in this region is always hard bottom and always live bottom.  


Every case that we’ve dove on where we’ve seen high relief in this region off of Florida, you’re 


going to have hard bottom habitat, which would provide habitat for coral sponges and so forth.   


 


We mapped these three areas and again brought those into ArcGIS.  Then following that we did 


ROV transects to groundtruth those multibeam maps.  We did ROV, photo, video transects to 


groundtruth those maps and to show, okay, when you have this type of multibeam, this is what 


the probable habitat is going to look like, so it is groundtruthing the new maps as well as the 


older maps and the older available data. 


 


Anyway, just to jump ahead, that was from before our survey was finalized.  This is from our 


report which just came out about a month ago, about   80 pages, a very detailed report.  Again 


looking at these three sites, the first site or the northern area – we looked both at deepwater as 


well as shallow water because if they want to put turbines or energy projects out there or even oil 


pipelines or LNG pipelines, they have to bring it to shore. 


 


Part of the project was look at the inner shelf in the – as we know, all along shore of this region 


there is a fairly extensive coral reef system or hard bottom habitat.  Up there, the Lake Worth off 


of West Palm, you have the largest gap in that hard bottom nearshore, so it would be easier to 


bring something to shore, either pipelines or cable or whatever. 


 


South Lake Worth had a smaller gap; and then the area down off of Fort Lauderdale, which is on 


the Miami Terrace, has very extensive nearshore hard bottom habitat and would be much more 


difficult to bring something through the available gaps in the hard bottom in that region.  Okay, 


this is the northern region off kind of southern West Palm Beach.   


 


The top is kind of the region where we did the multibeam, and then the blue lines are where we 


did the ROV transects.  We found a little bit of hard bottom in the very outer portion, which is 


really outside of the area of interest.  That appeared to be to me probable lophelia mounds.  You 


can see that in the dim sonar below there, but the rest of it was all soft bottom, 100 percent 


muddy bottom. 


 


This other region off West Palm; again the multibeam map verified that it was relatively flat, no 


ledges, ridges, no hard bottom; and the ROV transects also verified there is no hard bottom 


except for this shipwreck here that we came across.  The species we found in those two sites, 


again all soft bottom were primarily penachylids, anemones, crustaceans, mollice echinoderms 


and various benthic fish. 


 


The third site off of Fort Lauderdale is the region where FAU has submitted a permit application, 


which BOEMRE MMS has completed I believe an environmental assessment on their 


application or they’re in the process of doing this environmental assessment for Florida Atlantic 


University to place out their test site.  Now I don’t know exactly where they plan to do it.  


They’ve kind of changed over the last four years. 
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MS. KARAZSIA:  I’ll clarify; those two 7053 and 7054 are two of the three potential lease 


blocks; 7055 is not in their proposal.  My presentation following this will clarify more what 


they’re proposing to do, and then the third lease block is the one north of 7053. 


 


MR. REED:  Okay; and when we did the survey it was not for FAU and it was not for a specific 


site survey, but it turned out our survey was in the region of their interest.  Basically what we 


found on the eastern most block where you have that blue zone and the brown zone, that’s the 


steep drop-off of the Miami-Terrace escarpment;  very high relief, very rugged topography, and 


certainly coral sponge habitat. 


 


You come in up on top of the terrace where the terrace flattens out, and here you’re in about 300 


meters, 3 to 400 meters water; the drop-off goes from about 300 to 600 meters; so up in the green 


where it looks relatively flat, basically on that habitat map or over there in the left, all of the 


green is what we call the outer terrace platform, and it’s either high slope hard bottom or low 


slope hard bottom. 


 


Basically, the majority of this is hard bottom, all of it.  Some areas you have thin veneer 


sediment.  Wherever you have these ridges such as that pink triangle, that’s 80 meters relief 


there; it is a big feature, high-relief feature.  Especially on those edges, you do have significant 


hard bottom habitat.  Then over on the western side in MMS Block 7053, which is kind of that 


brownish color, we call that the inner terrace platform. 


 


Again, it has high-relief and high-slope hard bottom as well as low slope hard bottom.  That was 


all again mapped in the ArcGIS from the multibeam and then overlaid with the groundtruthing of 


the ROV transect, which is the long line.  Where you have these ridges or those darker lines 


within that brown zone is where you have a ridge going up, like these platforms, so maybe 10, 20 


meter relief and then flat areas, but by and large most of this is hard bottom habitat.   


 


AP MEMBER:  John, what are the general depths of those areas? 


 


MR. REED:  Okay, on the left most part we’re looking at about 250 meters.  The eastern side is 


dropping down to the Straits of Florida; you drop down to about 5 or 600 meters.  The majority 


of the upper platform is on the order of 250 to 300 meters.   


 


DR. FEDDERN:  This survey is just looking at the bottom? 


 


MR. REED:  Right. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Have they thought about how they’re going to harvest this energy that they’re 


testing for? 


 


MR. REED:  Well, that’s the whole thing.  It’s up to commercial projects to see what ideas they 


come up with.  Right now currently Florida Atlantic University has built a small turbine.  It’s 


like a windmill.  It’s a two or three blade that’s about 5 meters.  They plan to put an anchor out 


and have a float, and the turbine blade will be about 20 meters deep below the surface of the 


water.   
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Obviously, once this develops and proceeds, BOEMRE and the other agencies are going to have 


to look at all kinds of possibilities; what’s the impact on fish, turtles, mammals; and the big 


question, if you put hundreds of things to harness energy, what is the potential impact of 


reducing the energy of the Gulf Stream and potential effects elsewhere? 


 


I mean, that is the big picture down the road, but for this specific one we were just looking at the 


benthic impacts of any outer continental shelf energy project.  Whether they want to put a 


pipeline, drill for oil or gas, or for the renewable, this type of study needs to be done, the surveys, 


the multibeam, visual surveys and so forth. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  That wasn’t quite what – I was more interested assume they can generate the 


electricity; how are they going to get the electricity from the turbine to the grid? 


 


MR. REED:  They would have to run a cable. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Cable, so there are going to be lots of cables on the floor. 


 


MR. REED:  Yes, right, and that is one reason that part of our study was to look at the inner 


shelf, the nearshore hard bottom, looking at gaps.  Where would be the easiest place to bring a 


cable in?  Again, all of this would have to be looked at once somebody applied to do that.  The 


FAU is not applying to put a cable in.  They are just going to put test turbines out over a period 


of five years.  They will have the anchor impact and whatever impact the turbine could have on 


turtles and mammals and so forth.  That will have to be, I would thing, addressed by BOEMRE 


and the other agencies. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  How often do these turbines need to be serviced in order to get the fouling 


organisms off of them? 


 


MR. REED:  That’s the big question; nobody’s done it yet.  People put turbines in I think more 


in shallow water like in estuaries and stuff like that that has been done.  Nobody has done 


deepwater offshore.  Some of the companies realize that will be a big factor, fouling of 


sargassum as well as fouling of barnacles.  Some are looking at non-blade turbines, without a 


blade or different ways of doing that. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Well, actually since we’re on this question I would like to ask my question.  


I noticed you were just talking about bringing in cables or pipelines or whatever through these 


gaps; but when you were showing your image of the gaps, Figure 4- or something, there is an 


intimate association between the gaps and where they’re doing all their dredging to renourish the 


beaches; did you address that at all in your report? 


 


MR. REED:  Well, we didn’t do a survey, per se, of the inshore reef.  We took the available data. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I mean you were pointing out where – 


 


MR. BLAIR:  If I could, I think it is really kind of some of the confines of what this report is 


meant to do, which is looking at and evaluating the deepwater resources that may be impacted 
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through these projects.  Some of the other information that John is presenting, such as some of 


these gap aspects, I think would be considered more of a side aspect of it than necessarily the 


aspect of it. 


 


MR. REED:  The first task or objective of our study was to collect available data.  We collected 


primarily NOVA’s data and probably your data for those shallow water sites to put in the 


ArcGIS, but we didn’t physically do any surveys looking for gaps.  Obviously, from this it shows 


the northern area has certainly larger gaps or the area of south of West Palm would be easier to 


get through than areas off further south. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We have in the past through various communication, cable deployments and so 


forth done essentially the same process in looking at those areas.  It does take into consideration 


those areas of potential dredge areas that have been identified by the Corps as potential sand 


resources in looking at what a feasible minimal impact area would be as they come across.  The 


thing that is always the case, if you’ll take a look in that bottom panel that light blue on the left, 


that’s off of Broward, is that your first reef terrace?   


 


DR. GILLIAM:  The light blue is actually what we call our nearshore ridge complex, so its 


nearshore colonized pavement and nearshore ridge complex.  Actually off southeast Florida is 


generally our highest stony coral cover, our greatest density of protected acropora species and 


some of our largest stony coral colonies. 


 


Then as you move east, we have our three linear reef terraces that generally run along most of 


the coast of southeast Florida parallel to shore separated by those sand deposits that are generally 


gray in the bottom image.  We have our inner reef, which is the brown, or middle reef, which is 


the yellow gold; and then the outer reef, which is the red and purple. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Okay, the only reason I was asking the question is I thought this report was 


how do you go out and assess an area if you are going to put out a turbine or something and 


bringing the power to shore is part of putting out a turbine, so I was asking how they covered this 


issue of incompatible uses of those gaps.  That’s the only reason I asked. 


 


MR. REED:  No, the survey was specifically for the OCS.  It was for deepwater Outer 


Continental Shelf protocol; not nearshore protocol.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  But, Clark, it is a common aspect in things that have been done in the past to both 


look at those potential conflicts and identify working with them to try to identify least impacted 


areas, utilization of gaps, directional drilling and so forth to minimize those conflicts and impacts 


as well. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  It just relates to the cable.  I noticed in one of your graphics, I think it was 


on Page 25 of the report, but I think you also showed it up here as one of your first figures.  


There were a lot of existing cables. 


 


MR. REED:  There are tons of cables out there. 
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DR. VAN DOLAH:  What are they for and where are they going to? 


 


MR. REED:  Some of those cables, like in this – well, it’s really hard to see there, but right in the 


middle the red lines are existing cables of communication, telecommunication cables going all 


over, primarily coming out of the West Palm, Fort Lauderdale, Miami region.  A lot of those are 


really old and nobody has ever surveyed them. 


 


Off of Fort Lauderdale, right where those blocks are, the yellow blocks off Fort Lauderdale, is in 


a region that the navy – the navy has a surface warfare station at Fort Lauderdale, and they have 


a large area where they do testing offshore.  They’ve run dozens, maybe hundreds of cables out 


there.  We just did a survey actually for them; this test is running along one cable to look at 


impact.  They have hundreds of them coming into shore there that haven’t been surveyed. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  To my knowledge this is only occurring in Florida.  There are no cables 


coming in from offshore on South Carolina; are there any in Georgia? 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I’m not aware of any, but I’d be surprised if there were none given the Port 


of Savannah. 


 


MR. REED:  I would think you’d have telecommunication somewhere going to Bahamas or 


England or something. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Someone just mentioned, as an aside here, I’m sure that Kings Bay must  


have some sort of listening stations and communications, things extending across the shelf, but 


that is almost at the Florida/Georgia border, of course. 


 


MR. REED:  I know the Navy has a bunch of stuff out there; it is a big testing area – or Air 


Force. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  There is a lot more proposed with the new training range that they are 


talking about now. 


 


MR. REED:  I just want to mention in this picture here you see this big kind of tan block here 


and then there is a line that goes to the right, that extends to the right, that was from a survey that 


we also did, and this was for a proposed LNG pipeline.  That line to the right goes to the 


Bahamas.  Calypso had planned to put an LNG port in the Bahamas, Freeport, and run the 


pipeline to shore so they’d offload the big LNG tankers in Bahamas, run the LNG gas to Fort 


Lauderdale and then distribute it from there.  We did the survey within the U.S. EEZ, so from 


halfway to the Bahamas to shore, so they decided against that.  Actually the Bahamas decided 


they didn’t want a big LNG port onshore there. 


 


Then Calypso, I believe, decided to try to make an offshore floating LNG port, which is the big 


tan area.  We surveyed that for impact to the bottom, where they planned to put out huge anchors 


and anchor up LNG tankers and then pump the gas off the tanker again into shore on a pipeline.  


Where the red was is where we documented hard bottom, and certainly there would have been a 
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lot of impact with the anchors.  For whatever reasons, they backed out of the whole project and 


they don’t plan to do it at this point.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  Jocelyn, either that or in your next presentation if you can maybe touch base on – 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  That project, they’ve withdrawn their application.  The former governor of 


Florida recommended strongly against it prior to evaluating it.  That project is currently no 


longer being considered but could reappear someday. 


 


MR. REED:  I just want to mention a lot of our work over the last ten years; we’ve done a lot of 


work on Miami-Terrace.  Miami-Terrace is this whole feature that goes from about Boca Raton, 


about 90 miles south to South Miami, and again it is this ancient Miocene age rock, high relief.  


Most of our work has been on the eastern drop-off called the Miami Terrace Escarpment, where 


you do have coral and sponge habitat. 


 


Also, just note that blue line that is coming down where you have this striped blue, but the blue 


line is the inner boundary of the Deepwater Coral HAPC.  The Coral HAPC covers an extensive 


portion of this Miami Terrace excluding this area up here.  We have not really done any work up 


there, but you can see from this NOAA/DEM chart that is certainly high relief and probable hard 


bottom. 


 


Let me just run through this and finish this up here and then we can have questions.  Some of the 


species that we are getting on this hard bottom – this is the outer terrace platform, so the outer 


terrace platform is actually the green, that green zone.  We did very quantitative surveys based 


on the ROV transects.  We had continuous video, and during the video every minute or two we 


documented with audio annotations what we were seeing. 


 


We had experts in benthic biota describing the fish and primarily the sessile benthic 


invertebrates.  Then throughout the dive we were taking quantitative still photographs where we 


shot a photograph straight down with paired lasers so we could quantify the area of each 


photograph and then be able to calculate the density of the biota. 


 


We did two things with these data.  We first calculated percent cover hard bottom, soft bottom 


and so forth; and then actual density where we counted each and every individual larger than 3 


centimeters in the photograph.  We were able to get density measurements and that’s all in tables 


in the paper.   


 


The dominant taxa that we see on the hard bottom primarily are sponges, a variety of 


demosponges.  Most of these we really can’t identify to species without a sample.  As Steve 


knows quite well, many of these deepwater sponges and other fauna are impossible to identify to 


species.  I’ve seen various fan sponges, which are very common species on the bottom, or taxa.  


From the video they look identical; and once we’ve collected them, we have species that look 


identical that there are three different species.  We have a paper coming out now.  Two of them 


are new species; one is the new family and so forth. 
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A lot of this is just unidentified, but the dominant organism, sessile or demosponges, 


hexactinellid, glass sponges, including this Aphrocallistes beatrix, which is the sponge that is 


being looked at in our biomedical group that has very potent anti-pancreatic cancer compounds.  


Of the Cnidarians, there are quite a few octocoral, so gorgonians, soft coral, and anemones.  


 


As far as hard coral, we have lophelia pertusa and solitary corals, a variety of black coral, 


hydrocoral, Stylaster, and then a variety of mobile or motile invertebrates such as crabs and 


echinoderms and so forth, and fish and various fish including some – well, just various fish.  On 


the inner platform, this is a species list of the inner platform where the FAU permit is currently 


planned for, I believe.  It is very similar.   


 


On top of the platform are sponges, gorgonians, anemones; some coral, hard coral, quite a bit of 


black coral, various species and a variety of mollusk crustaceans and fish.  In the paper we have 


various pie diagrams and graphs.  Overall the end of the paper or the report was about five or six 


pages describing the protocol of what we suggest should be done for future offshore energy 


projects, whether you’re drilling for oil or gas or whatever, and the potential for gas drilling is 


there. 


 


The government and the state of Florida have opened up the potential for drilling offshore 


Florida and even nearshore Florida.  Basically we’re proposing exactly what we did, which is 


first evaluating existing data, geophysical, biological, and archaeological; having early input 


from the agencies and stakeholders who will be impacted, fishermen, and the people who want to 


put these projects out there. 


 


Regardless, in this region there really is not that much good high-resolution multibeam.  The 


available data, available sonar data is pretty low resolution.  In most cases high-resolution 


multibeam with back-scatter needs to be done.  Then that needs to be groundtruthed with ROV.  


You cannot tell from multibeam in this region what the bottom is going to be when it is low 


relief. 


 


When it is high relief, yes, it is going to be hard bottom.  It will be sponge coral habitat.  When 


it’s low relief, you do need the visual verification of what is there.  As far as specific transect 


spacing, if you are just doing a site survey, that’s going to be up to the agencies, but that has not 


been determined how big of an area; if they’re putting an anchor down, how big of an area 


around the area needs to be surveyed. 


 


We suggested a square mile.  I’m not sure what the agencies will decide upon.  Then just our 


basic protocol for doing the video and photo surveys and how to quantify the bottom with point 


count and density analysis and providing all that data in the ArcGIS format for maps and for the 


agencies as well as the user groups to use.  Are there any further questions? 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  In South Carolina we had worked with a group where we basically had 


trained the side-scan sonar data using a neural network to recognize hard bottom versus non-hard 


bottom based on the unique signature.  We haven’t tried that with multibeam, but based on what 


you’ve seen from your multibeam signatures; after looking at the visual groundtruthing; do  you 
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think there is any potential for actually segregating out using a similar approach what is truly a 


hard bottom with growth versus not hard bottom in that multibeam?   


 


MR. REED:  In this area where I’ve done the multibeam and side-scan, both for this project and 


those other pipeline surveys, we certainly could distinguish what was soft bottom.  We could 


distinguish what was high-relief hard bottom.  But again, this low relief hard bottom, because as 


you know, especially off of Georgia, South Carolina, and even Florida area where you have the 


low-relief hard bottom, like the rock pavement where you have a thin veneer sediment that 


comes and goes, you really don’t know what’s there.   


 


If its 10 centimeters thick of sediment there may be nothing there; but if it’s a few centimeters 


you may have quite a bit of black coral and gorgonians and other sessile species.  You know how 


variable – how that sediment can move around.  Certainly in shallow water it moves around a lot.  


That type of habitat, we could not differentiate whether it had live bottom, living stuff on it.   


 


Sometimes for the high-relief coral where we have lophelia, Steve knows, sometimes on the 


multibeam you can see it looks kind of fuzzy on top of the mound, so you can see where you 


have high-relief standing coral.  But differentiating live coral from dead you cannot do.  


Differentiating coral rubble from low-relief standing coral, I don’t think you can do.  You are 


limited.  You really need that eyeball or some way to verify it. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Yes, Bob, my experience looking at back-scatter from multibeam is it’s a 


pretty coarse tool.  It doesn’t give you the kind of resolution you get from a side-scan. 


 


MS. STILES:  I was wondering if you have a sense for the project overall, how likely it is that 


they’re really going to build these test turbines and when that would be. 


 


MR. REED:  Well, I think it is too early to – I’m not involved whatsoever with the FAU 


Renewable Energy Project.  Just from the workshop they had a year ago, it is my understanding 


from the various commercial people that they just want to test different pilot studies; you know,  


I want to test this type of turbine versus this one. 


 


Right now the permit that FAU wants to put out is strictly for this test area.  Where they want to 


put a single mooring buoy for this test turbine, which would be five or ten meters, that’s over 


five years.  Now, if and when it would ever go to something profitable where you’d have to have 


literally hundreds and hundreds, like a wind farm to make it feasible, I mean that’s a whole 


‘nother – there are a lot of questions for something like that for a lot of agencies. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think it would be fair to say though that over time there has been a fair amount of 


discussion for this style, not just off of Florida, but obviously because of that.  I think we’re 


thinking of it more as a – to some degree becoming an eventuality, not necessarily to any 


massive densities or anything of that sort, but we know there is interest to investigate it for the 


potential commercial applications. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I just wanted to make a point, and I think Jocelyn in her presentation next may 


get into some more of the specifics, Margot, with FAU’s proposed project.  Sitting here listening 
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to the extensive work that has gone into this grant project here and developing the sighting study, 


it is surprising to learn that this was not referenced or included in BOEMRE’s Environmental 


Assessment.   


 


I don’t know if you have any suggestions on better coordination or if in your work with this 


project if you I guess experienced any gaps in communication.  I mean, how can we as a panel 


and council staff and perhaps council ensure better coordination between these agencies.  It just 


is surprising to find out that this report wasn’t even included in the environmental assessment for 


the project. 


 


MR. REED:  Well, this report just came out in February.  I just found out about the BOEMRE 


Environmental Assessment just a few weeks ago actually.  I didn’t even know they were in the 


process of doing the environmental assessment.  I’m not sure how they collected their data for 


the assessment.  They did not do field work that I’m aware of.   


 


I believe they just collected available data.  I’m not sure who or how they collected the data.  I’m 


most surprised that DOE, who funded this survey specifically for renewable energy projects, 


didn’t have communication with BOEMRE.  That’s my biggest surprise.  Where did that 


disconnect come from?  I really don’t have an answer for that other than the question why – I 


believe they started the environmental assessment before this came out, I’m sure, so I don’t 


know. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  We provided NEPA scoping comments in June of 2011 on the development 


of the EA, and the EA came out April 24.  Yes, there is definitely a communication breakdown 


there between BOEMRE and DOE. 


 


MR. REED:  At this point will BOEMRE be able to use this data as part of their EA or is too 


late, or what? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Well, that’s going to be our recommendation.  We’re still completing our 


review.  It’s considered a final EA and so they would either go final EA to finding of no 


significant impact and issuance of a lease; or final EA and preparation of environmental impact 


statement.  Those are their two options based on the comments they received in response to this 


EA. 


 


MS. STILES:  Just to that, I just wanted to comment that even though the hydrokinetic energy 


project may not be imminent, this kind of information is so really valuable and there is another 


part of Oceana that we have this huge campaign against offshore drilling.  These proposals come 


up and political winds change and all of a sudden they want to build some facilities somewhere 


random.  It’s really hard to find actual research.   


 


We’ll compile literature, which is great, but to any new field research on specific coral areas is 


really valuable.  I would say regardless of what happens with the alternative energy proposals, 


there will be proposals to do industrial things in this area at some point, and this is going to be 


used I’m sure in one way or another.   
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Obviously you all know there is some struggle between DOE and BOEMRE.  It shouldn’t be too 


surprising that they don’t share information as they should.  But hopefully as the community 


around them, the rest of us can kind of bring this to their attention and be like, hey, guys there is 


this whole study that was just done in 2012 that you should be looking at.  Thank you, John. 


 


MR. REED:  I’d just like to mention that I believe this is on the DOE Website, so it is out there 


to some degree available. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just a couple quick kind of points of order here as we continue; I do want to take 


up or see if there would be consideration of a recommendation for review and potential 


recommendation for either development of a guidance or summary document, policy statement, 


or other recommendations relative to the twelve points of that report for utilization of 


methodologies and protocols for assessment in deepwater areas relative to potential protection 


and so forth for the deepwater habitats. 


 


I’m going to get copies of the last recommendation sheet kind of made up so we can address it.  


We’ll take it up a bit later in the day, but please be thinking about that.  We are going to return to 


that and see if it’s appropriate, which are appropriate, or if there is anything that we feel that we 


could utilize to develop a recommendation for methodologies to be used in areas of deepwater 


habitat. 


 


Additionally, Jocelyn has a presentation that is a follow on to this, but I know I’ve had too many 


cups of coffee and need to take a break.  I’d like to take a quick five-minute break and if 


everybody – we’ll see how we go – we definitely want to get through Jocelyn’s presentation and 


discussion.  Thank you. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Let’s come back together, please.  Just a couple of updates, first we didn’t really 


mention the fact that since we’ve opened the meeting we’ve been joined by Bob Van Dolah from 


South Carolina’s Department of Natural Resources and Ken Nedimyer from Florida Keys.  I’m 


glad you guys were able to make it.   


 


I know Bob has already been chiming in, which is great, but I just wanted to make for the record 


the notification that they joined us.  What we’re going to do is Jocelyn Karazsia is going to be 


giving us kind of an update on the FAU – I guess it’s probably really more the National Marine 


Fisheries review of the project. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Right and I am going to talk a little bit more about what FAU is proposing to 


do in the sites that John just described. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, so this is more project-specific information relative to it.  John’s is more the 


habitat assessment process and protocol.  Jocelyn was also going to present another project that 


the National Marine Fisheries Service is reviewing, but it is something that ties in very well with 


one of the areas that are going to be discussed later on in the shallow water Jacksonville lophelia 


site by Steve Ross.   
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I would like to ask that we hold that portion of Jocelyn’s talk relative to a proposed navy warfare 


range project in that area until after Steve’s talk; because it will give I think a more direct 


perspective for that purpose. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  On April 24 BOEMRE made available their Environment Assessment or EA 


for hydrokinetic testing facility in three lease blocks offshore Florida.  John described two out of 


the three lease blocks.  That easternmost lease block is not a component of this project, which I 


think is a good thing because that’s where probably the most coral is in that easternmost lease 


block.  This is essentially what they’re proposing to do, just to clarify that last point.   


 


These are the three lease blocks that FAU is looking at and the three that John had described; 


there was a third one right here.  That’s not a lease block in contention, but then this other lease 


block is one.  We don’t have multibeam and ROV; we don’t have that data for that.  This is a 


schematic from the EA that describes what it is that FAU is proposing to install.   


 


This is what is referred to as one of their mooring sites.  They’re essentially going to have three 


of these types of installations occurring concurrently over a five-year period of time.  This is a 


vessel that has a cable to an anchor.  This is a 6,000 pound anchor.  They describe it as a 


Danforth Anchor or a drag embedment anchor. 


 


They are going to initially deploy one of these devices and do some initial testing.  Then over a 


five-year period of time they have three other of these I guess entire setups that they will deploy 


approximately 10 to 13 times over the five-year lease that they’ve applied for.  At each of these 


locations there will be some technology testing as well that John had described. 


 


These three lease blocks are all within the HAPCs.  They are within 262 to 366 meters of water 


depth and located approximately 9 to 15 nautical miles offshore.  This is again just another figure 


from the environmental assessment that also shows them testing equipment.  They expect to test 


12 to 24 different hydro-turbine devices within a five-year period of time; and each of those tests 


will last anywhere from one to five days. 


 


If you do the math, it’s 60 to 600 total test days within a five-year period of time.  Part of our 


essential fish habitat review is in reviewing the impacts to deepwater habitat.  Unfortunately, as 


we just discussed, the study that John just presented on that information wasn’t incorporated into 


the environmental assessment.  The only information that’s in there is related to literature review 


or other nearby studies. 


 


The bottom impact associated with each of these deployments is actual anchor itself in addition 


to approximately 82 meters of chain that would scour and sweep the seafloor.  They expect that 


because of the current conditions, that under most conditions that the chain will be taut, but as 


the current meanders that there will be some scouring of the seafloor. 


 


What they did was they came up with a drop radius.  They believe that they can drop the 6,000 


pound anchor with 70 meter accuracy.  They took 70 meters plus 182 meters and took the area 


within that sort of large circle.  Each of the 10 to 13 installations could impact up to 73,000 


square meters or 18 acres of bottom habitat.   
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The plan is that prior to each of these installations they will develop a project plan.  That project 


plan will be submitted to BOEMRE and then BOEMRE will have 60 days to review it, but that 


project plan will include site-specific surveys for each of these areas.  They’ve identified some of 


the requirements that they will require the applicant to include within their survey’s protocol.  


We’ve already recommended that they supplement that and we used the recommendations and 


your report.  Actually because we were involved in sort of reviewing I guess the methods before 


you actually went and did the study, we’ve recommended some additional specifications for their 


ROV surveys.   


 


Then the schedule that BOEMRE’s proposed then is so that they will receive the project plans 


and then BOEMRE will have 60 days to review them and they will approve each of these sites 


individually.  We would essentially develop a framework with BOEMRE so that we could also 


review the survey results and reengage for EFH consultation if necessary for each site.   


 


Kim did a nice job talking about NEPA and briefly describing the NEPA analysis that requires 


the consideration of alternative sites.  We’ve had a few opportunities to comment on this project 


and each of those opportunities we’ve said you need to consider alternative lease blocks in areas 


located north that don’t have as much hard bottom habitat.   


 


The EA reviews three alternatives.  One is the no action alternative; one is the alternative that I 


had described.  The other one is an alternative that essentially just shaves off a portion of this 


northern lease block; because this is also a very high vessel traffic area because there is a large 


commercial port, Port Everglades right here.  Those are the only three alternatives.   


 


They didn’t consider any alternatives off Boca, the DOE-funded study recommended as 


potentially being better candidate sites for the development of energy exploration.  At this point 


they’re only proposing technology testing, no cabling to shore, and no upgrades to a commercial 


type facility.   


 


But their earliest plans did include a phased approach that includes cabling to shore and some 


connecting to the grid and some more detailed energy production.  This is essentially where we 


are at with our review.  These are some figures from the report that John just described and these 


are the two lease blocks that John evaluated and this is the ROV transect. 


 


It’s my understanding these two lease blocks are within 262 to 366 meter water depths.  I think 


along this transect you didn’t observe any lophelia until about 400 meters, if I remember that 


correctly.  This is a big concern to us that this information wasn’t incorporated into the EA and 


we’re going to work with BOEMRE and we’ll do our best to make sure that it is in some way or 


the other.  This feature in particular is of concern. 


 


That’s within their lease block and John talked about that feature here.  Also it seems that based 


on information provided in their EA, they’re looking for level sandy areas.  That would be ideal 


to hold the anchor in place.  I’m not sure, it just seems like based on this information that there 


really isn’t a lot of suitable sites that would provide that, especially on that scale of 18 acres 


times 10 to 13 deployment sites.  We need to talk more about this, John, but I guess if these 
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lighter shaded areas are still – they are considered low slope areas, less than five degrees slope, 


right? 


 


MR. REED:  This is just from the figure from the DOE paper, and this is kind of a hill shaded of 


the multibeam.  Most of that was hard bottom where we had the ROV go through.  Where you 


see the lines, like these wavy lines within a region, those are clear ledges of various heights.  But 


even in the flat areas, much of it was hard bottom, where we had hard bottom organisms.  It’s 


hard to say.  I mean a site has to be surveyed even from the level of this map, except where the 


ROV actually went over we can’t say, okay, five miles north of that line whether it’s going to be 


hard bottom, live bottom or what it is. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Basically what I was wanting to know is should we be directing them to the 


lighter shaded areas as priority areas for deployment or should we be telling them these aren’t 


good sites at all? 


 


MR. REED:  Well, certainly, they should avoid any area where the multibeam shows there’s a 


ledge, which are the wavy lines.  The actual XYZ data that we can import into our GIS and zoom 


in, you can see that even at a better scale; but, certainly, where there is no evidence of ledge, then 


it’s going to be either flat rock, exposed flat rock with very low relief, less than 15, 20, 30 


centimeter relief.   


 


The rock could either be covered with sediment and have no fauna or the rock could be exposed 


and have fauna or partially exposed with some fauna.  Yes, the answer would be if I was going to 


look at that, let’s say at the end of the ROV line, the first site that I would go to would be due 


north of that where it looks like a large plateau area with no obvious high-relief features.  That 


would be where I would go first.  The further east you go the more high relief you get, the 


greater high relief you get. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Jocelyn, you had another graphic that showed the circle; that was the estimated 


area of potential impact from the multiple? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  This one, no, this is just that feature that John described with the 80 meters of 


relief. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  At this point they have not necessarily identified an area within their leased 


regions? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  No, they’ve basically just described within the area that are wanting to work 


in, they want to lease these three entire blocks, but within these blocks they haven’t  identified – 


at least that hasn’t been coordinated with us the specific sites for the deployment and technology 


test. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Recommendations can be made relative to either areas of avoidance and/or 


preferred areas within those plots? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Right. 
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MR. BLAIR:  The other aspect that comes in you stated that they have an embedment anchor 


type in their design which will not work well or will not work as effectively in a hard bottom 


habitat.  It needs to have sufficient sand overburden, I believe, in order for it to maintain its 


effectiveness. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Well, it’s in the EA.  I haven’t used these anchors so I don’t really know 


under which conditions they do work best; but in the EA it states that they’re targeting flat, sandy 


areas with at least a half a meter of sand overburden over the hard bottom. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Is that something that information would be able to have exist in these areas? 


 


MR. REED:  We did not do sub-bottom profiling.  You’d have to do that to see how thick the 


sand is, and I don’t know if anybody has done that out there.  I am not aware of it. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I’m sure there is a good bit of data that has been collected over the years, 


like Al Hind from South Florida would have collected lines out across the shelf.  There are high- 


resolution systems that are easy to deploy and a lot of academic institutions have them if you 


needed to get that kind of information.  They’ve done it at Grays Reef.   


 


Paul Gay has done that kind of work, looking at thickness of overburden on top of the hard 


bottom.  But I was going to make the same comment you are is that if they want an embedment 


anchor and you want to decrease whatever impact these anchors are going to have on the bottom, 


you don’t want to have them on uncovered rock, because then the chances of them dragging 


under the Gulf Stream’s energy is going to increase the area of impact and you’d want to steer 


them towards areas where there is more sediment rather than less. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The area that you had not looked at, which is the third block of their proposed 


areas, is from the sonar and so forth; is there any indication that you could see that that would be 


more favorable? 


 


MR. REED:  Well, the background gray of this Figure 617, that background gray is what’s called 


the NOAA/DEM map.  It’s a digital map that NOAA has kind of pulled together all available 


previous contour data.  The DEM map goes throughout the southeastern United States and up in 


the Gulf of Mexico. 


 


It is very low resolution but you certainly can see where you have high-relief features, and you 


can certainly see where features are flat.  If you took away that color there where you see these 


like bumps and stuff up in that upper area where we do not have the multibeam; that same type 


of feature continues down underneath the multibeam, so I would say it is highly likely that there 


will be hard bottom.   


 


Now what type of relief I can’t say and it’s very – sometimes it’s very patchy where the high 


relief is.  Just up in the upper right is an area where we call the wreckfish site, this site is very 


interesting.  It’s just an isolated pinnacle that’s broken away from the drop-off.  I don’t want to 


show where it is. 


 







                                                                                                               Coral AP  


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                May 9-10, 2012 


                                           


35 


 


Anyway, it’s an isolated pinnacle, but it holds about 100 wreckfish that we’ve seen over an 


eight- year period.  They are spawning and it’s a big breeding ground for them.  It’s very unusual 


and it’s just covered with coral, lophelia and so forth.  It is patchy.  One area could be totally 


different than another area as far as what you’re going to find. 


 


It is possible if we look at the Calypso Port Survey that was kind of up there to the northwest, I 


would think that block to the north could overlap with the Calypso data, and we’d have the same 


type of multibeam and ROV data for that if it does. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Okay, thanks.  We received the document on April 24 or 25, and our review 


is still ongoing, and this is really helpful for us in the Essential Fish Habitat Review. 


 


MS. STILES:  I was wondering if you know when they deploy the actual anchor; do they go and 


do a little research on the specific site or do they just drop it and see if it takes? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  It’s my understanding that they use a similar thought process if you’re 


deploying a submersible or an ROV where – and you guys know more about that than I do – 


where if you identify your target location on the seafloor, then you deploy at a certain location on 


the surface.   


 


The 70 meters comes from – they did groundtruth a few.  They have deployed some ADCPs in 


the area and they groundtruth the actual location and compare that to the target location.  In those 


cases they were able to land an ADCP within 9 to 155 meters of their target location, but I don’t 


know if that’s really comparable in ADCP the railroad – what are they called, railroad tie 


anchors, with this type of anchor – railroad wheel, okay. 


 


MR. REED:  What will the protocol be that BOEMRE requires for them to do each anchor 


deployment.  What are they going to have to – do they have to do any pre-site survey or not?  


What’s involved with that? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Yes, before each deployment they have to prepare what’s called a project 


plan.  That project plan includes the findings from their survey of the area, the ROV survey.  


Within the EA they identified some items that they will require as part of the ROV survey, but 


not all of them that we had recommended in our NEPA scoping.   


 


We’ll have to talk to them some more about that.  BOEHM has 60 days to raise objections.  If 


they don’t raise any objections, then they can deploy.  If they raise objections, then they have to 


resolve those objections before they can install an anchor.  It’s not clear to us – this isn’t really 


how the EFH consultation process works. 


 


In order for us to do an essential fish habitat assessment we need to have information about 


what’s there.  This is the process that BOEMRE has outlined, and so we’re trying to figure out, 


well, what’s the framework to make sure that we have opportunity to review the site-specific 


information before the process moves forward. 
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MR. REED:  The project plan, every time they deploy or when it deploys will have to complete a 


project plan and at least an ROV dive, no multibeam or anything like that necessarily if it’s 


outside of that. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I’ll have to verify that. 


 


MR. REED:  How big of an area do they have to ROV survey? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  70 thousand meters square or 18 acres. 


 


MR. REED:  There is no protocol for the spacing of the transect lines or how many photos or 


anything like that, right? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Part of that is part of our recommendations that you’ve seen before as well.  


We’re also in the process of developing some deepwater habitat survey protocols for 


development type projects and not for research.  When someone like BOEMRE comes to us and 


says how do we survey this area, we tell them this is the minimum amount of information that 


we need to see just to get them started.  A lot of the detail that is within that protocol, which John 


has reviewed a draft of it, wasn’t in the EA, but we will recommend that be included within. 


 


MR. REED:  If there was unavoidable impact – I mean, by and large if they stayed in a really flat 


area, it is going to be very low density, I would guess, especially in the western area of sessile 


organisms.  If there were hard bottom within that 70,000 square meters that could be impacted, 


what would be the protocol for mitigating that?  Is there anything for that? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Yes, our program would encourage them to avoid those areas and minimize 


impacts to those areas.  But, if we do get into a situation where they have impact in an area, then 


we’ll have to have those discussions.  Part of the Navy discussions is about a completely 


different activity that’s going on off Jacksonville, and it’s an update on our discussions with the 


Navy on compensatory mitigation, because there are going to be impacts to important deepwater 


habitats. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I resonate I guess with the concerns here, but I would urge us all to keep 


some of this in perspective.  Just doing a back-of-the-envelope calculation here, one lease block 


is about 4,000 square acres or 4,000 acres.  We’re talking a 20 acre, roughly, piece of this for 


each one of those.  This is an experimental kind of thing.   


 


I think it’s to their advantage to find areas that have some sort of sediment overburden and one 


would expect that.  In the grand scheme of things, if this was a commercial operation and 


expanded out to hundreds of these kinds of deployment, that’s one thing, but to do 10 or 13 


deployments, it just seems like it may or may not be warranted to do too much overkill in terms 


of what you require for the assessment.  These are little specks out there, 18 acres. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It’s always good to keep perspective.  One of the things that I would think though 


that we’re looking at as well here is usually in experimental aspects and deployments you usually 
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have much higher requirements to ensure that you’re minimizing these things.  Usually you don’t 


get a lot of added-on requirements as it goes out. 


 


I think part of it is in a manner of trying to be as conservative as possible to be able to get the 


good understanding of what is possible; and having some of these in play I think is appropriate.  


But your point is well taken that there is a limit that should be considered and how far we go 


down the road for that. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Also, this is a commercially viable thing that can be done in an 


environmentally responsible way.  What we don’t understand is why are they investing so 


heavily on studying these sites when we know that there is a better alternative to the north?  It’s 


not too far to the north, not just for the deepwater component, but for shallow water and cabling 


to shore; that that would be a better option, especially knowing that commercial testing was 


originally part of their application.  We don’t want them to pigeonhole themselves into studying 


these sites too exclusively when a commercial build-out may not ever happen here. 


 


MR. REED:  I’ll just kind of finish up for my perspective.  We do have good data there for this 


region, for those three blocks.  We’ve collected the data.  We have good multibeam; and if they 


are determined to stay in this area for the preliminary projects, I think it would behoove 


everybody to sit down, look at the multibeam back-scatter data and the ROV data and say, okay, 


here is our best guess that this region just based on the multibeam is going to give you the 


greatest likelihood of avoiding hard bottom or certainly avoiding any high-relief hard bottom 


such as that area up there in the northwest.   


 


I think that would be a good suggestion to take the data we have and sit down and review it with 


the scientists involved and the oceanographers and then select sites.  Then if they are required to 


do an ROV survey, maybe select two or three sites that have the lowest probable hard bottom, 


high-relief hard bottom, and just do the transects there to minimize the cost of doing the ROV 


survey.   


 


Each time you do that it is costly.  You are going to have to mobe and demobe and all of that.  If 


they can select maybe two or three sites and do it all within one ROV survey, it might be the 


least costly way of doing it instead of running an ROV survey each and every time they want to 


do a new site within an area. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Is there any particular – you know, more to that point, the idea of why not one 


site; why not have all the deployments – is there a stated reason why they want to have different 


locations to be able to do their deployments? 


 


MR. REED:  I don’t’ know for a fact.  I know they deployed I believe four ADCPs over on top 


of the – basically from about 200 meters out to about 600 meters looking at the current strength.  


The big part of it for industry is where you can get the strongest current.  There is some minimal 


current they need to make this work, but where they can get the strongest current and have the 


shortest distance back to shore.   
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The 600 meter, which was off of the terrace and totally in the mud, is down the Straits of Florida. 


A completely muddy site was just far offshore to utilize, plus they’d have to run a cable up and 


over the escarpment.  Up on top of the terrace I think it’s a matter of factor of current strength.  


The further you go west the less current you have.  I think they might want to do two or three 


looking at the current and so forth. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I know that we’re going to get copies of the recommendations from the DOE 


study relative to the methodologies to be considered for evaluation of these, but I think it would 


be easier if we had copies with us when we do that.  It seems as though that may be some of the 


basis that we can use for these as well as the idea of consideration of as few locations as needed 


and not independent deployment sites unless there is some justifiable reason for that to occur. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  It would seem that if our concern here is trying to encourage the 


preservation of coral habitat and their concern is having anchors that don’t drag; why don’t we 


just make a recommendation that they only use areas of thick sediment deposits and have them 


go out and do a quick geophysical survey that would take no more than a day – well, actually 


less than that for a lease block. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It does seem as though there should be some direct conflict with areas of hard 


bottom and high relief with the type of anchor systems that they’re using.  That may be a good 


recommendation as well, that it would alleviate the issues of it.  I guess the question comes in, 


can they find appropriate suitable areas within their leased areas that provide them their need? 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Just a question; what are our opportunities except through you, Jocelyn, for 


actually providing comments on this?  We’re having a suggestion, and I think what Clark just 


said is an excellent one and probably in my mind better reflects the cost associated with trying to 


find locations to the impact of these experimental sites.  I don’t know that there is any formal 


way to actually get that comment in except through your office. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Well, BOEMRE is accepting comments from the public right now through 


May 24.  They only gave a 30-day review period for this EA.  I’m sure they would accept 


comments if they came in after that, too.  Our office will be providing comments under our EFH 


responsibilities under the Magnuson Act.  Then I’ve talked with Anna about potentially 


coordinating on some comments that would be provided by the council.  We’ve done this before 


on a few other projects.  That is another opportunity and then individually if anybody wanted to 


comment, and here, too. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Well, I would certainly second then Clark’s recommendation that the areas 


to be more completely explored would avoid any known ridge areas and geophysical surveys to 


identify sites with sediment overburden sufficient for their needs be the areas targeted.  If they 


can do that, I’m not sure I could recommend that jillions of dollars to go out there and do all 


sorts of ROVs and everything else for this kind of a thing. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I just wanted to add quickly that I think the appropriate avenue would be a Coral 


Advisory Panel recommendation could perhaps be folded into the comment letter that the council 
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would submit before the deadline.  Unless the agency is interested in an additional comment 


letter, I guess there is that opportunity as well. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Just to clarify, they’ve already proposed – it’s not something a 


recommendation is coming from us.  It’s in the EA that they propose to do detailed ROV surveys 


within each of these areas.  That’s something that has come from FAU and BOMRE prior to us 


commenting. 


 


MS. STILES:  Just to clarify; it sounds like it’s too late to encourage them to explore the lease 


blocks further north, or that they’ve already rejected that.  That’s sort of the obvious thing that 


we would potentially like them to do. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  We’ve made the recommendation and will continue to make it and it’s not – 


 


MS. STILES:  And they rejected? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  It wasn’t part of their EA. 


 


MS. STILES:  Thanks for doing that 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Along those lines, though, I think that is kind of in concert with the 


recommendation that we could make is to highlight the fact that there is an abundance of high- 


relief habitat in this area, abundance of hard bottom and lack of areas with sufficient sediment 


overburden, that towards their methodology that are being planned and utilization of the 


geophysical surveys in not just this area but other areas available to them, may provide more 


suitable habitat.  It’s kind of the aspect of where we would like to go forward.   


 


Agreed, if they can find areas to avoid this, but if they’re going to decide – I guess the other part 


of that would be if they decide that they do need to find areas within these lease areas based on 


the amount of habitat that’s known and identified, much more rigorous methods may be needed 


in order to verify that they are going to be doing it with minimal impact.   


 


That’s where it may get where recommendations for either multibeam or other aspects are going 


to be employed if they’re going to try to find the needle in the haystack amongst the habitat in 


these lease areas.  But if they are able to find areas that obviously have enough sand overburden 


that’s going to be okay, then that may be the first and least expensive means to do it; but if they 


do continue to desire to have operations in these areas of very extensive habitat, then additional 


steps should be required to ensure they are minimizing their impact. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Are we driving this in a bad direction in terms of suggesting they look for 


thick sediment deposits; because at least in this map the thick sediment deposits are at the base of 


the slope there, and you were saying that you get more lophelia in deeper waters.  Are we 


sending them in a bad place? 


 


MR. REED:  I’m just saying the fourth ADCP site, which was about 600 meters, is too deep for 


them.  At least at the workshop all of the commercial interests had no interest going out that 
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deep.  They wanted to keep it within 200 to 400 meter zones.  I don’t think that would even be an 


option for them. 


 


The real option to avoid hard bottom totally would be to go to the north.  The Miami-Terrace 


peters out just north – well, between Fort Lauderdale and Boca, so once you get north of Boca, at 


least at that depth – and from the limited data we have from the multibeam, it is just pure mud 


out there, very thick mud, no hard bottom. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  What’s the driving force for these lease blocks, just because it’s right next 


to home? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Yes, they have a facility that is near Port Everglades.  That’s where they’ll 


be; their vessel transit is just from here to shore.  But we could expand the recommendation to 


not just require the deep, thick sand but also include something about just being flat, maybe a 


limited slope.  That might get away from those higher slope areas that we’re also trying to avoid. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  You can use a very low-level initial screening just by looking at the 


character of even the coarse multibeam to exclude areas of high, rough topography if you wanted 


to recommend something like that.  But obviously this has moved along a lot further in terms of 


the protocols.  I mean what John was showing is a lot more involved.   


 


I didn’t see, but then maybe I’m not familiar with the whole thing about was there a rapid, early 


screening process in sighting hydrokinetic areas that you don’t go through this whole process 


initially with ROVs and multibeam until after you look and see whether it is rough or smooth? 


 


MR. REED:  Well, I think the level of the DOE project was not to develop necessarily protocol 


for a site specific, like protocol for an anchor, but an overall protocol how to clear out a region or 


a series of MMS blocks; how to do the larger scale survey over all that, okay, here’ a good site 


and here’s a bad site.   


 


We’ve made available these three sites that have good background data for that.  To answer your 


question, no, we didn’t do like a level of that to make a quick and dirty or a low-level survey, 


other than first collecting all the known data and putting it in this ArcGIS, which in some cases 


may give you enough data that you need if you can get all the available data. 


 


Now, there is a lot of data that is yet to be available such as commercial data from Calypso.  


They probably do have – well, I know they do have like sub-bottom profiling and other types of 


data, which is not available and they’re not just going to hand it over, the same with the oil 


companies.  It’s like getting all the high-resolution maps in the Gulf of Mexico from the oil 


companies or the Navy.  They’re there, but how you get a hold of them is difficult. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I see a recommendation here that is going to be developed for suggestions to be 


included in a comment letter from the council that will be submitted.  We can work on the 


wording and we’ll finalize it over the course of the day and/or tomorrow.  Just to make sure that 


I’ve got elements in it, let’s do a quick review to make sure that we include those items that we 


want to have in it. 
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I think it’s appropriate in the recommendation to state it is noted that the methodology 


anticipated to be used includes anchoring mooring systems that do require sufficient or an 


appropriate amount of sediment overburden to exist; recognize that information presented 


indicates that there are significant regions of hard bottom and high-relief areas without such 


sediment in the lease areas that have been identified for potential use; that we would recommend 


at a minimum geophysical surveys are conducted to determine appropriate areas with sediment 


overburdens necessary to meet the needs of the mooring system; but also have a caveat that 


should they continue to desire to work within areas of high relief, additional surveying methods 


may be required to ensure that they are going to minimize and avoid impact to that.   


 


We may get into some specificity of the types of surveying methods that are there through 


discussions with others as we develop the recommendation.  Are there any other points or 


considerations that we would like to have as a bullet item in there now to be flushed out later? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Can we recommend they go north; can we be that blunt? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think part of the issue with recommending they go north is we don’t have enough 


information.  John, am I reading this or hearing this correctly that we don’t really have enough 


information to verify north is better? 


 


MR. REED:  I’m just looking at my Arc map right now.  The three MMS blocks or BOEMRE 


blocks that are within our multibeam; and then there is the fourth one that goes up in the gray 


area, we have zero data for that area.  I’m just looking at the previous Calypso data where we 


surveyed a 7 by 5 square mile area, it’s very detailed, is north of that third block of interest.  The 


third block of interest we have no multibeam, we have no ROV.  All we can do is guesstimate 


based on what is due south of it. 


MR. BLAIR:  So essentially there is no data. 


 


MR. REED:  We have no data. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  There would be limited data from the NOAA/DEM and the USGS/USC 


bed data would tell you whether it’s sandy, muddy or rock and shell hash.   


 


DR. BLAIR:  As John pointed out and as you can see there, based on the DEM data it would 


imply that it is of similar habitat to those two areas that have been done so there is reason for 


concern. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Also, several of the NOAA boats are conducting multibeam mapping in their 


transits to and from this area, and I’ll mention that in a little bit when I talk.  The Oceanus 


Explorer is making two tracks through that area; one they’ve already done and one is coming up.   


 


The Nancy Foster may or may not make tracks that far south.  We’re at requesting some further 


north, but we could request that they map this area at least in one pass; so between several ships 


making passes, if they will coordinate – that is another issue I’ll bring up – we potentially could 


get a lot of data very quickly. 
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DR. GILLIAM:  I guess my question is when I’m at north I’m beyond north of these three 


particular lease blocks.  Taking advantage of the data that we now know exists seems bizarre to 


me that we have data that isn’t going to be evaluated for situations like this.  If there are areas 


north of the Miami-Terrace that we have data for that clearly shows that likelihood of damage to 


these communities is minimized, that’s generally the first step, I would think. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Yes, I would recommend making that recommendation, but we haven’t 


gotten much traction on that recommendation; so also having a backup plan if that 


recommendation isn’t adopted, if we’re only looking at these three lease blocks, that we have 


recommendations for those lease blocks as well. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Right, so I guess the first recommendation would be to evaluate northern lease 


blocks; and then the second recommendation would be if that first recommendation is ignored, 


then the comments that Steve previously made, I guess.  Maybe we can have a bigger stick. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Jocelyn could probably clarify this but we’re commenting on their EA, 


correct, for these lease blocks?  We can make that general recommendation but they’ve gone 


down a path here fairly far, and I can see why they are sort of kind of ignoring that initial 


recommendation. 


 


Even though I have no problems with us as a committee or panel making that recommendation, I 


think it will be ignored by them just like it was ignored by NMFS, or NMFS comments were 


ignored.  This is specific to that EA.  This is not in the beginning of a general exploration of 


lease blocks that might be of value. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that could be taken as part of the wording that we have at the preamble of 


this, if you would, at the beginning of the recommendation, that available information shows this 


area is rich in deepwater habitats and hard bottom, and at least information at hand doesn’t imply 


large areas of significant overburden of sediments, and therefore make it unsuitable for these 


types of activities in general without further work.  Are there any other comments? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I’m assuming that they’re picking these lease blocks with the eventuality of 


going down the commercial path; then why explore these lease blocks if they are not going to 


eventually commercialize this effort?  We’re just going to end up going through this again when 


they go nearshore and they bring these cables – they have to get the energy onshore at some 


point; so when they bring these cables nearshore, we are going to be going through this again, 


because this area, there is no way to avoid the nearshore resources in this area; whereas, if you 


go north it is the same positive result.   


 


There are fewer nearshore resources north as well as offshore resources north.  Again, I’m not 


overly familiar with the mechanism; but if there’s a mechanism, it is going to benefit us at the 


end result of all this as well as the beginning. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  We raised that with BOEMRE.  Their response is the type of lease that 


they’re applying for is just for this technology testing, research and development type of lease.  
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There is a separate lease that can be applied for that is much more expensive and has slightly 


different requirements.  


 


It’s for technology testing and that this lease doesn’t grant them – because they just were able to 


get this lease, that wouldn’t grant them to get that lease.  They say if FAU wants to invest all 


these resources in these blocks, that might now be a good investment for them.  I don’t know 


how much assurance that gives us. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I think Jocelyn is right on track there.  I bet you if you got into the proposal 


that funded this, you’d find that they’re really testing the technology, what works and what 


doesn’t work in terms of these turbines and so on; and not so much the value of these lease block 


areas for expansion or commercial exploitation. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  That was going to be my point exactly.  It sounds like they’re really just 


wanting to test the technology and they are just trying to find a place near the port to do that and 


just pick the block on a point on the ocean, and then we’ve got to survey and we’ve got to do all 


this stuff, we’ve got the EA to do it. 


 


I would think that once they tested it, then they are going to completely look at the whole thing 


again and say if we want to expand this thing, we get way too much pushback trying to develop 


that site.  They’re going to look for a suitable site to expand it, but this is just R and D for the 


technology.  We’re agonizing over things that don’t exist. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, I think we can wrap it up in the recommendation to kind of, as I said, give the 


statement that in general this area is not considered appropriate for this use and then give 


recommendations towards what should be done in this specific case if they wish to continue to 


evaluate these sites.  Are we at a point where we’ll kind of try to massage this a little bit, bring it 


back for approval.  We’re at 12:15; I’m sure everybody can take an energy break.  We will 


convene back here at 1:15, okay.   


 


The Coral Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council reconvened in the 


Hilton Garden Inn, Charleston Airport, North Charleston, South Carolina, Wednesday afternoon, 


May 9, 2012, and was called to order at 1:15 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Stephen Blair. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think we’ll go ahead and get started.  I think, one, we want to recognize that Ken 


Banks has joined us late in the morning for the record, so that he’s with us as well.  This 


afternoon we’re going to be continuing with kind of information resources on status in deep 


corals as well as some other general information on some management activities that are ongoing 


in the South Florida area. 


 


What we’ll do is we’ll go ahead and start off with some kind of updates associated with recent 


presentations given by Steve Ross and John Reed at various symposia that have occurred kind of 


as an update of information that is available for deepwater corals.  We’ll start off with John who 


will talk to us a little about known and probable areas of deepwater coral sponge habitat off of 


Florida. 
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MR. REED:  Actually, this in part was this paper that we gave at the Deep Sea Coral Symposium 


last month, but it’s also kind of a very, very brief summary of the work we’re doing both in the 


mesophotic reefs, which are the shelf edge, deeper coral reefs as well as the deepwater habitat. 


 


Most of this week that we’re doing, both the mesophotic and deepwater reefs off the southeastern 


U.S., but primarily off of Florida is part of this NOAA Cooperative Institute for Ocean 


Exploration Research and Technology, which is a five-year grant.  So it’s our NOAA CIOERT 


or CI grant at HBOI, and part is also at UNCW with Steve Ross and other people at UNCW. 


 


Some of my research is also funded through this Robertson Coral Reef Research and 


Conservation Program;  the funds by Deepwater Mesophotic Reef Research as well as work by 


Joshua Voss and Sara Edge, who are doing some really nice work on shallow water coral reefs; 


reef diseases, coral health studies and so forth; also funding from the South Atlantic Council and 


various agencies of NOAA.   


 


Most of my collaboration within NOAA is primarily with NOAA Fisheries, Andy David and 


Stacy Harter, and with our mesophotic reef program with Kimberly, especially on this new grant 


that we have working on the Pulley Ridge, a mesophotic reef off the Florida Keys in general.  


But the mesophotic and deepwater reef projects are to advance NOAA goals while 


complementing the management objectives of the South Atlantic Fishery Council, NOAA 


Sanctuaries. 


 


A lot of our work is within the sanctuaries, both the Florida Keys as well as the Flower Garden 


Sanctuary and also our work on the shelf edge MPA sites as well as the Deepwater Coral HAPC 


and Oculina HAPC.  This is the area of our research, but specifically for the work we’re doing 


within the South Atlantic Council Region.  The blue polygons are these newly developed shelf 


edge MPA sites.   


 


The red polygon is the Deepwater Coral HAPC, and that little black polygon off of Cape 


Canaveral is the Oculina HAPC. This first project is a grant in collaboration with Andy David 


and Stacy Harter through South Atlantic Council.  It’s a NOAA CRCP grant to look at the shelf 


edge MPA sites as well as some sites in the Deepwater Coral HAPC and basically is 


characterized these different sites.   


 


Many of these sites, especially the shelf edge sites and large areas of the Deepwater Coral 


HAPC, have relatively little research done.  Part of the research will be doing multibeam sonar, 


ROV transects, so I’ll be doing the benthos and Andy David and Stacy Harter will be looking at 


the fish, looking at the habitat within and adjacent to these HAPCs and MPA sites.   


 


This is a cruise we have coming up in July on the NOAA Ship Pisces looking at the shelf edge 


MPA sites.  We’ll be doing all that type of work off the Carolinas and Georgia and one site off 


North Florida.  One result of our deep sea research was taking a look at the old data or the 


previous data and tried to make habitat maps for this entire region especially off Florida.   


 


These are the things we use to do these maps very quickly.  What I did was we took the available 


NOAA bathymetric contour maps – these are regional NOAA contour maps along the coast of 
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Florida – and this is where I discovered most of the sites that we found; deepwater reef sites off 


of Florida using these older, 1970’s era charts, and they’re actually quite good.   


 


On the right is one of these NOAA bathymetric charts.  Where you see these squiggles is obvious 


high-relief bathymetry.  The lines are isobaths, bathymetric lines.  Where you have a circle or an 


oval it shows high-relief features.  In every case that we’ve groundtruthed these features they’re 


pretty good compared to what’s actually there.   


 


On the left is a NOAA/DEM chart, which is a digital chart.  You can see we drew a polygon 


bordering where you have obvious high relief separated from obvious flat relief, which tends to 


be muddy sand at these depths.  We’re looking at 400 meters to about 1,000 meters for the most 


part.  In addition, more recently we’re also using the newer multibeam charts.   


 


This is an area that we mapped up between Miami and Bimini, the Straits of Florida.  These 


high-relief features we groundtruth; and that upper right picture is the side-scan sonar, side view 


of that little box of the multibeam and groundtruthed it with in this case a submersible dive 


showing that it was in fact a deepwater lophelia coral reef. 


 


As a result of our work and certainly Steve’s work and other researchers over the years, we’ve 


been able to map out quite a few features and groundtruth quite a few high-relief features in this 


region.  As a result of all of our combined work, as you know last year, 2010 this whole area was 


designated a Deepwater Coral HAPC, 24,000 square miles. 


 


Within the Florida region at least we took these charts and maps and available data, and I tried to 


map out different types of deepwater coral habitat.  Basically we have different types of known 


and probable deep sea coral and sponge habitat.  I’m just going to kind of go through this north 


to south starting – well, no, I won’t.   


 


First off, we have the red zone which is a high-relief coral zone.  We also have these deepwater 


terraces such as Miami Terrace of South Florida; Portales Terrace off the Florida Keys; and 


Island Slopes off of Cuba and the Bahamas, and even some deepwater valleys off the Tortugas 


region. 


 


Overall in ArcGIS we calculated the area of all these different types of deep sea coral habitat 


from coral mounds to island slopes and terrace and discovered about 40,000 square kilometers of 


bottom habitat, some in U.S. waters, some in Cuban, and some in Bahamas waters.  What’s 


interesting here is the total area of the new Deepwater Coral HAPC from North Carolina to 


Florida is about 62,000 square kilometers.   That’s about 13 percent of the seafloor of the U.S. 


EEZ within this region.  The EEZ goes out 200 miles.   


 


Also interesting is 69 percent of that total is not within Florida waters but off of Florida, due east 


of Florida in South Florida.  Of this deep sea coral habitat that we mapped off of Florida just 


within the U.S. waters, we calculated about 22,000 square kilometers of which about 70 percent 


of this deepwater coral habitat within U.S. waters off Florida is protected or is within this 


CHAPC. That leaves about 30 percent outside of the HAPC.   
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Certainly, the recent discovery of what Steve found last year, these newer reefs, not newer but 


reefs at 200 meters that we didn’t even expect and didn’t even show up on the other charts really 


are in addition to this.  Anyway, the total area of deep sea coral habitat in this region, the Straits 


of Florida and northern Florida; if you add it up, exceeds the area of all shallow water reefs in 


U.S. waters, which is pretty amazing. 


 


Starting from the north it’s mostly this deepwater coral habitat, both lophelia and Enalopsammia.  


Primarily most of the big reefs are 700 to 900 meters.  Of course, we’ve now found them as 


shallow as 200 meters.  These are 15 to over 100 meter relief mounds with lophelia corals and 


sponges and gorgonians. 


 


This is that sponge that in the lab has potential cure for pancreatic cancer that we discovered 


living out here in the Straits of Florida.  It seems to be pretty much located in this coral habitat.  


Other fishery species that are related or occur in the coral habitat is the golden crab.  Adjacent to 


the coral areas are the royal red shrimp fishing industry; further south, the brown areas, the 


deepwater terrace that we’ve been talking about this morning, the Miami-Terrace; and over on 


the Bahama side you had the deep island slopes of the Bahamas also providing a hard bottom 


habitat.   


 


This Miami-Terrace escarpment; your primary hard corals are Stylaster coral, lophelia, 


Enallopsammia madrepora, gorgonian, black corals and you also have sponges on the order of 


300 to 600 meters.  This shows that eastern escarpment where it drops off from the terrace flat 


down to the Straits; and at the base of the mound you often find actual lophelia mounds.   


 


On the terrace, on the limestone rock, which is a Miocene age rock and maybe actually a 


Miocene age coral reef 5 to 10 million years ago, that rock pavement and rock ledges and 


outcrops provide habitat primarily for sponges and coral and gorgonians and black coral and 


various fish. 


 


And even any sessile species like sponges and gorgonians provide habitat for other critters, and 


all of these are filter feeders or a good number of them.  This is below the photic zone for the 


most part.  All these organisms are capturing food in the Gulf Stream or the Florida current and 


they’re all crawling up on top filter feeding, and it’s pretty cool.  A lot of sponges; this is another 


deepwater sponge with potential activity for cancer; the wreckfish that we’ve seen out there and 


spawning out there; this is the energy project that we talked about. 


 


Further south than the Portales Terrace you can see the black box is the CHAPC.  The green area 


is potential hard bottom, and then you can see off of Cuba you have deepwater coral sites and a 


hard slope.  Just this year Cuba started drilling in deepwater for oil, so there somewhere along 


that north coast is going to be a deepwater oil rig, which you can see if something happens to 


that, within hours that could be on these deepwater reefs as well as on our shallow water reefs, 


depending on the wind.  Certainly the current will go north.   


 


Portales Terrace – and just jump through this very quickly – very quickly this is a project we had 


looking at deepwater coral reef on our cruise last year off this Portales Terrace.  We compared 
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sites within the CHAPC and within the blue zone, which is the shelf edge MPA site.  It was the 


first time anybody had dove within that MPA site called The Humps.   


 


That had never been multibeamed before or really dove before with ROV or sub.  For the first 


time we got some good data there as well as we compared sites outside of those zones, hard 


bottom sites that are essentially unprotected.  We used the UNCW ROV, a pretty nice ROV but 


very hard working in the Straits out there in that current, but we did pretty good.   


 


We found this deepwater coral reef, which appears to be the southernmost one in U.S. waters 


down in the Florida Keys region; found these 9 species of commercially fished species, the 


snowy grouper, tilefish, snapper and so forth.  Snowy groupers and these blueline tiles and the – 


what do you call that, the slimehead – it’s kind of related to orange ruffy, right, in that family?  


There are deepwater species that are longlined, I guess. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Did you see lionfish out there? 


 


MR. REED:  Not here, luckily, but over in the Gulf on the Portales Terrace – I mean on the 


Pulley Ridge, everywhere.  Just a quick breakdown, we were looking inside and outside the 


HAPCs, so just mapping the number or the density of the slimehead on the right and the blueline 


tile; the numbers outside of the protected areas and the numbers inside.  Now they’re not 


protected for hook and line, but for within the HAPC and so forth. 


 


The last study we did was this Pisces cruise last year; part of the NOAA CI grants looking at 


these shelf edge reefs and deepwater reefs off of North Florida.  We were looking at these sites, 


and during this cruise we helped Steve remap this area of that 200 meter lophelia reef, so we did 


multibeam and an ROV dive on it; a pretty neat reef. 


 


Also within this cruise we were able for the first time to map this region of the Oculina Reefs 


north of the protected area.  The bottom of that map is right off Cape Canaveral, and the blue 


polygon to the south is the northern limit of the Oculina HAPC.  The red area is a region of 


where the old bathymetry, the old NOAA regional charts showed high-relief bathymetry and we 


went in and groundtruthed it with multibeam.   


 


For example, this site here on the right is old NOAA bathymetric showing obvious high-relief 


features.  We did the multibeam on it and just that one little stretch had over 100 individual 


mounds, 20, 30 meters tall.   We groundtruthed these with ROV and they were all coral mounds, 


various amounts of coral; coral, coral rubble, black coral, gorgonian, sponges and quite a bit of 


fish habitat.   


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Was that from the same depth as the Oculina to the south?  Is that the same 


depth, the new mounds? 


 


MR. REED:  Yes, all between 70 and 100 meters.  Then finally this new grant that we just 


received in conjunction with the University of Miami will be a big one with Kimberly, looking at 


this mesophotic reef, the Pulley Ridge off the Florida Keys; looking at connectivity.  It’s this 


region; it’s just west of Tortugas, about 70 to 100 meters depth.   
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We’ll be looking at are these mesophotic reef corals healthier than shallow water corals; are they 


being impacted by the warming sea temperatures; are they getting as many diseases, bleaching 


and so forth as shallow water counterparts?  We’ll be looking at genetics, we’ll be doing 


sampling so comparing corals and sponges and fish with this mesophotic reef site with 


downstream sites in the Florida Keys. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  Are mesophotic reefs defined strictly by depth or are there some other 


feature that – 


 


MR. REED:  It’s kind of vague.  We had a NOAA Workshop a number of years ago on 


mesophotic reefs, and it’s kind of designated between 50 meters and something greater, but kind 


of the deeper fore-reef, or it could be the top of a sea mound, but basically over 50 meters.  This 


still has like hermatypic coral, so the coral, either gorgonians or hard corals still have algae and 


typically the reef has algae, so there is enough life for algae to grow. 


 


That’s quite variable.  The Oculina Reefs at 70 meters do not have enough light to support algae.  


The coral at 70 meters there is pure white; Azooxanthellate, no algae.  Seventy meters in the 


Bahamas, I had that one paper on distribution of coral in the Bahamas and we were finding 


Montastrea down to 100 something meters just depending on the light level. 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  Basically looking at the 1 percent light levels kind of where the cut-off is.  And 


depending on where you’re at; that’s why the definition is vague at the deep end because in the 


Pacific we could be down to 150 meters, but usually in that area it’s going to be 100 meters.  The 


Caribbean is about 100 meters for the deeper end. 


 


Then the other thing I’ll point out is that this particular project, the South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council is involved, we have a management board that is part of this to try and 


make sure that we’re transitioning the information to managers and getting their input at the front 


end of the project versus waiting until the end of the project.  The South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council is participating on that.  I believe it’s Roger that’s the representative.  


 


MR. BLAIR:  What is that Reed et al 2012 reference that is on a bunch of these slides? 


 


MR. REED:  It’s a paper that’s coming out. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It’s not out yet? 


 


MR. REED:  Well, some of them are in the paper; some are other reports that we have like – I 


don’t know, it’s either a paper or a report. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I just wondered.  It was on a number of the slides so I wondered what one place 


we should go to. 


 


MR. REED.  Most of the deepwater mapping is in a paper that’s in press right now. 
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MR. BLAIR:  In what journal?  Once it comes out, could you let us know that it’s available? 


 


MR. REED:  Sure, absolutely.  It should be coming out this year.  It has been accepted.  We did 


have a survey on Pulley Ridge last summer.  The primary species are flat platy corals like 


Agaricia, Montastrea cavernosa, very platy, and huge fields of this green algae called 


Anadyomene.  It’s like the dominant species down there along with coral and algae.  


 


And unfortunately we did see evidence of something going on with the coral even at this 


mesophotic depth, and, of course, our lovely lionfish.  The lionfish love – everywhere there was 


a red grouper burrow where they make these huge burrows the size of this table, about 2 meters 


deep, it would be filled with lionfish.  You get rid of the grouper you’ll get rid of the lionfish; no, 


really.  Then our other projects are up the west coast of Florida, mesophotic and deepwater reefs 


that I won’t get into here.  Are there any questions at all? 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  As part of an effort that’s going to be occurring through the Governor 


South Atlantic Alliance, there is going to be a concerted effort to capture a lot of the new 


mapped reef habitat data.  Is this all going to be readily available for incorporation into that? 


 


MR. REED:  Yes, all these stuff with all these grants, the maps the multibeam go directly to 


NOAA, to the site folder where they store it all.  Yes, all these data will be immediately available 


or quickly available, especially the maps and so forth. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  What was that effort again? 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  It’s a couple of different efforts, but the Governor South Atlantic Alliance 


has received funding from NOAA to try to get a number of initiatives going.  One of those is an 


effort that is actually funding SECOORA to take the lead in trying to develop a web-based or 


incorporate an existing web-based mapping product that has querable tools.   


 


The Healthy Ecosystems Work Team is one of the four work teams of the South Atlantic 


Alliance and I’m chair of that.  One of our goals is to map critical habitats, compile in a 


consistent framework critical habitat and critical species distribution data for all four states off 


the southeast; obviously relying on existing information that’s out there.   


 


How far that gets is a little unclear, because the Alliance has got to meet and sub-workgroups 


have got to meet to kind of come up with what are the data formats that are desired.  Some of this 


data has to be distilled not so much in terms of habitat data, but in terms of other resource 


information.  Quite frankly, most of it is focused on the shallower shelf habitats rather than 


deeper shelf habitat.  Any reef habitat is obviously going to want to be added to the existing 


databases that are out there.  You have a representative in your department, and I cannot recall 


his name. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  From DEP, probably; FDEP. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Yes.  In any event, it’s one of the groups that is dealing more with beach 


nourishment issues, so the SECOORA group had to pick topical areas that they might focus as a 
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demonstration type project.  There was general consensus that sediment management might be 


one of those to focus on, because all the states are dealing with beach nourishment issues and 


where and what resources do you need to protect from those kinds of things. 


 


That effort is just getting started.  The funding came in February, I believe.  The kickoff meeting 


was in late February.  Some surveys have already been done.  In fact, many people in your 


agency and other Florida agencies should have received that survey to try to identify what are the 


high priority habitats and resources that should be targeted. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just out of curiosity, is there a timeline for where you hope to have a product 


developed or is it part of the timeline of the grant at this point? 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Yes, the grant is 15 or 16 months long  - it started in February – an initial 


map product that I think will be available in some way, shape or form at that point in time.  How 


far the Healthy Ecosystems Group gets in terms of mapping, trying to get a consistent framework 


for mapping various resources is a little bit more unclear.  They are not actually funded to do 


anything yet, but SECOORA may help jumpstart some of that. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you, good information.  Are there any other questions for John?  Next 


we’re going to hear from Steve Ross on Shallow Jacksonville Lophelia Sites. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I’m going to just review fairly quickly a couple of talks that we gave at the Deep 


Sea Coral Symposium in April in Amsterdam.  I’m not going to give those talks as they were 


presented there.  I picked bits and pieces from them and I added some to this first one because of 


particular interest here at this meeting. 


 


Last year at the AP meeting Sandra Brooke gave a review of what we knew about this new 


shallow water site off of Jacksonville, and I’m going to repeat only a little bit of that but try to 


bring you up to date on some things that we know about it now.  We’re still working on this site.  


To put it into a chronological sort of context, this is a fairly new discovery. 


 


Sandra and I could not participate in the Navy’s consultant’s first cruise to map and document 


this area so we put my former research associate, Andrea Quattrini, on the cruise.  In May 2010 


she discovered what appears to be a lophelia bioherms or what are lophelia bioherms with 


multibeam mapping and ROV groundtruthing.   


 


In October of 2010 Dave Naar was contracted by NOAA to do some multibeam mapping in that 


region, but it was offshore and deeper, and I’ll show where he mapped.  We followed in 


November 2010 with a similar cruise on the Ron Brown and added to that offshore multibeam 


mapping and then worked both the deep and the offshore areas with Jason ROV and CTD 


transects.  Then as John mentioned just a little while ago, Andy David, and he conducted a Pisces 


cruise that went through that same area. 


 


This is the region that we’re talking about and it overlaps with this Navy Acoustic Range.  These 


gray boxes are the area of interest to the Navy for this Acoustic Training Range.  I’m not sure 
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exactly what the acronym for that is at this point; I can’t pronounce that.  I’ll just say Navy 


Training Range. 


 


These are the multibeam maps that were collected in that 2010 cruise and you can see some areas 


of rough bottom in here.  The black dots are Jason ROV dives.  These red dots are from some 


past 2004 to 2005 JSL submersible dives that I did.  John has had a few dives up here.  Of 


interest, Charlie Paul worked this area extensively in I think 1998 or ’99 or ’97, somewhere 


along there.  He published his paper in 2000.  He had 20 JSL dives and 1 NR1 nuclear sub dive 


in this area. 


 


He did a very thorough paper of this region, but he did not review these dives individually, so 


you can’t pick out exactly what kind of habitats were in the region of these dives.  These four in 


particular are of interest because they’re on the shallow end here.  The red is our existing 


CHAPC, and the yellow box here is what Sandra and I threw out to the AP last year as a 


recommendation for expanding the boundary, and we’ll get back to that a little bit more in a 


minute. 


 


Oceanographically – this is a little bit hard to see on this screen – we did a long CTD transect 


across the shelf and slope up here – actually this is two transects – and another one down here for 


comparison.  Even though you can’t see the numbers here, basically what’s going on is cold 


water is upwelling onto the shelf as shallow as 50 meters. 


 


We’re getting temperatures of 8, 10, and 12 degrees in this region above 200 meters, and those 


are temperatures that are typically characteristic of 300 meters and deeper, which are down here 


for comparison.  Actually this darker area shows the Gulf Stream.  This is a picture of the day 


that we were out there.  This is that shallow site of Jacksonville and this is the comparative site, 


which has been called Triceratops, in about 400 meters or so, 430 meters off Cape Canaveral. 


 


You can see most of this site and a lot of the other deep coral sites are well within the main body 


of the Gulf Stream.  This site is off to the edge; so as the Gulf Stream pulls offshore, cold, 


nutrient rich water upwells onto the shelf and the slope.  It eventually gets entrained into the 


surface waters and triggers phytoplankton blooms. 


 


What seems to be unusual about this area – we’re still trying to look into this more – is that this 


kind of upwelling appears relatively permanent here and this productivity cycle appears 


relatively permanent; whereas, other places along the western edge of the Gulf Stream, it’s 


irregular.   


 


This kind of upwelling can occur in a lot of different places as the Gulf Stream moves back and 


forth, but it seems fairly consistent here.  The oceanographers have documented this in the past 


but nobody has connected it to benthic biological activity.  What looks like is happening is there 


is a well-established cold water community in fairly shallow water and it’s a community that 


appears to be established for a long term. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  How deep does the Gulf Stream water extend; does it get down to the bottom? 
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DR. ROSS:  Yes, it can.  Of course, there is a declining temperature as you go down, but we’ve 


seen Gulf Stream intrusion in North Carolina down to about 370 to 400 meters.  It’s not the 30 


degree water that’s on the surface; it’s 15 to 18 degree water.  The Gulf Stream axis is tilted like 


this.  As the Gulf Stream moves in and out, that bottom edge hits the slope and that temperature 


water is near the lethal maximum for lophelia.  That’s another thing that is unusual here.  These 


are what you might consider borderline communities, but the indication is that they’ve been there 


very long term. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Does the bottom topography influence the course of the stream? 


 


DR. ROSS:  No, not here.  It’s just that that topography sticks up so it hits the bottom of the 


stream before the other part of the bottom would.  It’s anywhere from 20 to 50 meters off 


bottom, so it hits it a little sooner, but it doesn’t influence the path of the stream.  That’s a bigger 


issue.  Something the size of the Charleston Bump, which is a gigantic feature; here you can see 


deflects the Gulf Stream offshore right here. 


 


That’s why there is that bump out.  Then it wiggles all the way up from there on, but it also 


wiggles through here as well.  This is a close-up of the coral mounds in that area, particularly the 


one that we’ve got some data on.  It’s a few bottom photographs so a lot of these letters if you 


can read them match the photos, and I didn’t pick out all the photos that we have. 


 


This is multibeam data from the Navy that they released to us.  You can see it’s a little bit to pick 


out, but this is a fairly low-profile hard bottom that is just rock.  Attached to that rock is a 


number of corals and sponges and there is a lot of fish activity around there.  That occurs all 


through this kind of track. 


 


There is also just open, coarse, sandy substrate, and there are large areas of mostly what appear 


to be lophelia coral rubble.  These rubble fields, like this one up here, occur some distance from 


the main mounds.  Of course, this could be a small remnant mound, but there is coral rubble 


scattered throughout this region. 


 


That indicates again that this coral activity, this cold water activity has been going on for quite 


some time.  There are scattered boulders that are quite large through this area.  This one here 


occurs right there, covered here again in lophelia, the white stuff here.  Then these two pictures 


are from the top of this mound, which is at 212 meters. 


 


The base of the mound was about 245; so it’s a 33 meter tall mound.  That appears to be a 


bioherm, a sediment coral matrix that’s probably formed from lophelia growing and trapping 


sediment.  There is a large coral bush on top of that mound.  These two dives, these ROV dives 


here were conducted in the Navy cruise and they released those data to us.   


 


This was our dive on the Jason from the Ron Brown.  This was a whole day exercise from 


morning to late afternoon.  These were shorter dives.  This one had a problem with the current 


and so it missed this mound and just caught the edge of it, but on that edge there was an 


indication of coral rubble.  This is a little difficult to see, but we got all of the raw multibeam 


data from this area and reprocessed it.   
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There are what appear to be three bioherms here, and that 33 meter mound is this little dot there.  


That’s where we have the ROV dives and that was the second one, and then there was a third one 


just off here in even shallower water.  You can see there are other areas of rough bottom through 


this.   


 


This picture is a bit difficult to see here, but with all of the bathymetry lines in it you couldn’t 


pick out the stuff so we stripped those out just to have the colors.  There are a couple of close-


ups of one of the rocks.  It’s a little bit dark in here, but these are large blackbelly rose fish in 


here and along the edge of the rock a golden crab on this same rock, lophelia colonies scattered 


about any hard substrate here. 


 


Here again, these water temperatures are four to five degrees colder than what we would expect 


at these depths.  The other thing that is unusual about this site though is that we have relatively 


little data, and we’ve only identified I think 12 species of fish from this area.  The dominant 


species like blackbelly rosefish and one of the hakes, limonema and a Synaphobranchid eel are 


much more abundant than we’ve seen at any other sites during the ten years that we’ve been 


working out here and they are of larger sizes. 


 


Here again, this is sort of an indication of increased productivity.  There was around this rock 


something like 12 to 15 blackbelly rosefish that were quite large, larger than we normally see 


around these reefs.  Here are some of the Synaphobranchid eels.  Here again, mostly on places 


where we’ve been we’ve seen only juveniles of this species. 


 


This is a blow up of this area.  All of these tails are this eel sticking out, incredibly abundant.  


We usually see maybe one per dive hiding down in the coral and they’re small.  We saw quite a 


lot, probably 20 of them in this picture.  There was a lot of stuff going on at this site, unusual 


biological activity in our experience. 


 


I’m not going to read through all of these.  I’ve pretty much already said of them, unusually cold 


temperatures, usually the kind of temperatures we’d see 2 or 300 meters deeper; a lot of rocky 


habitat scattered through this area including bioherms.  I’ve already said that the fish were 


unusual in being more abundant and larger.   


 


The community seems to be thriving and it seems to be driven by this more or less permanent 


upwelling of cold water that probably drives the productivity as well as keeping the temperature 


down.  That was the end of the talk, and I’ve got a couple of things to throw in here now that 


we’re trying to pursue in this area.   


 


We’ve got a mapping request out for this summer to try to fill in – we’ve got the Navy data here 


in these boxes.  The colored area are what we and David Naar have mapped, and we’re going to 


try to get the Nancy Foster to map these three boxes or as much of them as possible as they make 


a transit to another area.  We’ve requested two additional days of time and they’re receptive  to 


that.   
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It fits into their schedule with this area as the priority, and then second and third priorities to try 


to fill in these places.  We’ve also found out that the Oceana’s Explorer has transited this area.  


We didn’t really know this but they’re mapping everywhere they go.  I just found this out a 


couple of days ago that they’ve already mapped this strip. 


 


We put in a request for their return trip out of the Gulf of Mexico for them to map in this area 


and this area.  If they get to that before the Nancy Foster, then we could modify our request to 


the Foster to make their task more feasible.  There is a possibility that we could fill in this whole 


area this summer in terms of mapping. 


 


One thing I’d like to interject at this point is that this committee make a recommendation to the 


council that a letter be written to appropriate people, Marine Operations Command at NOAA 


with CCs to whoever is needed, to attempt to coordinate some of this mapping a little bit better 


with the council and with the rest of us who have been out there. 


 


Sometimes it’s a matter of just adjusting these cruise tracks a very small amount in order to fill in 


gaps that are appropriate or to hit an area that is more important.  All of this data is useful and 


interesting, but to me it would have been more valuable to continue following ridges and joining 


together maps that we’ve already got instead of ending up with a patchwork here. 


 


I’d like to encourage that possibility.  There are a lot of boats out there and now they are all 


starting to turn on their multibeams and they are also mapping at a faster speed.  We’re finding 


out that mapping at 10 knots is not as bad as we thought if the sea conditions aren’t so awful.  


We don’t necessarily have to slow down to 6 knot mapping speeds. 


 


There are a lot of possibilities out here to fill in data.  Back to our recommendation for an 


expansion of the CHAPC, this was the fairly simple box that Sandra and I proposed. This little 


colored area in here are those bioherms and you can see the rough bottom in these maps and all 


through here.   


 


I hadn’t seen this, and I’ll have to give Sandra credit for looking at this and realizing that it might 


not necessarily meet our needs.  This was the suggestion that came out of additional consultation 


with the shrimp fishery I think and also looking at VME records.  Anna I think add to that.  The 


VME records indicate fishing there, but I’m going to get to that in a minute. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, what Steve has projected here, this is in the Comprehensive Ecosystem 


Amendment that was in your briefing book.  The Coral Advisory Panel recommended the chart 


there on the left as far as the proposed expansion of the western boundary of Stetson-Miami 


Terrace there to incorporate the area of known mapping habitat, what Steve is describing about 


the shallow lophelia discovery. 


 


The chart there on the right was developed by Roger on our staff.  I’m sure you are all aware 


he’s our point person for developing these charts for all of our amendments and he’ll be here 


tomorrow to talk in further detail about these spatial areas.  The Coral Advisory Panel 


recommendation was modified based on input we received from the Shrimp and Deepwater 
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Shrimp Advisory Panel and a lot of the feedback we heard during the scoping meetings that were 


held earlier this year about the Coral Advisory Panel’s recommendation.   


 


It was modified to incorporate the area of known mapping habitat while excluding some of the 


higher concentration areas of VMS activity for the royal red deepwater shrimp fishery.  We do 


have that VMS data.  We know that all of those in the South Atlantic fishing for royal red shrimp 


also fish for rock shrimp, so they are required to carry that VMS equipment and so we have that 


data. 


 


The modification here was based on that specifically.  It’s an options paper.  If the Coral 


Advisory Panel needs to make some further recommendations for that, I would encourage you to 


do it during this meeting.  The council will be looking at the document in June to make some 


additional recommendations for what should be further developed into a public hearing draft. 


 


We’re still at the stage where we can seek guidance from the advisory panel on some tweaks 


here to the alternatives.  Again, we’re kind of looking to have a lot of these discussions 


tomorrow, and Roger is going to be here with us tomorrow to present some of the spatial 


representation for these areas that he has put together. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I just want to reiterate we can have a brief discussion on it now, but this is one of 


the major things we want to touch on tomorrow.  Any highlighting notes that anybody would like 


to make or, Steve, if you’d like to make at this time, but do keep in mind this is scheduled for 


discussion and these explicit items are scheduled for discussion tomorrow. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Right, I do have some tweaks to recommend.  I think it’s good that we think about 


them ahead of tomorrow, because it gives us some time to be prepared for this.  Obviously, 


looking at the multibeam map, I have a couple of issues with this map.  One is that there is some 


obvious structure here that is rocky area that is excluded from the protection zone.  I don’t see 


the justification.  In fact. I’d recommend that is not a good idea. 


 


This border squeezing in this tightly sandwiches this small mound area pretty tightly without 


much of a buffer zone.  Now, there does appear to be a fairly open substrate area down here and 


this border could be moved to the north.  I don’t see the justification for this protected area, 


which we didn’t originally recommend because there doesn’t seem to be any hard ground up 


there. 


 


Of course, that’s fine in a way to protect more area, but I don’t see the justification for including 


this, and I don’t see the justification for excluding this just based on a few VME dots.  My 


recommendation to the committee, if further discussion is needed, would be to adjust this 


boundary to include the hard ground, give a little more buffer around this area and I’m neutral on 


that.   


 


MR. REED:  I agree with what Steve says; just looking at multibeam sidescan sonar data for 


many decades, it doesn’t look obvious probably to the lay person what you’re looking at there, 


but just that little roughness is probably in a definitely hard bottom of moderate to high relief.  I 


would like to see the actual multibeam maps, if we have that, where we can really zoom in.  But 
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certainly that cut on that southern edge is not justified just based on the multibeam map, and the 


northern area certainly looks relatively flat and really not justified to bring it up to the north also. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Right, if this is a 33 meter mound right here, this is obviously somewhat bigger and 


larger and definitely has to be hard substrate.  I can’t imagine that it’s not considering that most 


of the sediments in this area are fairly coarse and sandy.  They are not going to be consolidated 


sediments that are making these structures.  This is the area that was excluded.  I’d recommend 


the border be somewhere down here; or if you have to draw strange borders, you could come up 


like that.  It seems like we draw some awfully strange borders. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Law enforcement does not like strange borders. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Well, we’ve got a few already in the CHAPC that we brought up last year.  I don’t 


think we ever got resolution on those exactly. 


 


MR. REED:  Quick question for Anna; you mentioned the VMS is used by the rock fishery and 


by the royal red fishery if they also rock shrimp.  If they’re not rock shrimping and they’re just 


doing straight royal red, they don’t have to have it? 


 


MR. CUPKA:  All the royal red shrimpers, there are not that many of them, but they all also rock 


shrimp.  They all have VMS. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, we have confirmed that.  


 


MR. WAUGH:  Anna, could you restate that so it gets on the record to people that are listening 


on the web here? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  All of those fishing for deepwater shrimp in the South Atlantic are also fishing 


for rock shrimp.  All of the population of deepwater shrimp fishermen in the South Atlantic do 


have that rock shrimp permit and they’re required to carry the VMS equipment.  But another 


point I wanted to make just for consideration, since Steve has brought this up today, is another 


factor into the modification for the Coral Advisory Panel’s alternative there, and something that 


wasn’t discussed during your last meeting – I guess this is better presented in the document, one 


of the figures.  It shows the Coral AP’s recommendation abuts right up to Shrimp Fishery Access 


Area 1, which was put in place with the original designation back through CE-BA 1.   


 


As you all know this was a very deliberative process working with the fishermen and industry 


representatives to put those access areas in place when the original designations were approved 


back in 2009/2010.  That is another reason for this oddly shaped structure.  It’s not depicted on 


Steve’s chart there, but the Coral AP recommendation does cover a portion of the Southern 


Shrimp Fishery Access Area 1. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Like I said, there is area down here that we could give up, but I don’t think this area.  


Now, we are getting better data on what happens on the bottom than we’ve had before when 


some of these boundaries were made, so it seems like to me they should be adjusted accordingly.  


That’s something I guess we’ll get into more tomorrow. 
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I was going to end this particular talk with just a few recommendations besides the one to ask for 


increased coordination with the vessels that are out there mapping is that in some fashion we 


expand this boundary, perhaps some modification between the two proposals that are on the 


table; encourage completion of the multibeam sonar in this area.   


 


This is an extremely complex area that has large rocky ledges, flat rocky areas, and bioherms 


across a huge depth range, and potential oceanographic features that are of interest.  This seems 


like an area to get more data from.  And along those lines, encouraging the Navy to expand their 


research in this area.   


 


They are going to continue to have a large impact here over a long time period.  They seem to 


me to be willing to do some additional work but encouragement from the council and from 


NOAA would be helpful.  Analyzing Charlie Paul’s dives additionally would be good.  We were 


hoping to include that in our SEADESC Project that just ended, but we ran out of time and 


money.   


 


I have acquired all of Charlie Paul’s video data and all of his metadata and the video is very high 


quality.  We have cleaned up the dive tracks and plotted them, but we haven’t analyzed all the 


video.  We digitized his video.  That would be useful to add to our pool o data in this region.  I’ll 


stop there for that first part, if there is any other discussion.   


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I just wondered how accessible that Navy multibeam data is. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Well, they released that one box around the mounds so that we could use it in our 


presentation.  That’s maybe 15 percent of what they’ve collected out there.  The indications are 


they will release the rest of it.  It’s just that I speeded up the process for that box to make it 


happen.  They did release the ROV data as well.  I think they will do that.  I’ve got an active 


request in for the rest of the data, but I haven’t gotten an answer to that yet. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  They made at least a verbal commitment to us that they would release that.  I 


don’t know if you want me to talk about Navy stuff now or wait until you’re finished the next 


part of your presentation. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think because it does kind of fall right into it, it probably would be a good timing 


to go ahead and do that.  Steve we’ll come back at the end of your second presentation because I 


want to make sure that we capture some of the recommendations that you have.  Again, I think it 


was a really good kind of primer for tomorrow’s discussions on what we’re going to be 


challenged with in trying to optimize the CHAPCs for protection purposes in light of the other 


pressures that are ongoing in that area. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I just have a couple slides on what it is that the Navy is proposing to do in 


this area.  It is referred to as the Jacksonville Undersea Warfare Training Range, and like Steve 


mentioned it is to test some acoustic equipment and also some other type of training facility or 


training options. 
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This is an area that – the green box – that they have proposed to place this range.  It also involves 


some cabling to shore, some trenching and cabling to shore, and that’s that lighter colored, this 


path right here.  Then they amended this to include this buffer area, which is where the shallow 


water lophelia sites are located.   


 


Like Steve mentioned, they have some multibeam and ROV survey information from this area.  


This is essentially what they’re proposing to do,  These black lines are cables, and it’s hard to see 


but there are little dots along these cables which are nodes.  They are building this underwater 


cable array that attaches to nodes to test some acoustic equipment. 


 


This is a map that the Navy created.  They call it a Habitat Sensitivity Map with the red areas 


being the most sensitive; the hard bottom, likely deepwater coral habitat; and the green areas 


being soft bottom habitat.  We did succeed in getting the Navy to modify their design.  There is a 


break in the shelf edge right here.  You can see that there is a concentration of cables through this 


break in the shelf edge.  John asked what depth that is and I don’t have the answer off the top of 


my head. 


 


This is also just their cable-to-shore path.  Here are some estimates of their impacts.  


Unfortunately, for EFH tracking leaves acres, so it is over an acre of impact to what they refer to 


as highly sensitive on those habitat sensitivity maps, and 46 acres of hard bottom pavement.  


We’re in an informal consultation right now to the Navy.   


 


One thing that we’ve requested is that they exclude this buffer area where the shallowest 


lophelia, the lophelia in 200 meters water depth, that they exclude this area from their training 


range.  They have indicated to us that is a possibility, that the cable array won’t be constructed in 


this area.  That was one of our recommendations. 


 


We also asked that they evaluate bottom-disturbing impacts associated with maintenance 


activities associated with the cables and the nodes.  We’re working on this one.  They’ve 


indicated that they can – I think its 300 total nodes and that they can still have an operational 


range if 10 percent of those nodes are damaged or need to be serviced. 


 


We’ve talked about possibly having them prioritize node maintenance activities so that bottom- 


disturbing activities won’t occur in the most sensitive habitats.  If they can operate without those 


nodes, then to do so and prioritize repair activities with nodes in the less sensitive habitats.  Then 


this last one is that we’ve asked them to develop a sequential mitigation plan that includes 


compensatory mitigation. 


 


A few months ago I had sent an e-mail out to the whole advisory panel asking what we should 


recommend for this because the Navy didn’t include this.  They provided to us what is called a 


sequential mitigation plan, but they didn’t include the compensatory mitigation part.  Some of 


the feedback I got from that coordination was for the Navy to provide all the multibeam data, all 


the ROV tapes and track lines in this area, some additional research and long-term monitoring of 


the sites along this area with experimental growth studies on the coral. 
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I think that was your recommendation, John.  Sandra had recommended possibly deployment of 


landers to collect some long-term high-resolution data to find out really more about what’s going 


on at these shallow water sites; also some monitoring close to the deepwater MPA sites to see if 


maybe poaching is occurring; and then also the last bullet which is confirmation via visual and 


multibeam sonar surveys that this is being driven by a permanent upwelling.   


 


I think that came from you, Steve.  Essentially, like typically in the shallow water coral projects 


that we review and require compensatory mitigation, it’s usually some sort of a restoration 


activity or habitat enhancement type activity.  It doesn’t seem like we have that option for 


deepwater coral sites.   


 


We’ve discussed with the Navy them providing us with some data or committing to some studies 


that we would be able to accept in lieu of restoration or enhancement type activities, but we’ve 


indicated to them that those studies have to be closely linked to South Atlantic Council priorities 


to better manage the site. 


 


They’ve indicated that they’re willing to give us all the data that they have – informally they’ve 


committed to this – and that we can share at the council and our deepwater coral scientists.  


They’re hesitant to commit to some of the additional research and monitoring-type studies that 


we’ve recommended, but they’ve indicated that it is a possibility.  That’s just kind of where we 


are with the Navy activities.  We’ll let you know how things are going. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I’ve been out of the loop on this a little bit.  It sounds like they’ve definitely 


locked in on this Jacksonville Area as their preferred location; and if so, when is the projected 


start date and period of time for construction of all these cables? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  They are looking to construct the site with FY-15 funds.  They initially 


proposed the site off Cherry Point, and because of the opposition to having this facility in that 


area, that’s why they’re looking at Jacksonville now. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Right, there was some concern that they were possibly even going to be 


looking off Charleston – 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Right, that was one of the options. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  – if Jacksonville didn’t work, but it sounds like this is kind of getting 


locked in. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  It is. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Good.  All I can say is Florida is – 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Not in your backyard. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  – getting to be a very wired state here offshore. 
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DR. ALEXANDER:  I had two questions; the first is are there any other cables that are going to 


be associated with this, because I thought it was going to have a much wider sensing network 


associated with the training zone. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  The black lines in this figure are the cables, so you thought there were more? 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  But beyond this box; I thought there was supposed to be stuff up off 


Georgia on the shelf and other areas, all over the shelf for them to keep track of their activities.  


That’s not the case? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Associated with this range, the Jacksonville Undersea Warfare Training 


Range, this is all that they’ve proposed.  I don’t know if there are some other efforts or parallel 


efforts that are – 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  No, this is the range that the federal announcement came out and comment 


period closed a couple of months ago, right, because Grays Reef was concerned about impacts of 


the sonar activities. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I think that’s actually a separate Navy – I don’t know if they’re coordinated 


to some degree. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  They’ve got another one? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Yes, there are a lot of Navy activities going on, but I think that is being 


analyzed under like a separate activity. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Well, that would probably be good for us to figure out whether there is 


additional activities like this proposed for the Outer Shelf, because it seems like these corals are 


potentially all over the place.  Then my other question was that last recommendation that you got 


from the group, I didn’t really understand it.  It was visual and multibeam documentation that it’s 


a permanent upwelling system.  Why would you use visual or multibeam instead of some sort of 


a physical oceanographic array that measures salinity and temperature and currents? 


 


DR. ROSS:  That’s exactly what we’d do; that got a little confused.  The lander deployments and 


any moorings and CTD transects would document that upwelling, particularly the landers. We 


recommended at a minimum a shallow and a deepwater lander with potential moorings in 


between and CTD transects.   


 


The visual and multibeam data is supportive of that, but for different purposes, too.  One of the 


issues with that upwelling system is that while we know it exists, we don’t know the extent of it 


north and south or any seasonal characteristics and exactly what the temperature variations are.  


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Harvey Seim has done some modeling, and I think he’s published on this 


as well.  He might be able to give you some theoretical distributions and timing and those sorts 


of things. 
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DR. ROSS:  Yes, I’ve talked to Harvey about this; and one time when I did talk to Harvey about 


it, his indication was that this could happen anywhere and it could move around.  That was my 


impression is that it did move around.  There are a couple papers out here by Atkinson and 


Yoder and Associates that indicate this is a fairly consistent feature in this region, even though 


that data is fairly limited as well.  We’re now going back and trying to look at historical satellite 


data on chlorophyll blooms to see how consistent those are as we work on some other parts of 


this. 


 


MR. REED:  Well, this upwelling event, it is pretty well known that it occurs in the summertime 


in on the nearshore region of Central Florida, certainly off Fort Pierce and that area; yes, the 


whole region you get the big summertime upwelling events, which it goes from 80 degrees down 


to 60s, 50s very quickly and associated with fish kills on the shallow water shelf. 


 


When I first did the Oculina Growth Paper in 1980 something, I had temperature recorders at the 


shelf edge on the Oculina Reef, 80 meters, and it showed at least in that region that the upwelling 


occurred year round, but it was just coming right up on the edge of the shelf but not coming all 


the way inshore. 


 


It’s coming inshore in the summer, but at least the shelf edge Oculina it’s just kind of sloshing 


back and forth almost monthly where you get a 10 degree centigrade drop in 24 hours and 


immediately afterward you get this big nepheloid bloom because you have an increase of nitrate 


and phosphates.  And so immediately after you get all this organic goo in the water, which I 


think was a big determiner of why the Oculina Reefs are there, I think you’re getting a very 


similar thing, a nearly permanent upwelling, at least down in Central Florida.  It is very likely to 


go up in the northern – the same system going up in northern Florida, too. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Can you back up to the impact slide?  These areas are the areas associated with the 


trenching and laying of the cable alone? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  The cable that will be installed to shore, they are going to trench for that 


cable.  These cables will largely just rest on the seafloor.  Oh, I’m sorry, maybe I should back up.  


This part right here, this will be trenched and buried, this cable, but these cables are expected – 


trenching isn’t proposed just to lay on the seafloor, and I believe they’ll be anchored or stabilized 


largely by the placement of the nodes, which are larger pieces of equipment. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The areas then in that slide on the impact are literally just the footprint of the cable 


on the bottom? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Yes.  They might have included some room for movement; I’ll have to go 


back and look at that. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Do you know how they are going to lay the cable?  I mean, it looked very precise 


and going around, but, it’s often not that easy to do.  I know for the cable studies that we’ve done 


in 2 to 400 meters further south of there; from where they dropped the cable, at least if they’re 


dropping it off of a cable boat to where it landed varied about 100 to 150 meters from the point 


of drop to where it landed at depths of 200 meters to 300 meters. 
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MS. KARAZSIA:  That’s a good question.  I’ll have to go back and look, but I hear what you’re 


saying and that after deployment it might not look quite like that. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, any further questions on this?  Jocelyn, is there anything relative to the 


recommendations or anything else that you need to ask of the committee? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  This was in response, and I probably need to expand on each of these bullets, 


and I obviously got this one a little bit wrong.  I’ll try to do that coordination while I’m here.  


Essentially we make recommendations to the Navy as part of the EFH consultation process, but 


it’s really up to them to implement those recommendations. 


 


They do have the option to not implement our recommendations, because the training range and 


the Navy’s goal is to protect the nation for security issues.  We’re hoping that the outcome will 


be something, but I’m not sure if we’ll be able to get everything on this slide. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  How would an acoustics package help you find spawning activity? 


 


DR. ROSS:  Because a lot of fish have species-specific spawning activity sounds, the groupers in 


particular.  That’s less well known in deep sea fish. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Okay, I was thinking of the coral spawning.  That’s what I understand; that’s 


why I asked the question. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you very much, Jocelyn.  Steve, kind of a followup on your first 


presentation; the path of the multibeam that you found was being done looked as though it was 


along the 400 meter.  Was it near that or was it to the east of that?  It seemed to follow a contour 


at least, and I was curious. 


 


DR. ROSS:  It was close to that.  I understand where that path came from.  It might have been a 


little inshore for them.  We’ll bring that slide back. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I know you have that a as a path.  Is that information and data that you have in 


hand or just that you know is available? 


 


DR. ROSS:  We will have it shortly.  It was just collected.  I just found out it was just collected a 


few weeks ago, so I’m not even really sure it’s off the ship yet.  We will capture that data and the 


next track, wherever it will be, we’re trying to work with them to coordinate that track.  Their 


original intent was to overlap their first track, but I can’t tell from this map which is the 400. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It’s just to the left; it looks as though it’s just to the left of that.  Go a little bit 


further west, right there I believe is the 400. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Okay, that’s probably right.  It goes inside and out of it.  That’s right; I don’t think 


there was any intent with this exactly. 
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MR. BLAIR:  We’ll continue this tomorrow relative to some of the areas, but relative to the area 


suggested by the shrimping group to the northern areas, whether we need to go that far north or 


not, but because of the relief that is in that present northeast corner of the area of expansion – 


 


DR. ROSS:  Where? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  To the left, on your left grid in our proposal, the original proposal.  Yes, up there 


you would assume there is some carry-on of that type of habitat to the north, so some extension, 


but possibly – I agree with you that we don’t need to include areas that are pretty much 


documented as not having any. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Right, whether we move this up a little bit north, we don’t know where this ledge 


terminates, but it obviously doesn’t get too much further north, because this is very flat.  A lot of 


times these taper off, but there is no indication of it tapering off up here. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I’m sure you have areas that you probably have a concern and desire for that 


future mapping tracks, but that could be a good high priority aspect to allow delineation of that a 


little bit better. 


 


DR. ROSS:  We made that our last priority, but there are a lot of arguments for which way to 


arrange those.  The only reason we made this a first priority is to try to join these two big areas 


together to see – there is a lot of rugged area here, here and here, and we want to see how those 


join together; and here.  That was our justification.   


 


Then up here there was an interest in seeing whether this part continued and joined these ridges, 


and then there was an interest in the inshore area from that MPA.  But you could just as easily 


argue that this is important, too.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  There is a lot of importance to that one and not enough data. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Yes.  We estimated that this area could probably be done with two days, particularly 


if they didn’t remap the Oceanus tracks, and so we haven’t gotten a word back from that.  But 


there again, a word from the council to the Foster would be useful there, too, because our request 


to them is somewhat informal at this point.  It is made through NOAA through Andy David, but 


still it’s an informal request without anybody else backing it up except me. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that we can probably work on doing that and some suggested verbiage 


would be appreciated. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Good, because that happens this summer; it happens pretty quickly, so they need to 


be considering that now.  I need to make sure too and mention as we get into the rest of this talk 


that Sandra couldn’t be here and regrets that, but I need to make sure and emphasize that these 


recommendations and these talks are jointly done with her and her post doc mail will have 


helped with some of this talk as well, I’m supposed to say that.  Tell her I said that. 
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With those recommendations and the ones we made earlier, that is the end of this first part.  


There is a really huge area.  It goes beyond this 200 meter shallow coral area that we found.  It’s 


probably one of the more dynamic places I’ve seen where we have deep corals across such a 


wide depth range.  I’m not sure how you feel about that, John, but it’s a pretty interesting area, a 


lot of activity here.  Okay, Margot. 


 


MS. STILES:  I think you just spoke to it a little bit, but I was wondering since it goes up to 200 


meters if you think this is an anomaly or if there are other places that you want to check out in 


the future.  I agree that the boundary adjustments should stick to what we know, but I was just 


curious because I know before we were really set on that 400 meter boundary, and I don’t know 


if that was because that was the extent of the survey.  I can’t remember if there is an actual sort 


of physical break there. 


 


DR. ROSS:  There is not a real hard physical break there.  One thing I was looking back through 


our notes from last year’s meeting, and we talked about temperature isotherm boundaries.  There 


was a long discussion about whether it should be 8 degrees or 10 or 12, and I think Sandra made 


a case for it being 12.   


 


The thermal upper limit seems to be a little higher than that from what we’ve seen, maybe more 


like 14 degrees, but they can’t tolerate that for very long.  There is going to be a limit somewhere 


around 200 meters where it is just going to be too warm along these areas.  Whether it’s 


seasonally or not, they can’t tolerate much more than a week or so at around 14 degrees, so 200 


meters, 180 is going to be close to that.   


 


We have seen sprigs of lophelia.  I think John has seen them down south, Portales or Miami-


Terrace up toward these depths, just small colonies.  We just said last year that we’ve just seen 


lophelia on the Snowy Wreck.  It was there all along.  I just didn’t recognize it, and Sandra 


picked that out.  That’s at 250 meters, but there again those are small colonies, and they look like 


they are borderline. 


 


MS. STILES:  Is a sprig a baby or is it a dwarf; it sounds like a broccoli, actually. 


 


DR. ROSS:  That’s a good question; nobody knows. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It’s one of those scientific technical terms that we have to use every once in a 


while. 


 


DR. ROSS:  That’s not known. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Yes, Steve, I was wondering, we’ve already seen today that you can use 


the old NOAA charts and where they show rough topography, it matches up pretty well with the 


multibeam.  In terms of prioritizing which areas you want to multibeam and given that you seem 


to be focusing on where you have rough topography trying to tie these things together; would it 


be useful and have you or has anyone yet done that exercise, just looking at the NOAA charts to 


see – I mean in this area? 
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DR. ROSS:  Yes, John has. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Right, I thought John had done that so it would seem like he could draw 


lines and tell you where your rough topography is in general, and then what you’d really want to 


do is paint the areas in between to pin down where it disappears, because it’s always the edges 


where you don’t quite capture it in the NOAA bathymetry sometimes. 


 


MR. REED:  That’s true, those older charts, the contour charts seemed to be in this region quite 


good where they showed high relief.  Every time we dove or did multibeam, it was high relief.  


The converse is not true.  Where it’s flat we found numerous cases where the old charts showed 


an area to be totally flat; I mean just straight contour lines. 


 


We went back to it and actually this Triceratops Reef, lophelia reef just north of there, the 


contour charts showed the bottom to be flat, and I went over it with multibeam and found five 


individual 60 meter mounds, 60 meter mounds that did not show up on the previous charts. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Well, sure, if they are isolated little things sitting in the middle – 


 


MR. REED:  They weren’t isolated; they were big. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  No, if it’s an isolated feature; you know, when they collect bathymetry, 


they go in lines, right, so if they don’t go over it, its flat.  I’m all for multibeaming everything 


that you can, and I would like to have the whole EEZ of the U.S. multibeamed, but it’s all a 


matter of priorities.  I’m just trying to see if there are ways to – 


 


MR. REED:  Well, I would think based on this 200 meter feature that we know that’s there; the 


next big gap south of there, we have very few data,  no ROV dives or anything south of there.  


We really just found this site based on the Navy wanted to go out there, and so that’s why it was 


surveyed.   


 


I would look south of there, and then there is a lot of work, the borderlines where we’re not too 


sure about between the no fishing and the fishing zones, which I outlined in the golden crab 


paper.  The golden crab report that I did for the council showed several sites within the CHAPC 


that are open to crab pots and trawling, where there is good bathymetry to show there is 


definitely high-relief bottom there, and it’s right within the crab zone.  Those areas I think are a 


priority to look at if we have time some time. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Then does that argue for just assuming that everything that looks rough we 


don’t need to map, and we should be mapping the flat areas to target and identify the isolated 


coral zones, because they’re the ones that would be most likely missed? 


 


MR. REED:  No, personally I would think we should groundtruth where we know there is high 


relief.  We have no data other than – the old charts, it shows there is high relief there and that’s 


what I would target first; go there and do an ROV dive or a multibeam just to verify it.  In some 


cases, every time we do this we find some areas just incredible habitat and very important 


fisheries habitat, like the wreckfish site that we found.  I think as far as priority, let’s look at the 
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sites we have data that’s high relief and then we’ll work out through the flatter areas where we 


have no data. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that it is a true prioritization aspect of it, and I think that it’s been the kind 


of perspective to make sure that we’re identifying the largest, greatest, most important aspects of 


it knowing that in the process we may not hit everything.  But by the same token, there are 


multiple use resources here and to some extent we have to consider where we are going to be 


putting our energies for protection of those resources. 


 


I do think that from we have seen over the years, the aspect of anytime there has been relief 


mapped that they have gone in to evaluate, they found the appropriate habitat.  I think that is 


getting close to be a given that we could utilize and we probably will be utilizing, whether or not 


mapping data is existing at this point.  I think that’s something that John and Steve have both 


proven over time and time and time in their dives that is something that has held true. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I guess maybe that was the thrust of my comment, that how many times do 


you have to go down and groundtruth the rough area before you’re pretty sure, since you find 


good habitat every time you go down. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It is, but when you’re having competing groups and so forth, then they see it 


simply as no data and you can’t tell me until you see it.  We’ll have to work those as we come to 


them.  Okay, we want to kind of keep moving along here. 


 


DR. ROSS:  We gave as extensive as we could in 15 minutes review of 10 years of deep coral 


research in the Gulf of Mexico and the Southeastern U.S. and certainly I can’t hit all of that here, 


and most of you have heard a lot of it before, anyway, but I want to give you a few highlights of 


what we did cover. 


 


We reviewed the major deep sea coral study sites that have been occupied for the last 10 years in 


the Gulf and the Atlantic by a whole variety of people and tried to put those in an oceanographic 


context of both the loop current and the Gulf Stream, theoretically linking these areas, but I’ll say 


something in a moment about that probably not happening. 


 


All of these dots are mostly lophelia-dominated deep coral bioherms or lithoherms or in some 


cases a shipwreck.  These are two oil tankers torpedoed in World War II absolutely covered in 


lophelia.  This is the wreck of the Republic sunk around 1860s or so, and also has a fair amount 


of deepwater coral, less than some of the other wrecks.   


 


If you watched any of the Oceanus Explorer dives in the last few weeks on some shipwrecks 


here, a lot of new coral sites in the Gulf of Mexico.  They also worked the West Florida Slope as 


well.  One of the interesting things maybe from the council’s perspective is that we and others 


have used a lot of the same methodology throughout this whole region.   


 


We’ve got now a massive data set for which to judge lophelia ecology and overall communities 


in the same kind of way.  Sandra and I are also extending our work now up into the Mid-Atlantic 


Canyons.  We’ll apply the same methodologies there with an emphasis on canyon and coral 
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ecology.  We’re interacting with the Mid-Atlantic and New England councils as well in that 


regard. 


 


One of the things that probably everybody is aware of is this massive explosion of deep sea coral 


work worldwide, but that’s also mirrored by in the last 10 years a number of studies happening in 


the Gulf and the Southeastern U.S.  These are peer-reviewed published studies, not just the 


reports but actual – as you know those kind of publications take longer to come out. 


 


These time periods here are 20-year time periods.  This is a 10-year time period, so you see in 


half the time we’ve doubled the number of publications coming out.  It’s an indication of a lot of 


work going on there.  During this time period a number of things have happened.  There have 


been a series of long-term, fairly well-funded studies, and the reauthorization of the Magnuson 


Act that brought about the deep coral program. 


 


In the middle of this, NOAA produced a Status of Deep Sea Coral Reports for the whole U.S. 


where you participated in the Gulf and Southeastern U.S. chapters.  The CHAPC was designated 


and, of course, we had the Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill.  We broke down these papers in the last 


10 years by topic.  


 


They’re dominated by general deep sea coral papers that include a variety of things, biology, 


ecology and taxonomy; general descriptive papers which are a catchall for habitat descriptions, 


some taxa listings, a lot of different kinds of general descriptions of coral habitat, and the papers 


on fishes are also in the dominant category. 


 


Where we’re lacking is still in invertebrate studies.  It would appear we’re lacking in geological 


studies, but that’s not so much true in that a lot of the previous papers prior to 2000 were 


geological studies.  There is a fairly good background on geology of deep coral habitats.  There 


are a variety of other things that are coming along as well. 


 


But to put this also in perspective, the Southeastern U.S. has figured somewhat in deep sea coral 


work from the very beginning.  One of the first international symposiums was in 2000, and about 


8 percent of the papers were from this region.  The meeting we just attended had grown 


extensively to 182 papers.  Our contribution to that has grown accordingly to almost 13 percent.  


From a worldwide perspective we’re still fairly active.  Most of you are probably already 


familiar with a lot of the programs that have funded this work.  


  


Individual interests had a large impact on interesting and entertaining funding from agencies 


including NGOs.  Oceana, Marine Conservation Institute, and Environmental Defense Fund 


played large roles in helping with this work as well as the well-known government agencies.   


BOEMRE, USGS, NOAA, and the council all helped fund these large projects starting with 


ocean exploration in about 2001 and proceeding through projects that were only in the Gulf of 


Mexico, multi-year, well-funded projects.   


 


Our group participated in all three of these and then the new NOAA Deep Sea Coral Research 


and Technology Program funded two cruises at the end of their time in this region.  They’ve now 
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moved on to funding programs in other regions.  We threw out a few general observations about 


trying to encapsulate a few things that have been learned by a lot of us that have worked there.   


 


As we pointed out before, these habitats were not well known biologically.  In every faunal 


group we’ve looked at, there have been new species, including fish, which was unusual, lots of 


range extensions.  It was indicated this is an area that has been difficult for people to work.  The 


habitat is much more extensive than was originally known.   


 


The oceanography is much more variable.  We’ve employed benthic landers now for two 


different years in the Gulf of Mexico in two different sites. We’ve had year-long deployments, 


including an ongoing lost lander deployment off Cape Lookout.  What we’re finding out from 


that is – we hope to get that back this summer, maybe.   


 


But we’re finding out that the oceanography is extremely variable, so there is a lot of dynamic 


activity in this area that these coral habitats and the communities are experiencing.  We have a 


reasonably good start on listing corals from both the Gulf and the Southeastern U.S.; but 


taxonomy as John pointed out for sponges is problematic for a lot of the invertebrates that occur 


in this area. 


 


We found out through lab and field studies that these corals appear to have perhaps a broader 


environmental envelope than we had anticipated, potentially surviving some amount of time up 


to 15 degrees Centigrade, and in nearly every location fairly low dissolved oxygen conditions.  


From lab studies they could tolerate hypoxia and anoxia for a considerable amount of time. 


 


Reproductive patterns appear to differ between the regions.  That could be extremely important 


in terms of looking at larval dispersal.  There appear to be more living corals off both the east 


and west coast of Florida than most other places that we’ve encountered.  We’ve got a group 


working on paleoecology and we’ve aged corals, black corals, mostly, to over 2,000 years old. 


 


We’re using those as proxies to try to reconstruct temperature and particularly productivity 


records over that 2,000 year period.  There is a potential these corals live even longer.  They’ve 


been aged to over 4,000 years in the Pacific by the same people that are working with us.  That’s 


an exciting area to get some long-term data for these habitats.  We’re continuing to try to work 


on that.   


 


We’ve had one major genetic study that has looked at largely, with intensity, the Southeastern 


U.S. and the Gulf of Mexico with samples from a few other areas.  From our point of view in this 


region we found out that the Gulf, despite our inclination to think that it might be all connected 


by the loop current and the Gulf Stream, the Gulf of Mexico is genetically separated at least for 


lophelia from the South Atlantic populations.   


 


When I looked at that in more detail – the reason for that didn’t come out in this paper – we did 


not have data from the West Florida Slope and our assumption, before we looked at genetic 


structure from West Florida Slope, was that they would probably appear like a stepping stone 


between these two areas and that’s not true.   
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The preliminary data indicates that the West Florida Slope is related to the rest of the Gulf of 


Mexico and separated from the Southeastern U.S.  What happens here, if you’ll look at this in 


more detail, is that the loop current while it often is shown penetrating deeply into the Gulf of 


Mexico in fact does not penetrate the Gulf of Mexico quite a lot of the time. 


 


During the spawning season for lophelia is when the time that it is most withdrawn from the Gulf 


of Mexico.  The pathway for larval transport is often not there.  It is there probably just enough 


to maintain some level of gene flow into this region, so there is some connectivity but also some 


isolation.  That same thing could happen to a different extent over here.   


 


What this means from a conservation and management point of view is that all of these isolated 


populations of corals may be important.  It would be incredibly valuable for us to add other 


species to this scenario to look for consistency of patterns.  I think there probably would be some 


consistency here.  We’re trying to do that but that is coming along quite slowly.  I wanted to 


spend a little time on that slide, because that is kind of important from a connectivity point of 


view. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, Steve, your dendogram, is that expanded out just to allow it, or is that 


representative of demonstrative difference between the sites? 


 


DR. ROSS:  Those are demonstrated differences.  The New England Sea Mounts are more 


similar to the Northeastern Atlantic area here.  They are closer to each other than they are to the 


Western Atlantic, the Gulf; the Western Atlantic the Gulf and Southeast are separated out.  It is 


basically a pattern called isolation by distance.  Essentially the further away you are the less 


likely you are to be connected. 


 


One of the things though that is a problem here is our sample sizes in the northeastern Atlantic 


from Trondheim Fjord, Mingulay Reef and Rockall Bank were fairly small, and the New 


England Sea Mounts, so we really need to increase sample sizes here to flesh that out.  But the 


important story to us was over here where we had sufficient sample sizes to make this kind of – 


this claim here is fairly strong. 


 


This is what I work on and so far in comparing Southeastern U.S. and Gulf of Mexico deep reef 


fishes we’ve documented more of these from this area than anywhere else in the world.  One 


thing that is quite different in our region – and I’ve pointed this out before at these meetings – is  


that there is what appears to be an obligate deepwater reef community just like you would see on 


shallow reefs. 


 


That’s not the case in the Northeast Atlantic or in the northern part of the Western Atlantic where 


the reef fish fauna is much like the background fauna.  They may change in terms of abundance, 


but not necessarily in terms of species composition.  That’s very different in the Gulf of Mexico 


and the Southeastern U.S.  That mirrors what happens in shallow water.  That’s a fairly 


important conclusion that’s different than other areas.   


 


Of course, we’ve hit this multiple times, and we did at this meeting as well, particularly pointing 


out that the South Atlantic Council has been proactive and a leader in terms of both research and 







                                                                                                               Coral AP  


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                May 9-10, 2012 


                                           


70 


 


conservation of deep sea corals.  We have made one presentation, Sandra and I did to the Gulf 


Council, and they have an interest but seem to not be quite as rapid in acting on it.  The New 


England and Mid-Atlantic Councils are moving forward fairly rapidly with some ideas for 


protecting deep corals in their regions. 


 


AP MEMBER:  It’s not rapid like the South Atlantic. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Well, it depends upon what you mean by rapid.  It took us eight years. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I was just going to add I know that the Gulf Council has recently formed a Coral 


Advisory Panel, so they do have that impetus moving forward and Andy Shepherd, who used to 


have a sea on our panel here, is now on the Gulf Coral Advisory Panel.  Perhaps there is some 


motivation churning. 


 


DR. ROSS:  That would be quite good with Andy there, with his background and energy from 


this committee.  We went into the usual song and dance about there still being issues and 


certainly reasons for moving forward with additional conservation protection.  You can argue as 


to which of these things are having the greater impact at any particular time.  


 


They all will have an impact at some point.  We ended up this talk with trying to project into the 


future.  Funding appears to be coming harder and harder to get in the southeast.  The Gulf of 


Mexico, of course, is living on Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill funding and a lot of people are 


doing some amount of coral work there. 


 


It’s hard to say what Deepwater Horizon long-term impacts are going to be to corals.  The paper 


that made the recent splash in proceedings of the National Academy of Science, while 


documented a fairly severe impact on a few corals, is from a very small portion of the coral area.  


The rest of the area doesn’t seem to be as impacted as that small area next to the well or close to 


the well.  Put in perspective, the impact there may not be that high. 


 


We felt like that we know enough now for adequate decisions concerning conservation.  We can 


always quibble over whether we have good enough maps or whether we groundtruthed enough 


places, but we have quite a lot of background data now to know that these areas are important 


and a little bit about what they do. 


 


We need to make a lot of headway in terms of things like linkages and distributions, physical 


oceanography, larvae reproduction, trophodynamics, all of these sort of process-driven things 


now are where we feel we should concentrate more than just documenting sites.  Certainly, we’re 


way behind in terms of taxonomic levels of sophistication in corals and sponges.  That was all I 


had for that sort of review. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thanks, Steve, that was kind of somewhat expected as far as looking at the density 


of the studies and information and so forth on the deep sea corals over the past 10 and really 20 


years.  It continues to point out, as the other presentations are today, the more we look the more 


we find.   


 







                                                                                                               Coral AP  


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                May 9-10, 2012 


                                           


71 


 


Most of the places where we expect to find it we’re finding it, so that the work is kind of keeping 


that true, as well as the uniqueness of these and sensitivity of these habitats.  It’s continuing to 


build on the information that we have to identify other areas that may need those additional 


protections that we’ve been working for and been able to get into place to date.  Are there any 


other comments or questions regarding the presentations? 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I saw a picture from what looked like a coated gorgonian from that oil spill in 


the Gulf.  How extensive was that effect on the corals?  I guess when they say corals they are 


also talking about gorgonians as well. 


 


MR. REED:  Well, in general NOAA and the coral community considers coral, hard coral, 


gorgonians, black coral, the whole suite of it is coral.  From what we’re seeing so far, there is the 


one paper that Steve mentioned documenting habitat damage to a deepwater reef that was 


relatively near the wellhead, within 10 miles or something, there is a very small patch reef, and 


where there was oil coating primarily gorgonians and soft corals.   


 


There was a follow-up study that was done last summer on NOAA funding where they’re 


looking at a couple shelf edge reefs; in this mesophotic reef zone, about 80, 100 meters, where 


they also saw evidence of sloughing of tissue off of gorgonians; and also its potential impact of 


fishes. 


 


Overall when we did our study of a number of mesophotic reefs along the Florida west coast in 


2010 during the spill – we went out there with the sub and essentially hit all these shelf edge sites 


from the Florida Keys up to the Panhandle, looking to see where this oil was going.  I mean, we 


knew that it was going up on the marshes to the north because the wind was blowing to the north.   


 


We knew that the shallow water in the Florida region was saved from it because the loop current 


wasn’t up in the Gulf at all that year; it stayed very, very low.  We were very lucky that the loop 


current was low and didn’t pull all of that oil into the Florida region.  At least visually we saw no 


evidence of oil on these shelf edge reefs along Florida.   


 


But some of this impact is just starting to show up now two years later.  They are certainly seeing 


more recent impact on the dolphin community or the mammal dolphins.  They are seeing a lot of 


impact there, and just starting to pick up on more impact on some of the fish populations.   


 


We are not seeing heavy impact on the bottom yet, except for a few isolated areas, but it’s 


starting to – I think we’re going to see impact in the future especially in the fisheries and the 


dolphin in the long term of animals that have been eating.  The oil and the stuff they sprayed on 


the oil to dissipate it is the big problem, too.  We don’t know where a lot of that oil went. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  There have always been these natural oil seeps off California.  I wonder how 


that has – have there been any studies on the effects on their populations over there? 


 


DR. ROSS:  I’m not sure.  One of the suggestions was the Gulf of Mexico has a lot of natural oil 


seepage and methane seepage and that the bacterial community may have been predisposed to 
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dealing with that already, which is one reason the oil vanished so quickly.  That was one thought 


that was had.   


 


I don’t know that anybody has actually tested that; but as John said, the distribution of effects 


might be depth related and that we’re starting to see a lot of impacts to the shallow or surface 


water communities and not so much the deepwater communities yet.  Sandra and I also had two 


cruises immediately after the oil spill to our normal coral study sites and they looked like they 


always do, healthy and thriving.   


 


Our concern was potential long-term impacts to the food chain, because everything on the deep 


bottom relies on whatever floats down from the surface.  If there is disruption in the productivity 


chain, somehow that could be of a concern and that impact could take quite a long time to show 


up.  But in terms of obvious impacts, there haven’t been very many in terms of deepwater corals.  


There have been a lot of contentious observations, too. 


 


MS. STILES:  I was really interested – even though I’ve heard pieces of it before, I always 


appreciate the overview because it’s really helpful, I find.  I was interested in your comment that 


there is an assemblage of fish in the southeast.  I’m not sure if it was in the southeast and the 


Gulf that’s different than in New England where you sort of see the same fish everywhere and 


they just happen to be on the coral, which is really helpful.  I’d be curious to hear more about 


that.  I was also interested to know if the fish near that Gulf and southeast split that I think you 


were talking about for the coral, that you had the dendogram. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I’ll take the dendogram first.  That’s based on genetic data and we don’t have 


genetic data for any of those fish.  The same species occur throughout the region.  There are 


differences in how they express themselves.  For instance, barrel fish seem to be extremely 


common on Gulf of Mexico deep coral sites and they seem to have more scatter distribution in 


the southeast.  


 


They don’t occur on all the sites like they do in the Gulf.  The same is true of a tensile fish.  It’s 


extremely common on Gulf sites, but not so on southeast sites even though the species does 


occur through that whole range.  There are differences in community structure.  We haven’t yet 


applied the same kind of analysis that we’ve done in the southeast to the Gulf population. 


 


We will do that, but I suspect what will happen is we’ll see a different kind of community in the 


Gulf compared to the southeast.  We saw several different subsets of communities in the 


southeast related to habitat.  But overarching that whole pattern is this idea that there are fish that 


seem to be specific to complex-structured habitats, whether its coral or rock, just the same way 


butterfly fish and sturgeon fish are specific to shallow reefs.  That’s a different paradigm for 


deep sea fish than is normal, and it’s different from what occurs in the other regions.  


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you, Steve.  We’re going to take a quick break here.  I think we have one 


other specific issue we want to try to see if we can reach a decision point on regardless of what 


that decision point is regarding exotic species.  After that we have a couple reports on some of 


the management activities that have been going on in South Florida.  Hopefully, we’ll be able to 


get this taken care of and get it in on time.  Let’s please be back in ten minutes.   
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MR. BLAIR:  Okay, we’re going to get going again here.  We’d like to make sure we get 


through our agenda by five o’clock.  One point that is kind of a carryover from previous 


meetings is a discussion regarding exotic species.  We just wanted to bring it up.  At the time 


there was a really a continued debate and a lack of consensus.   


 


I’m trying to see if we can reach a consensus point on this subject today or not.  I’d kind of like 


to see if this can at least come off our agendas.  Just to kind of give a little bit of framework and 


so forth and why it’s something that we need to discuss.  We are talking about tubastrea today; 


however, this would be applicable as you might imagine to any of the other coral species that 


become invasive into the area.   


 


Although it can be a species-by-species based decision, which is part of what our considerations 


can be, we’re looking to be able to see if we can reach a consensus on the approach that the AP 


should take or would like to take towards exotic species.  During past meetings, not just October 


2010 but in the previous year as well, the topic of potential exclusion of non-native tubastrea 


from the Coral FMP was discussed. 


 


The topic was brought to the panel for consideration to allow take and thereby providing a 


measure of control of possible eradication of non-native species.  Concerns were raised at the 


time relative to the level of threat that existed.  There wasn’t at the time a consensus that there 


was a clear indication of a threat, as well as if potential benefit could be realized in the area, 


especially as this area has seen just orders of magnitude continued decrease in hard coral cover 


over the past decades. 


 


Framework and the basis for why we should at least consider this to try to come to some decision 


on it; the South Atlantic Fisheries Management Council Policy on Invasive Species gives 


descriptions of invasive organisms and invasive marine organism has the potential to cause 


adverse impacts to a variety of habitats. 


 


Invasive marine species present an unacceptable risk to the biological integrity of the South 


Atlantic Ecosystem and must be addressed.  Moreover, South Atlantic ecosystems, particularly 


those in Florida, have been shown to be vulnerable to the establishment of non-indigenous 


species. 


 


An addition of the invasive lionfish and non-indigenous orange cup coral along with existing 


coral reef stressors could cause negative changes in the coral reef ecosystems in the South 


Atlantic.  It further states that in instances where an invasive species belongs to a group of 


organisms included in a fisheries management unit, such as stony corals, the species would need 


to be excluded from the FMP via plan amendment in order for consideration of specific 


management activities against it. 


 


Additionally the policy on invasive species states that the council encourages NOAA Fisheries 


Habitat Conservation Division to consider recommending the removal of invasive species as a 


compensatory mitigation measure; and continues with findings relative to invasive species that 


constitute potential threats explicitly lists tubastrea as a potential threat.  
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Recognizing that it presently has been identified on artificial structures in our region and appear 


to be the preferred habitat for tubastrea, at least the coccinea; however, while there are no reports 


on natural substrates in Florida, that is something that we may expect to occur in the future as 


has occurred with other invasive species.   


 


If we think back to the mid-1990s or early 1990s when lionfish were first identified on deepwater 


reefs off the Carolinas, I believe, there was the consideration that we were somewhat buffered 


and would be okay because that was a unique habitat and it should stay there.  One of the other 


things that I think is a consideration is when you look at the spread of invasive species in 


particular, you know that spread can initiate slowly but then goes exponential.   


 


I know that for our region in Southeast Florida, especially in the last four to five years the 


lionfish, for example, although obviously a very different organism about it, had been very much 


restricted to the deeper artificial reef areas, and in the last four to five years have now established 


themselves throughout nearshore reef systems, in through Biscayne Bay and up into the saltwater 


canals that lead off of Biscayne Bay, so it has totally infested the area; although this is 4 years 


out of the over 25 years that it has been identified in the region.   


 


It is something that I think that we should consider as for trying to see if there is a management 


or a position that we would like to do on the species.  You’ve been given two documents.  One is 


the copy of a paper by Tonya Shearer, which when trying to put together some of the history and 


so forth and distribution, and change in distribution of this species, going through this, this was 


an excellent summary of that distribution change.   


 


That is given to you to kind of look through for the basis of that.  Additionally, Kate Lunz has 


put together a very good summary on biological characteristics and reproductive characteristics 


of the species.  That is also given as kind of some of the background aspects of it.  Henry, you 


had a question? 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I just had an observation that the spread of lionfish, when we thought we were 


relatively safe in shallow water, just indicates the natural selection at work by using a genetically 


variable population.  Once a few suitable fishes get into a new habitat, they’ll spread 


geometrically, just like we’ve seen. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  One other thing, just to frame the discussion, is although the topic has always been 


with the orange cup coral, there are two other species of tubastrea that have now been 


documented in the Western Atlantic, the tagusensis from in the Brazilian area and most recently 


micranthus in the Gulf of Mexico; again on platforms, but again it is an issue that we I guess 


thought we were much more comfortable with; not having the issues that other families and so 


forth of marine organisms have seen in invasive species.   


 


But it is something that we definitely already have good documentation of and apparently is 


something that is and can increase, especially as we consider broadening and expanding shipping 


processes and so forth from the Atlantic and Pacific with modified Panama Canal upgrades and 


so forth that I guess we should expect this to be on the increase rather than the decline. 
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MR. REED:  I have a question for Ken.  On the positive aspect, it’s a beautiful species, bright 


orange; how does it do in the aquarium trade?  Does it transfer and live well? 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  It ships well, it does well in aquariums, and it’s a desirable species.  That’s 


one of the things that brought this thing up two or three years ago.  We could sell it, for sure.  I 


guess just to backtrack, I was doing an Aquarius Mission and the whole time I was doing the 


mission, one of the techies was out scraping this coral off the habitat.  I said, “Hey, I’ll do that 


for free.  As a matter of fact, I’ll even pay you to do it.”  That kind of got this whole thing 


thinking of why are we protecting this invasive species?  I don’t know whether we could 


eradicate it, but we could manage it.  There is a market for it.  But then all this stuff has come up. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  What bothers me is they’re scraping out of the hull and letting the fragments 


drop down to the bottom onto natural habitat. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  This species has been shown to be able to resettle and grow from fragmentation.  


But part of this, I think, may also assist in initiation of a potential management process as well 


that can provide guidelines and so forth on what should be done with the take of it or when it 


should and how it should be handled, if it is going to be removed. 


 


Again, it is really an idea that there are some aspects, whether it is something that could be in an 


aquarium trade and a benefit to that group by allowing it to occur as well as the aspect – one of 


the things that I have not – and I’d be interested if others have comments on – I wasn’t really 


able to find that much that discussed about the quality or type of habitat that this coral provides. 


 


Again, although dominance of any given species is not necessarily considered to be a strong 


point in a coral habitat area diversity, and species richness is very important, it still does and is 


replacing cover of a hard coral species in a region that has been very strongly decimated over the 


past decades. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  From what I’ve seen, the coral is not a branching coral.  It just covers the 


surface; it doesn’t provide any additional structure other than just what the surface originally 


provided.  I’m not sure if it’s going to increase habitat very much. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  I’ve seen it – well, on the artificial reefs it just covers every surface.  But in 


the northern Bahamas where I’ve seen it on natural reefs, it is usually under surfaces.  Since its 


Azooxanthellate, the light isn’t an issue.  I haven’t seen it – it doesn’t mean it doesn’t, but I 


haven’t seen it on lit surfaces where it would compete more with scleractinians.  That doesn’t 


answer the question but just an observation.  


 


MS. STILES:  What are the options that we are considering?  Are we deciding whether or not to 


make a recommendation to remove it from the fishery management unit or to let it lie?  What are 


the possibilities that you have in mind that we should be thinking about? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think in relation to the existing council’s policy on invasive species it would be a 


tendency that the species should be – and this is an expression of my personal interpretation of it, 
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so please correct me and everybody else chime in on theirs – that it should be removed from the 


fisheries management plan and attempted to be controlled and/or eradicated. 


 


There was the concern that there may be more damage associated with that process than benefit.  


To that end, that is why we’re bringing it back up right now, looking to determine whether the 


panel cares to place a decision or an opinion on whether or not the species, specifically of 


tubastrea coccinea, be removed from the fisheries management plan.  Other options can be 


whether they want to take that forward to all invasive scleractinian species. 


 


MR. REED:  If they did take it out of the fishery plan, would that in effect leave it open so 


anybody could collect at that point, right?  There would be no restriction on collection, 


movement, transport, anything? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, that would be.  In full disclosure – and I’ll refer back to the council members 


if they can help us in framing this – I found a document that was a response of the FWC towards 


questions that were posed relative to this specific topic.  I didn’t trace it back to which meeting it 


was or how old or how long ago that opinion was obtained.  Can you give us any sort of 


timeframe? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Last year; wasn’t it? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Last year was it? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Yes, I think so and our Law Enforcement AP addressed it as well.  They had 


some issues and I can’t remember the details of it. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I should bring that in, especially since it was within the time period that we 


brought it in, the Fish and Wildlife Service had specific concerns. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  This panel did make this recommendation before.  The council had some 


discussions about whether or not to remove the orange cup coral from the fishery management 


unit under the Coral FMP.  At that time there was very little data about this invasive.  They 


moved the discussion to – well, actually it was a measure in the second Comprehensive 


Ecosystem Amendment, CE-BA 2, so it was moved to the items that were considered but 


rejected for further development at that time.   


 


There was some concern brought forward by FWC Law Enforcement about identification of this 


species and how to train enforcement personnel from identifying the orange cup coral from other 


coral species.  There was that concern and then there was the concern of Tanya Shearer from 


Georgia Tech, who presented to the council on this specific issue.  She did discuss that this was 


important habitat for juvenile fish.  That was kind of factored into the council’s considerations 


for not moving forward at that time. 


 


 


I think those factors kind of were taken into consideration; and when the council deliberated, 


they did say they will revisit this issue once additional information is presented.  I think at that 
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point it was kind of deferred back to the Coral Advisory Panel for developing additional details 


on this particular issue.  That’s where we are. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  That’s what I remember. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Well, as far as identification goes this is the only bright orange coral in this 


area; in fact, the only orange coral in this area, so I don’t think there is any problem with 


identification. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The issue that the FWC had at the time was the fact that right now all stony corals 


are prohibited, so that it’s a very, very straightforward call.  Otherwise, they will have to get into 


– it was a concern about training aspects associated with learning the identification of the 


specifics. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Just put in one picture of an orange cup coral. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  There were also concerns about – which is something that potentially we would 


have to address that presently as Florida rules are written, there is an explicit exemption that a 


council’s decision would not affect; so that even though if we were to allow it to be taken in EEZ 


waters, it would not be allowed to be transported across state waters without a change in Florida 


rules to allow that exemption.  I guess that the consideration would be if we would consider an 


exclusion at this point, we would have to match that with a recommendation that the state modify 


its rules to allow that to occur. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  That’s the chicken and the egg thing; we always run across that.  I’d say that 


it’s time for the chicken to lay the egg and give it to the state and let them do something with it, 


but that shouldn’t be the reason why we don’t move forward; because the state will say the same 


thing, well, we can’t do anything because the South Atlantic Council still deems this as part of a 


fishery management unit, blah, blah, blah, so they don’t do anything. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I think the commissioner would go along with that very readily. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  My thoughts on this are that I think that it should be removed from the coral list 


and maybe put into the marine life species list.  You have professionals that know what the coral 


looks like, that knows where it’s at, instead of just telling the public, hey, there is an invasive 


coral out there and we need to get rid of it.   


 


I think we should start out and just put it on the marine life list.  The marine life industry works 


real well with the state.  I don’t think it would be a problem.  I don’t know, Ken would know 


better than me, but I think that it should be put on the marine – they are getting ready to lose a 


couple of species, probably the condylactis and stuff.   


 


They’re starting to crack down on this and it might be something to replace it with maybe and 


just keep it where the professionals know what they’re looking for.  Most of them already know 


what it is so you don’t have that issue.  They’re professionals, they need to know – then you have 


to know what they’re collecting.  They have no excuse.  That’s just my thought. 







                                                                                                               Coral AP  


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                May 9-10, 2012 


                                           


78 


 


MS. STILES:  I like the spirit of what you were just saying and maybe someone could explain a 


little more about how that would work; because for lionfish I definitely feel like if I see someone 


on the street and they want to kill a lionfish I’m like, you go!  You can’t really mess it up.  It’s a 


harmful thing.   


 


But for something that fragments like that, we don’t want people just kind of picking away at it, 


smooshing it and leaving it there.  If there is a way to encourage or if not encourage then clear 


the path for someone that wants to go out and collect it and take it away, then that seems like it 


would be a good thing to do.  I don’t know that much about what you were just describing.  If 


it’s on the marine life list; does that mean its part of an approved thing that can be collected by 


people with permits? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, someone would have to apply for a permit, and Ken can probably be much 


more elaborative. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  Yes, first of all, the marine life fishery is a limited entry fishery.  There are 


no new licenses being issued.  There is a transfer process that can take place.  There are three 


different kinds of licenses.  There is a bycatch license, there is a directed fishery license, and 


there is a – well, there are three kinds of licenses.   


 


In the directed fishery there is a transferrable and a non-transferable.  We had talked about this a 


couple years ago in this room, and I brought it up to the Sanctuary Advisory Council, and I think 


we even discussed it in the Marine Life Working Group.  The idea was to develop a permitting 


system to allow permit holders to harvest this coral. 


 


Now we weren’t trying to bottle it up in the marine life industry necessarily; we had thought that 


the South Atlantic Council could be the one to manage that.  The South Atlantic Council has 


recently given jurisdiction of octocorals to the state of Florida to manage.  It to me would 


probably make sense to do what Jeff was suggesting, is to put it in the hands of the state of 


Florida. 


 


There are a limited number of licenses if that is what we’re going to do.  I think that maybe in the 


beginning you do want to limit it.  You want to put it in the hands of people that know how to 


handle marine life.  If they want to bring it up and kill it and sell it as dead coral, they can do 


that.  We just want to get it out of the water.  But it is a controlled fishery and there are 


professionals in it that would definitely jump on the opportunity. 


 


MR. REED:  I don’t know much about the species.  I’ve seen it grow naturally in the Pacific, and 


it’s usually like on ledges and under hangs and so forth.  Just from what I’ve read here, I don’t 


see any – as far as the negative effects, it is hard to see something outrageous that the species – 


like the lionfish, there have already been papers about the lionfish showing its affecting the 


species, the fish community on the deepwater reef. 


 


Like in the Bahamas they’ve shown the lionfish actually affecting the fish community, which in 


turn affects the benthic community.  It had taken out these juvenile fish and the fish that used to 


eat algae or whatever weren’t there and now the reef in that area was being overgrown.  I don’t 







                                                                                                               Coral AP  


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                May 9-10, 2012 


                                           


79 


 


see any reason not to support allowing this to be collected for what you were talking about, what 


you brought up, for a limited aquarium trade.  I can see no reason not to allow that.  But on the 


other part of that, at least in the east coast of Florida, at least in the waters that the South Atlantic 


Council covers, which is federal water, I don’t think this is growing anywhere in federal water on 


the east coast.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, it is. 


 


MR. REED:  Is it; where?   


 


MR. BLAIR:  Artificial reef structures of the east coast of Florida, there are numerous ones in 


federal waters.  All of the most popular and one of the largest sites in Miami-Dade County is 


totally in federal waters. 


 


MR. REED:  Is it, okay. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I would imagine; aren’t platforms in the Gulf also in federal waters? 


 


MR. REED:  Certainly in the Gulf, but I was saying on the east side I didn’t think there would be 


very many sites.   


 


(Remarks being made off the record) 


 


MR. REED:  So I guess the big issue would be for your fisheries, if you had a fisheries permit to 


collect it, would be having the state law allowing you to transport and so forth. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  One of the things in thinking about that, which is a comment that I just mentioned 


to Anna, I believe if we’re going to allow it to be a permitted-taken species, then we’re 


maintaining it in the management plan and would have to develop appropriate take rules; is that 


correct?  I think that is what we’re trying to avoid.   


 


I mean, if we don’t want it as a – my perspective is does it have a habitat value that states that it 


should be protected so that it is providing habitat as we see corals throughout our region doing 


so, or is it an invasive, exotic species that doesn’t belong here and should be removed?  If it is 


excluded from the FMP, then it will not be regulated.  The state may take the decision.  We could 


possibly recommend to the state, but in federal waters it would not be regulated. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  By not being regulated, does that mean that there could not be concerted 


efforts to eradicate it or you could? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  By being unregulated, it means there can be concerted efforts to regulate it.  If it’s 


in a licensed permitting or management plan or process, it would not have that level of effort 


towards it. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  If the South Atlantic Council does not have a management plan in place – an  


example I’m going to use is the marine life fishery – the state of Florida does have one and it 
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manages the fishery in state and federal waters.  If this was managed by the state of Florida 


under the Marine Life Rule, it would be managed throughout its range off the coast of Florida, 


off the east coast; off the whole coast if the Gulf does the same thing.  There would be a 


management plan for it.  Just because the South Atlantic backs out, the state of Florida would 


take that over.  That’s presumed; that’s not tested directly. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  If the state of Florida decides to take it in under its Marine Life Rule. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  Just to address this habitat issue, I would say that this coral on a slower scale 


is very similar to the lionfish.  It will occupy more and more habitat.  I do a lot of diving in 


Bonaire.  We have a project down there.  You can go in the shallow reefs; right up to the surface, 


elkhorn coral, fire coral, any kind of habitat you can imagine, and it’s growing on it and in some 


areas it dominates it.  It’s a very aggressive coral.  It stings things.  I’ve never seen a neon goby 


sitting on top of an orange cup coral.  You see them all over all the other corals.   


 


It might be structure, but it might not be great habitat for most fish.  I would not protect it on the 


basis of it providing essential fish habitat.  I don’t know that.  I think it will become a dominant 


coral and I don’t think we should sit back and let that happen.  That’s my opinion. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  There is some limited information showing the competitiveness of tubastrea 


against other native species where it will impact and kill adjacent coral colonies, at least of the 


species that were evaluated at the time.  It’s expansion – and as Ken had just mentioned a wreck 


or a structural tentacle reefs up on the Dade County and Broward County line, that it was not 


present ten years ago at least, but is totally covered now. 


 


The areas as you said with the reefs down in – and as Tonya’s paper illustrates as well, these 


areas have become heavily invaded with this species.  One of the things, as I said, we could 


make a recommendation that it be removed from the council’s Coral FMP with a 


recommendation to the state that it develop policies or modify rules to allow take or transit of the 


species even if they don’t want to do the take of it in the federal waters. 


 


I don’t know if they were out of state waters, I don’t know if they’re going to be able to do that, 


but a statement that they recommend that they modify the rules as necessary to help assist in 


effecting that removal or consider inclusion in its marine life program as a regulated take.   


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Is that a motion?  I second. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I was going to say let’s take this maybe a couple steps at a time and see if we can 


determine whether as the panel we can feel it’s appropriate to remove it from the council’s FMP. 


 


MS. STILES:  I’m sorry; I fully don’t fully understand how the specific – when it’s in, what 


happens; when it’s out what happens, state, federal, what all the different options are. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right now we’re considering – the first step that I think we want to do is consider 


whether we want to maintain it as it presently is.  Because of a blanket restriction for take on 


Scleratinian corals in the present management plan, it is therefore protected by the present 
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management plan.  In order for it to have any sort of effort to minimize or eradicate or allow any 


removal, it needs to be excluded explicitly from the management plan.  


 


MS. MARTIN:  Just to add on to some of what Steve is describing, if the council did go down 


the route of allowing harvest of this species under the coral fishery management plan, then 


they’re kind of bound in the Magnuson Act box of developing annual catch limits, acceptable 


biological catch and all those sorts of things that – 


 


MS. STILES:  ACLs, okay, they don’t want to do that? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  They don’t want to do that in this particular scenario. 


 


MS. STILES:  Okay, I get it. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Again, we’re speaking of potentially down the road numerous species.  It is a 


means of looking at – although this can be somewhat of a species-by-species basis, I think it will 


set a tone for the policy of dealing with exotic species down the road.  What I’d like to do is first 


approach – and we’ll do it as a general motion at this point for removal.  Before I get there, let 


me get some general aspects of, should this be something that is species-specific or should it 


apply to exotic species in general? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I think it needs to be species by species.  There are a lot of exotic, not even 


exotic, but their potential – well, just use corals, for example.  Who knows they may follow 


tubastrea and they look a lot like our Caribbean species.  We are fortunate that tubastrea does not 


look a lot like our Caribbean species so this is why we are even entertaining this discussion.  It 


has to be species by species.  That’s my opinion. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Is there a way within keeping it as a managed species but changing that 


blanket restriction on harvest of Scleratinian species?  Would that be another way to approach 


this? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Not without, again, developing a variety – there are two things. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  You can’t manage it to say we want to get rid of it? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Correct.  I guess that’s kind of the way that you could do it, plus the fact that there 


is the interplay of differential treatment of exotic species.  The policy is they are not good.  They 


are usually extremely disruptive to the ecosystem.  Unless we have I think significant 


information that states that there is a strong benefit for maintaining it into it, it would be 


consistent with the policy of the council to remove it and work towards its removal. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Just to follow up on that; how do we view with a changing climate and 


warming seas and changes in range of different species; when do we decide something is 


invasive versus just changing its range and would be here anyhow? 
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MR. BLAIR:  That may be a thing.  In this case we’re talking about species that did not exist in 


the Atlantic and specifically in the Western Atlantic. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Right, I’m just trying to think about if you want to set up an invasive 


species policy, you would just need to include some way of what do you determine an invasive 


species with changing climate and ranges. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  That’s actually an interesting point, because there is a difference between 


invasive and exotic.  You can have an invasive species that is native to your area.  You can have 


an exotic species that is not invasive.  There are differences and I think we’re specifically talking 


about invasives, which potentially can be a native species that has gone out of its normal – 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I think all I wanted to do to address Clark’s point is that I concur that it has 


to be a species-by-species thing.  I think there can be invasives or exotics that ultimately would 


fit the bill for why you would want to potentially protect them. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Good, that is the type of input I’m looking for, thank you. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I think it should be on a case-by-case basis because there could be down the 


road a species that we would find that would be beneficial or would counteract the harm another 


evasive species could cause.  We should look at these one by one; I agree with that. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, and, Clark, a good example is typha, cattail. It is a very invasive, very 


disruptive species, but it is a native species.  I mean, you do have those aspects where you can 


find them both ways, unfortunately. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  I guess one of the questions though is if you allow the South Atlantic to 


manage it, then the fishery is open to a lot more people.  If you give it to the state and say we’re 


just going to allow the marine life fishermen to manage it – that’s one scenario we’ve kind of 


talked about – then it’s just this small pool of fishermen that have access to the fishery.   


 


Now is that what we really want?  I hold one of those licenses, so this could potentially be 


lucrative.  Although I don’t do it anymore and I probably won’t, but I think that there is a 


consequence to turning it over to the state in that it’s a smaller pool of people; and if you wanted 


to be an orange cup coral eradicator up in Broward County – that’s not a good example because 


it’s too deep of water – but you wouldn’t be able to get the license to do it.   


 


Whereas, if you could go to the South Atlantic Council and say I want to get a license to remove 


orange cup coral, the South Atlantic Council would be the one that says, okay we’re going to 


issue this many licenses or this is how the licenses are issued or whatever.  I don’t know; I’m just 


saying that I think there are pros and cons to taking it out of the council’s jurisdiction.  Now the 


state could just manage it completely differently, but it would seem to be most logical for the 


state to manage it through the marine life fishery, which is limited entry. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Part of our recommendation may be for the state to remove all management of it 


entirely just as the council; if this is the path that goes through and is approved by the council, 
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that would be that they – and not be part of the marine life.  I mean when you think about it, if 


you’re talking about – you know, regarding the marine life stuff, you’d still be able to collect it, 


and I believe there is enough out there for everybody at this point. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Just to throw another wrench in it; we keep comparing this to lionfish, which I 


don’t know if it’s entirely appropriate for a number of reasons.  But, perhaps the most is that you 


can go out with a spear and hit a lionfish; and even if you’re not very good, you’re still likely just 


to hit the lionfish or miss the lionfish.   


 


But these are benthic, and so to remove them you’re affecting the substrate.  I’m just mentioning 


that.  Is that a problem or not a problem, I don’t know, but it is a distinction between comparing 


it to a lionfish.  Then I guess I’m still confused about – I apologize – if it’s removed from the 


coral plan, that means in federal waters anybody can just go out and take how much they want, 


and any means that they want? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That’s correct; with the assumption that Florida, under their marine life fishery 


role did not assume management, because they have already extended management under the 


role into federal waters off of Florida.  But I guess to your point, Kate, I don’t know if you can 


shed any insight; is this an interest of the FWC and have those discussions of potentially adding 


something like the tubastrea to the Marine Life Fishery Rule; is that even an interest of theirs? 


 


MS. LUNZ:  I haven’t heard people talking about this lately internally.  I think it would take a 


while and a lot of arguing before we reached a decision on that.  I can just tell you that right now.  


Anecdotally, also I wanted to share, I get a lot of FWC Law Enforcement bringing in live rock 


that has corals attached to it.  Quite often we have to identify what the coral is.  A lot of times we 


get cladocora, which is a little orange coral.  A lot of the law enforcement asks me if it’s the 


invasive coral; just throwing that out there. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Under the Marine Life Rule, a hobbyist or anybody with only a fishing license 


could collect up to 20 organisms that are listed under the Marine Life Rule.  Even under the 20 


there are restrictions on the number of any one.  Nobody can just go out there and just collect a 


lot of whatever they want.  It’s restricted even for hobbyists.  Then the people who have the 


marine life license, they can collect as much as they want or as much as they need.  When I’m 


out there, I’m not going to collect more than I can sell.  It’s not like a wholesale, going out and 


clear-cutting everything.   


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Well, that’s an interesting point, because then removing it from the FMP 


wouldn’t be to control or eradicate it.  It is simply to remove it because it is not native and 


therefore perhaps could be commercialized.  Obviously, if you’re limited, that is not a control or 


eradication measure then. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I think when the commission looks at this, they need to determine a type of a 


way to remove it to minimize any substrate on it.  I imagine there is going to be some slight 


amount of substrate attached to the coral.  Right now the Sanctuary, although it has prohibited, it 


does prohibit any new substrate removal. 
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When we had the discussions with the ricordea harvest, they allowed unofficially a very small 


amount of substrate, because when you remove the ricordea from the bottom, unless you get a 


tiny bit of substrate, you are going to damage the ricordean, so what’s the use?  They allowed a 


tiny bit.  Essentially what the marine patrol said as long as you can’t see the substrate beyond the 


edge of the ricordea, that’s okay with them. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I’d reiterate that we can make recommendations to the state.  It will be their 


decisions as to which path they choose, but we can make recommendations to the state how the 


council and the AP think their management should progress.  Kim, did you have a statement? 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  No, I just had a question as to whether or not anybody had approached the state 


on the issue to talk to them about it, because we keep guessing about what the state might do.  It 


would be helpful if we actually asked them what they would do with what we would give them. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I didn’t copy and pass around there is a response to the council that was given by 


FWC last year that the tenor of which was not positive; that it spoke more to the road blocks that 


they saw in it, conflicts between existing rules; and if it were to be removed from the FMP, law 


enforcement’s concern regarding their ability to be able to identify it and the fact that presently 


their rules state that there is a total exclusion of Scleractinians and gorgonian flabellum from 


state waters and the exclusive economic zone.  The state law says that there is an exclusion of 


take in the EEZ. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  But the state law also says except for corals on live rock, cultured live rock, 


so there is already an exemption in there.  I would say that’s not – I’m just giving you the part of 


the story that is not in that line is that there already are exemptions in there.  I think it comes 


back to do we want to protect an invasive species and how does it get managed?  I don’t know. I 


just think that – 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I would agree that what we want to do is make a decision and send that forward to 


the state to let them know what the council and the AP’s considerations are and let the state make 


their decisions towards how they wish to handle it. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Just one quick thing; usually the state, a lot of these plans, things that we set up 


– I know because I’ve been on the Marine Life Advisory Panel for the state.  I’ve been on the 


Spiny Lobster Advisory Panel for the state.  The fishermen go and we hash it out and we work it 


out.   


 


One thing I was thinking if the feds decided to drop it out of the coral management plan and the 


state could limit the – all they’d have to do is come up with some kind of special activities 


license or something that maybe at first was only available – you know, they could pick and 


choose who it goes to at that point.  Maybe at first they want to open it up to researchers and 


scientists and then open it up to maybe the marine life industry or whatever.  That would kind of 


limit the people it could go to, people that would know exactly what this coral is, something like 


that. 
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MR. BLAIR:  I understand and I’m sure this is not something just out of the fact it’s going to 


require change in rule that is going to happen quickly at the state level.  I’m not sure that we are 


saying that we’re going to dictate to them or try to dictate to them on how they should handled it, 


but make recommendations that their rules be changed to allow take of it, whether it’s through a 


regulated process or not. 


 


I think that’s about as much of a – by that regulated aspect being the marine life process or some 


other permitting process at the state level or totally remove prohibition of take from it.  That’s 


part of their decision and their options.  Our recommendation; what I foresee the 


recommendation being is that the council will remove it from its FMP, and we recommend that 


the state develop programs to allow take of that either through a regulatory process or through 


exclusion of that from its regulated species. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  Not just the state of Florida, but off Georgia there is certainly I know Grays 


Reef, some of their mooring buoys and things like that; they have a tower out there and it’s got it 


on.  How does the state of Georgia manage it?  They don’t have a management plan.  It’s not just 


Florida that might be involved.  It’s primarily Florida.  We ought to just say – 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That’s fine, and it could be placed that the states modify rules as necessary to 


make it – we could I think have that language in there to not be exclusive to Florida. 


 


MS. LUNZ:  What is the timeline?  If this panel was to recommend that to actually be removed 


from its management plan, when would that go into effect?  Can I just say a qualifier; if this is  


the motion that we are going to propose, is there a possibility of giving the state a warning?   


 


MS. MARTIN:  No.  I guess as far as timing, the amendments on the docket right now are a little 


further along for adding in an entirely new management issue.  I guess depending upon the 


council’s decisions with this Comprehensive Ecosystem Amendment 3, at the June council 


meeting there is some anticipation that they may approve that document for public hearings, 


which would then later be held in August, before the September council meeting. 


 


That would be a little too far along for inclusion of this in that vehicle.  It would have to be CE-


BA 4 or another plan amendment; which it’s my understanding that would not be started before 


the end of this year, so 2013.  I think that would provide some adequate time for a state 


notification and organization of all of the research and documentation that we do have on the 


issue, so perhaps that would be helpful, I don’t know. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I’m not certain that we’re looking to place timelines on the state, but I think it is 


appropriate that in a sense they be put on notice.  We’ve had discussions with them.  I think that 


the council has had discussions expressing this in the past.  I think it’s a means of saying the 


council’s opinion is that it should be or the AP’s opinion is that it should be removed and the 


state should do the same or develop a management plan to allow take of it or process of it. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  We need to take the first step because it is protected under our plan.  We need 


to do step one and then the state can do step two. 
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MR. BLAIR:  I think we’ve had some discussions that I think have frame-worked this a little bit.  


I don’t know if we need to take multiple votes, but we’ll start with one that will get us the first 


step along the way.  I’d like to make a motion that we recommend to the council that tubastrea 


coccinea is removed or excluded from the coral management plan.  That is step one, and one 


recommendation. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I second that motion. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you, Bob.  Can we take a vote?  Do we need further discussion?  All in 


favor; I would say let’s raise the hands so we can get a count.   


 


(Remarks made off the record.) 


 


MR. BLAIR:  There are two species in the Western Atlantic.  There is a third species in Brazil 


that may well come up this way. 


 


(Remarks made off the record.) 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That’s a good point. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Well, are all of the tubastrea species – 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Within the council’s domain all of the tubastrea – 


 


AP MEMBER:  Non-native? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  – that are present are exotic species.  Then the modification that John is making is 


rather than being species specific make it genus specific so that those species of tubastrea would 


be removed.  The motion is a recommendation from the AP that the council exclude corals 


of the genus tubastrea from the coral fishery management plan. 


 


MR. VAN DOLAH:  I will second that motion. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you, Bob.  All those in favor please raise your hand, 9 for; against, raise 


your hand please, 4.  The motion passes.  I will develop wording towards that.  A second part of 


this or a second recommendation – and we can have some discussion to get the framework of it 


and I’ll bring this back to you reworded and we can probably get a final approval on it.   


 


It would be to recommend to the states within the council to modify existing rules as necessary 


to allow for take of the species either through a regulatory process or an unregulated take.  I have 


to work on that, but the idea would be to make the recommendation to the states that rules be 


modified as necessary to allow for take of the genus tubastrea within their areas of jurisdiction. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Is that the second motion? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes. 
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AP MEMBER:  I’ll second it. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Any further discussion on that?  Then all those in favor please raise your hand, 8.  


This is for making a recommendation to the states to modify their rules to allow for take of the  


genus tubastrea.  Can we recertify our hands please, one more time, I’m sorry.  We’re voting on 


that statement. 


 


AP MEMBER:  This is just a corollary to what we just voted on, right? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right, but it’s basically a recommendation to the state to modify their rules to 


allow for the take of tubastrea. 


 


AP MEMBER:  If we vote yes on one; it seems by extension we should vote the same on the 


other, but what would be the reason not to? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We could leave it at that and not have any further aspects.  They can decide if they 


want that take to be a regulated process or an open and free take. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Can you just make this into one recommendation where it goes to the council with a 


suggestion that it also go to the states as one statement? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Are you making an amendment for the first one to include the second? 


 


DR. ROSS:  It seems more complicated than what we originally thought. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I second that. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I’ve lost the reason why we’re removing it; why are we removing it? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Why are we removing it? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Because we don’t want to protect it or because we want to eradicate it? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We don’t want to protect an exotic invasive species. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  That’s why we’re removing it, simply because we don’t want it protected. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Correct. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Why are we making a motion to tell the states to do something if all we want to 


do is not protect it? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Because right now the state has rules that would mean that people who take it or 


destroy it in federal waters that travel into state waters would be in violation of state law.  As a 
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matter of fact, anybody who takes it in the exclusive economic zone would be in violation of 


state law in Florida. 


 


In order for this to become – you can still do the eradication totally in federal waters, but you’re 


still going to be in violation of state law.  The states need to modify their rules to allow the take 


to occur.  But I’ll be happy to reword that as a single motion if that would be preferred.  I wanted 


to do it more to find out to see where the support was and would be happy to make it into a 


single statement. 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  I think the issue that David keeps going back to is that our purpose for doing 


this is not because we want to eradicate it.  Our purpose is just to allow it to be taken. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Or not to protect it; there’s a difference there. 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  If we were going forward and saying, look, we want to get rid of this, I think 


you probably would have a raise of hands all around the room, but I think it’s just the way that 


we’re going about it, because even Henry admits that he’s not going to go clear-cut. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  No, but understand in order for any measures to be taken for control, because if it 


stays within the FMP, there is no take.  It’s protected.  We do want to allow for activities that 


may work towards the control; and as the exotic species policy states there are recommendations 


to NOAA for inclusion of removal and mitigative aspects or allowing mitigative aspects to 


include removal of this species as compensatory mitigation in certain projects that can work 


towards the limiting of the distribution and/or – you know, eradication is a very strong word, so 


minimization of its spread.  It cannot occur unless it is removed from the FMP.  It is to avoid or 


to not protect it so that it can be taken with the intent of future control or attempts for control. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  While I still support the first motion, I think we do need to recognize that 


the bulk of the problem is in Florida.  If the Florida Commission or Legislature, whoever makes 


those rules decides not to act either in terms of a marine life take or any other take, that is they 


just don’t change their existing law, then we’re almost ensuring that nothing will get done to 


solve this particular problem. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that kind of comes a little bit back to what Ken Nedimyer had stated about 


it has always been the chicken and the egg aspect.  I think we’re trying to lay the egg here to say 


this management group feels that this is an important situation that needs to be affected.  We’re 


taking our steps to do it; please take your steps as well. 


 


MR. REED:  Within federal law or within the South Atlantic Council are there regulations on 


taking live rock like there is in state; the same legislation or what? 


 


MS. STILES:  Do you want to elaborate, Ken? 


 


MR. REED:  I see that as the biggest drawback; you know, people whacking not on a wreck or 


artificial habitat, but on the bottom; like you were saying, you’re impacting hard bottom which is 


going to be hard for the state to swallow and so forth. 
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MR. NEDIMYER:  Well, for the most part it is on wrecks, and so it is not going to be coming off 


of hard bottom.  That’s the idea, can we manage it before it starts invading the reefs?  But live 


rock is prohibited in state and federal waters unless you have an aquaculture permit; and even 


then just because I have an aquaculture permit doesn’t mean I can take native live rock.   


 


I have to have my own rock.  Steve earlier, if you’d come to a few Sanctuary Advisory Councils 


you’d know how to write these things up with all these little whereases and therefores.  We have 


some professionals down there to write motions; long, windy motions. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I’m trying to get some wording up here that will be our recommendation in 


general; and by that I mean our explicit aspect if there has to be some wordsmithing to it, I think 


that can go with final approval being done through e-mail if necessary.  What I want to get today 


is does the AP want to recommend it be removed?  Does it think that a recommendation is 


appropriate to the states to modify their rules as necessary to allow for its take?  If there are any 


other aspects that they want to bring forward, that should be part of it. 


 


MR. REED:  Take or transport maybe. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Take or transport, that’s a good point. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Steve, just real quick, is this where strong language comes into play, just in the 


sense that the panel here deems tubastrea as a threat to the integrity of Florida’s coral reef; just a 


bit meatier that I can take back to FWC. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I like that. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  I just want to say that’s why I suggested the marine life industry, because they 


already have substrate limits on the stuff they harvest, the gorgonians and stuff they have now.  


They’ve already worked out a plan with the state on how much substrate they can take, so 


they’re not out there chiseling it up rock that big and you get a piece of sponge that big.  To me  


this whole thing is – one of the things the fishermen have a big problem with is zero flexibility 


on things.  It this thing is a problem; we want to get rid of it.  If we don’t do anything, we’re not 


doing anything to get rid of it.  It’s just going to stay there because everybody is – open it up, do 


it cautiously, but do something. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Well, we could do that.  The present invasive species policy of the council has 


already identified tubastrea, the specific species coccinea as a threat.  We could utilize the same 


aspect on it reiterating – and again how far do we want to go with it?  It can be as straightforward 


as saying that we want it removed from the FMP so it’s no longer protected. 


 


We can reiterate language in the exotic species policy relative to removal and eradication as part 


of it as well.  I think that we want to be strong on it and would favor the addition of verbiage that 


the Coral AP deems the presence of tubastrea in the South Atlantic Region as a threat – we can 


just say threat to coral reef systems. 
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(Remarks not recorded on the record.) 


 


AP MEMBER:  There is nothing good that comes from Australian pines.  They are invasive; 


they are not compatible with the other critters that live there.  Anybody lives in coastal Florida 


knows what an Australian pine is and these guys are going to take over and they are going to 


change things.  Do we want to have Australian pines all along our coast?  They are now under 


the eradication list for the state of Florida, along with Brazilian pepper and all kinds of other 


things.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that there are indications that threat is more than potential.  The threat is 


there.  What we don’t know is how big of a threat it’s going to be.  The amount of expansion that 


we’ve seen of the species across –albeit artificial habitats at this point – in the past five years or 


so is somewhere between very surprising and astounding. 


 


I don’t think that there is a question that this is a species that is usurping benthic habitat and 


minimizing diversity in the areas that it is found and having a level.  What we don’t know is the 


level of impact to those communities through its dominance.  I think it’s safe to say it’s a threat.  


We may not be able to say the magnitude of the threat. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  The one thing we haven’t considered when we compare it to lionfish and 


Australian pine, but is there a potential of that through the marine life program that we’re 


introducing it to an area where it can become highly invasive and similar to Australian pine?  


Not having control over where it goes if it goes outside of the range of where it doesn’t behave 


as an invasive, then I think that is a little irresponsible. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I’m trying to think if that already applies to especially in the aquaria trade, but I 


guess that’s the marine life aspect, so it’s a regulated, controlled process. 


 


MR. BANKS:  Ken Nedimyer, is it imported now from the Pacific for the aquarium trade? 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  Not that I know of, but that doesn’t really mean anything. 


 


MR. BANKS:  How about all the Pacific’s that are brought here for the aquarium trade; are they 


regulated? 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  They are; they import through CITES.  They probably are not as regulated as 


well as they should be, and there are a lot of things that are going on that shouldn’t be going on, 


but I don’t think they are specifically imported. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I have a question; I wasn’t completely following your logic, Jocelyn.  Were 


you concerned that there might actually be attempts to culture this organism or do something that 


would increase its presence versus decrease it? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  No, I was just thinking of an unintentional release in an area where it might 


have conditions favorable for it to behave more like an invasive and not just an exotic.   
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MS. STILES:  I don’t know either whether that’s an immediate problem, but certainly there are 


other aquarium species, plants and so on if people dump them where they’re not supposed to be.  


I think Ken Bank’s question as to whether it’s already in the trade helps answer if that’s a risk or 


not, but I do think it’s a concern if it’s not already in trade. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  I just want to say I agree with what you say that it can be spread.  But the 


lionfish thing and comparing it to fish, those people in the aquarium, these hobbyists especially, 


they get attached to those fish and they just don’t want to flush them down the toilet.  Where I 


think a coral and a plant or stuff like that, you know, that doesn’t to have face a lot; I don’t know.  


 


I just think some of those fish, especially like a lionfish which is hard to kill to begin with, or 


Pacific grouper, or bat fish, they just outgrow the tank and you become attached to them, feeding 


them every day, where a coral or a plant it’s a little bit different.  You’re like I’m not going to 


drive out to the water and throw it in.  It’s just a piece of rock; I’ll dry it out and put it on my 


shelf.  It’s my personal opinion but I don’t think it’s as big of a threat as a fish would be. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Just one wordsmithing there; to allow for the take of the genus in state or 


federal waters.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  Very good point. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, yes, just to clarify and to add on to Bob’s point; like was the case with 


octocorals, the council shortened the management unit for octocorals.  They’re still within the 


coral plan.  They’ve been removed from the coral plan off of waters south of Florida.  Therefore, 


that has allowed Florida to extend their management.   


 


They already have, as you all know, state management for octocorals under the Marine Life 


Fishery Rule and so they were able then to extend state management into federal waters under 


their state plan, because there was no other federal management plan off of Florida waters.  The 


states would then have that authority if there was no existing federal management. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, we have an attempted aspect of something to be a little bit more specific as 


a recommendation.  The parenthetical sentence at the end is something that kind of goes without 


saying that the state has its own options on how it wants to do it, but it kind of implies that if 


they want to do it in a limited process through a regulatory program such as a marine life 


program, then our major purpose is that they allow take of the genus.   


 


The Coral AP deems the presence of the genus tubastrea in the South Atlantic Council Region a 


threat to coral reef systems and recommends that the species of the genus tubastrea be removed 


from the Coral FMP and that the states within the council modify existing rules as necessary to 


allow for the take of the genus in waters of the state and the EEZ. 


 


Then if we want, we can add the last statement of the take may be through a regulatory or non-


regulatory process as deemed appropriate by the state.  That gives them a little bit more.  With 


that said, as a superseding statement of previous statements that were voted on I offer this as a 


recommendation. 
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DR. FEDDERN:  Second. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, if we can then, if there is no further discussion. please raise a hand one 


more time for a vote please, 9; those opposed.  Nine for; three against so the motion will pass.   


We have two other presentations that were planned on management activities that are ongoing in 


Southeast Florida, and I’ll leave it to the panel if they wish to spend probably about ten minutes 


or another maybe ten minutes per talk.   


 


We know that tomorrow we have a lot on our plate and we’re saving tomorrow to be able to 


address the issues there.  We have an option.  We may be able to take one quickly now and one 


in the morning or after we finalize the information on the Coral HAPCS.  I’ll leave it to the 


council whether we put them both to the end of tomorrow or if they’d like to hear one now and 


one later or if they want to extend for another 20 minutes to hear them both. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Do we just have the option of maybe coming a little earlier tomorrow?  That 


might be preferred? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Are we starting at eight?   


 


MS. MARTIN:  Whenever, it’s up to the panel.  We said nine but we can modify that. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  At this end of the day, it’s like we’re just going through the motions.  I would 


rather start fresh. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We made a very significant thing here. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I think the content of these two presentations is – I mean I don’t think these 


are as of high interest and we could run through them very quickly just to knock them off. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Or the other aspect, we’re scheduled at nine, we’re all local, we’re all staying 


local, and we could meet at 8:30. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I suggest we do a motion for that. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I would say if you can do it in ten minutes, really in ten minutes per topic. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Are you really listening to it then if we’re all rushing to get it done in ten 


minutes, that’s the thing.  We’re just doing it so we can say we did it.  I would rather just do it in 


the morning. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  One of them is about the MARES program, Marine and Estuarine Goal Setting 


Program in South Florida.  The other is about management initiative being undertaken by the 


state in the SEFCRI area, Southeast Coral Reef Initiative Region from Martin County through 


Miami-Dade and the process they’re using for developing various management options for the 


reef system.  They are informational. 
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MR. REED:  Why don’t we start tomorrow at 8:30 thirty and do those first, because Roger is not 


going to know about it and then start the regular agenda at 9:00. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  Along the lines of that South Florida thing, the Sanctuary Advisory Council 


is in the process of reviewing all of its management, its zone scheme for the Florida Keys 


National Marine Sanctuary, and that will be a two or three-year process.  I had some flyers I was 


supposed to pick up and bring and hand out to everybody, but I forgot them.   


 


We have scoping meetings coming in June.  I don’t want to talk about it a long time, but I will 


weigh in on that tomorrow.  Steve was talking earlier and John, too, one of the things that is up 


for consideration is expanding the boundaries to include Pulley Ridge, Portales Terrace.  We 


don’t know whether that will fly, but those are things that have been suggested.  It’s going to 


come back to this council eventually, I’m sure, for consideration. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, I take it that I’m hearing that we’ll meet at 8:30 tomorrow morning to hear 


these presentations and get on with our work.  Until then, we’re adjourned. 


 


The Coral Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council reconvened in the 


Hilton Garden Inn, Charleston Airport, North Charleston, South Carolina, Thursday morning, 


May 10, 2012, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Stephen Blair.   


 


MR. BLAIR:   Good morning, everyone.  We’ll reconvene for day two of the Coral Advisory 


Panel meeting.  Two quick things that we’re going to try to go through this morning is to finish 


up on a couple of information presentations from yesterday; one dealing with the marine and 


estuarine goal-setting criteria of South Florida, the MARES Project.   


 


The other is an overview of the Southeast Florida Coral Reef’s Initiatives, coral reef 


management alternatives identification process.  These are very brief or meant to be brief.  We’ll 


go through and we can discuss as we go through them or at the end of them.  We do have the 


majority of the morning that we do want to go through.  There are some action items that we’re 


going to be looking at relative to decisions for the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 


and the Oculina HAPC and potential recommendations for modification to the Coral HAPC as 


well.  That’s what we want to spend the majority of the morning on, but we’ll go ahead and start 


with our first presentation. 


 


The Marine Ecosystem and Goal-Setting Project called MARES was established in the South 


Florida Region for connecting science, management and policy.  A major purpose and goals of 


the program is to identify and evaluate desired statuses and future conditions of the coastal 


ecosystems of South Florida, integration of science and societal goals. 


 


A major aspect about the MARES approach is that it is trying to include more of the human 


dimension into these decisions associated with both the determination of the status and functions 


of the ecosystem as well as the outputs and management of them.  This is being done engaging 


and communicating with stakeholders, managers, scientists and policymakers in order to get a 


more holistic understanding of interactions and dependencies within the system. 







                                                                                                               Coral AP  


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                May 9-10, 2012 


                                           


94 


 


 


The process is intended to reach a science-based consensus on how the system should be 


evaluated, and are evaluated and presented; and additionally to address NOAA’s goal of 


integrated ecosystem assessment, which again is a point that brings in again the socio-economic 


factors into the ecosystem management program. 


 


What is the MARES project?  There are approximately 50 PIs that are listed.  This is funded 


through NOAA’s – 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Center for Sponsored Coastal Ocean Research. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you; I knew you would help me out there.  As a matter of fact, Kimberly 


and Dave, myself, Ken Banks are all involved in this program down in Florida, so you guys 


please chime in and fill in statements or blanks where I’m missing them.  There are 


approximately 50 PIs.  It’s an interdisciplinary group from natural and social scientists, 


economists, resource managers and policymakers. 


 


They are broken out into addressing the South Florida System in three general areas; the 


Southeast Florida Shelf, which is an area from Martin County, or pretty much the St. Lucie Inlet 


south to Biscayne Bay, the north part of Biscayne Bay.  This is an area that is also called the 


SEFCRI, the Southeast Florida Coral Reef Initiative Region; the Florida Keys and Dry Tortugas 


and the Southwest Florida Shelf.   


 


What the program identifies or does is to develop various conceptual diagrams of the systems 


and interactions, both social and ecological in the areas, and work with various interaction 


models.  The DPSER is a Driver Pressure State Ecosystem Response Model System that I’ll talk 


about in just a second; as well as developing indicators or identifying what indicators are 


appropriate for providing information about the various states and status of the primary 


conditions associated with the ecosystem and ecosystem services; and a report card on the status 


of those services.  Again, those are the three areas that the program goes to.   


 


The process is to identify benefits received, both measurable and intrinsic of the ecosystem, map 


interactions of the ecosystem inclusive of the human dimension, which includes integrated 


conceptual ecological models, and as I say the DPSER model; identification and metrics that 


assess and measure the status and providing report cards based for the services. 


 


Human dimension component, the purpose for including some of these things, it frames the case 


for ecosystem preservation in terms that decision-makers can understand.  Obviously, we’re 


having this go up.  It’s based on a multitude of individuals with various backgrounds, but it’s 


going to be policymakers and managers that are making the decision, and they understand money 


very easily. 


 


Establishing value of ecosystem services, aesthetic, cultural and monetary – I mean the fisheries 


aspect and the monies from landings and so forth are a little bit easier.  It is a little bit more 


difficult when you are trying to incorporate things of what is the value of having a good vista on 


an oceanfront or what’s the value of an individual’s sense for clean water; so trying to get some 
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of these other human component values into it as part of both the benefits and difficulties 


associated with this approach. 


 


It allows for a permit, allows for a cost-benefit analysis, and making tradeoffs explicit if you’re 


going to not value something significantly or not work to try to protect something.  There are 


going to be tradeoffs associated with either the value and/or ecosystem services that are going to 


be returned from the area. 


 


It also will reflect and highlight the importance and effect of the human environment interfaces.  


Again, I think many of you already have this understanding, anyway.  Ecosystem services are the 


attributes that people care about such as clean water, ability to make a living, safe seafood, 


aesthetics, cultural and property protection. 


 


Some of these you can see are relatively economically based; others have things that are not 


traditionally monetarily accessible.  It brings a challenge into it.  Additionally there may be cost 


to the ecosystem and human welfare as the result of state changes.  Those costs can be things 


such as loss of biodiversity, decreased economic performance, and declines in fisheries. 


 


Part of the process of this is to be able to identify the linkages between those and how they 


interact with each other.  Some of the things of just an idea on why all this stuff can make the 


effect; this is from a report from Johns et al in 2001 and updated in 2004 and is being initiated 


for a reassessment presently this year. 


 


Evaluating the direct economic impact of reefs in Southeast Florida, this was for a five-county 


area; from Martin County, Palm Beach County, Broward, Miami-Dade and Monroe County.  


Over 6 billion annually in use values, 71,000 jobs, 2 billion in Broward County and 2.3 in 


Monroe, and similar values for Miami-Dade as well.   


 


AP MEMBER:  What year was that? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that is 2001.  In 2004 there was a minor update to it, but they’re going 


through and redoing that socio-economic – scoping out the redo of that socio-economic study 


now.  Integrated conceptual ecological diagrams or models; one of the products of the MARES 


group is to try to develop a pictorial representation of the interactions that occur, highlighting the 


various human and ecological interactions that are here.  This is one for the Florida Keys.  The 


intent is that the various factors of concern, seagrasses, mangrove islands, fisheries and so forth 


are depicted as well as some of the pressures. 


 


Here we have something depicting a Key, with a development on the Key, septic systems and so 


forth which may be discharging their specific effluence and so forth to the system, storm water 


runoff and other physical interactions between both far field influences, things that aren’t 


necessarily always going to be able to be controlled or can’t be controlled on a local level, as 


well as those things that do have more of a local impact to them. 


 


Just real quickly, this is the one that was set up for the Southeast Florida Region.  This would be 


the five-county area from Martin County down to Miami-Dade.  We have a little bit more 
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complex system in a manner, because we have a mainland region that has effects into an inner 


coastal region throughout the area, barrier island areas and the offshore system with various reef 


areas and obviously a lot of interactions. 


Another aspect of trying to show and represent here, you see at the bottom local pressures across 


the geographic region.  The thickness of those lines down there basically are reflecting the 


relative levels of pressure in those given regions as we move from the upland areas through the 


Intercoastal and down into the ocean areas. 


 


In trying to kind of look at and understand and be a little bit more explicit about some of the 


interactions, we’re utilizing this DPSER Model, which stands for Driver Pressure State 


Ecosystem Services and Responses.  As you can see going from the bottom, the drivers and 


pressures and state all have a combined effect that is reflected in the status and ability or the 


status of the ecosystem services that are available. 


 


Responses can affect and interact on any one of the various levels in the model.  The responses 


are societal reactions such as attempt to optimize ecosystem services or reduce or compensate for 


cost; our policy and management decisions in response to environmental and social changes such 


as regulation, green technology and targeting and so forth.  There is much interaction. 


 


Even though in general going from drivers to pressures to state to ecosystem is a one-way path, 


there may well be some interaction between them depending on the system that you’re looking 


at.  This is a rough kind of first-cut diagram showing a generalized DPSER for the region, and 


you can see for drivers they have both kind of near-field and far-field type of system, such as 


climate change and sea level, population, industry and water management; the various pressures 


near maritime construction, land-based pollution, fishing and diving, reef damage and marine 


debris, and then the state.   


 


In the states there are various systems that interact with each other to be able to give a picture of 


what the overall ecological status is.  Based on those rollup, if you will, of drivers on the 


pressures, the pressures on the state, you end up with an ecosystem services providing cultural 


aspects, provisioning aspects and the regulating aspect in there is more of a thing on regulating 


the ecosystem and not permitting. 


 


Again examples of the responses; protecting the natural areas such as state parks, national parks, 


aquatic preserves; research and monitoring various county programs, universities, and NGOs and 


governmental organizations; coastal management, both through conservation programs and 


regulatory programs, various federal-based regulatory programs, and regulation as well as 


restoration such as the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Program. 


 


Now, the purpose in doing the conceptual models and the DPSER models is to identify those 


things that we need to have some level of an indicator on, and most of the indicators are 


associated with the state conditions but can be for the others as well.  Those state conditions, just 


real quickly, include not just ecosystem status as well but also societal and/or human dimension 


components as well. 
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Quantitative ecosystem indicator is a measured or observed parameter that provides information 


about any consistent component.  Indicators may describe patterns in the physical state of the 


environment, trends in human activities that are affected or affected by the environment in 


relationships between different paths of the system. 


 


One of the things that we want to do; as we said, we wanted to have this as a science-based 


process and this is an example of a quantitative ecosystem indicator that was developed by the 


South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force as a response to some of the Comprehensive 


Everglades Restoration Program projects to be able to do some evaluation of their benefits. 


 


What it is, is a multi-tiered process or program wherein the data that is collected about a system 


is evaluated and normalized, in this case relative to a baseline system where that baseline system 


is considered to have values that are good in that lowest bar, which is a green bar; and then 


moderate, which is the yellow bar, or an unacceptable or inappropriate level, which is the red 


area. 


 


As you see over here, the various box plots on the bottom are indicative of the conditions for this 


specific parameter over the course of time.  If you look on the far right, you can see through the 


plot of the data that there was an event that occurred where we had very high and unusual values 


associated with this parameter that had not really been recorded in prior years. 


 


What that ends up doing through this normalization process identifies it as an abnormal period.  


That abnormal period gets a red indicator in the stop light report.  Going from data through 


normalization to some baseline or some stated desired condition, it can be evaluated as to 


whether the status is good; and in this case green, yellow, red being used, the stoplight indicator 


as the status of it. 


 


Then those are summarized into a much briefer report that’s handed to policymakers, decision- 


makers and so forth as a much more shortened means for their assimilation of the information 


and status of the areas.  For MARES, the goals are an incorporation of the MARES products into 


regional planning and regional natural resource management decisions; convergence between 


agency goals and enhanced collaborative responses to be able to incorporate and work towards 


the optimization of ecosystem services.   


 


The MARES principles are recognized as a viable and suitable approach for NOAA’s integrated 


environmental assessment.  So far where are we at?  This project was a four-year project; it 


started in ‘12 at three years, so it’s wrapping up at this point.  This is the final year of it and we 


have developed the integrated conceptual ecological models for each of the regions.  We’re 


working on integrating the human dimension into those as well as the indicator development.   


 


It’s intended to provide information useful in decisions that are involving conflicting goals and 


tradeoffs by evaluating the various human and ecological aspects of it. Development of 


indicators is ongoing, and its eventual utility is something that certainly does have specific 


economic and political constraints, as well as a level of dependency on management flexibility; 


and again as always data availability, because that is always a critical aspect on this. 
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There is a website for further information on the MARES program.  It’s a lot of background on 


it, a lot of background on information that has gone into establishing the process and defining the 


various levels and information that’s there.  Please feel free to look at that.   


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I’m on your website; I don’t see your report card.  Where is that located? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The report card is under development.  What is shown there is the type of report 


card that we’re looking to be able to do.  I can give you the link to that. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I’d like to see what the parameters are that you had in the report card, if you 


wouldn’t mind sharing them. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Sure, and again the point of showing that one there was the type of report card that 


we want.  We want a multi-tiered rollup type of thing that will come up into a stoplight.  There 


are a series of indicators that were developed in that mode by the South Florida Ecosystem 


Restoration Task Force, and it’s in a wetlands issue, if I remember correctly.  I’ll get you a copy 


of that.  It is really neat, a good process. 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  Just to add to that is that the MARES, they are still working on their indicators 


so they haven’t gotten to the report card.  They plan on having it look like that in the end.  The 


MARES Project is basically adding on the marine ecosystem components to the Comprehensive 


Everglades Restoration Plan, which didn’t look at the marine side of things.  We’re still working 


on pulling it off.  All the other projects are supposed to end this August officially.  I envision it 


going on and no cost extension a little bit longer. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Well, that’s good, glad to hear that.  Right now we’re knee deep in developing the 


specific indicators and the parameters to be evaluated for those indicators based on data 


availability at this point to get it initiated, so, yes, we’re still hard into it.   


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Bob, I just wanted to ask you; I know you can’t see the parameters they 


use, but how similar is this to what you’ve already developed up in South Carolina? 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Probably not that similar in that we don’t have some of the social indicators 


in there that I suspect are in this.  What we have is a suite of water quality parameters, a suite of 


sediment quality parameters, and some biological health indicators rolled together into a habitat 


quality indicator.  It’s worked well for us, but I’m looking to see how it could be broadened not 


only within the state but perhaps for the Alliance effort. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We’ll exchange reports. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  That’s fine. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That sounds good, and we’re looking at the same thing.  The South Florida 


Ecosystem Task Force Indicators sound like they’re much closer to what right now that you 


have.  The human dimension is the difference in this one, and trying to get that in is not an easy 


task. 
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DR. VAN DOLAH:  And to quantify it. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Correct. 


 


MS. STILES:  This is really interesting to see.  I liked the pictorial descriptions.  It reminds me, 


there is a similar assessment for the Mesoamerican Reef.  I don’t know if you’ve seen it already.  


But if you’re looking for examples of what the report cards could like, they’ve put together a 


really nice one.  They update it every two years.  Be careful what you sign up for I guess in terms 


of updates.  They use it really effectively in advocating on budget issues and in getting press on 


the state of marine ecosystems in Belize and elsewhere.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  I’m not personally familiar with the Mesoamerican Reef. 


 


MS. STILES:  I can circulate it. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That would be great, but I know that it has been mentioned and it is discussed and 


it’s being used as kind of a reference in developing other processes. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Actually that report was on the table in our last indicators’ meeting, so why 


reinvent the wheel? Take advantage of efforts that have already been completed. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Next we’ll hear about activities from the Southeast Florida Coral Reef Initiative 


Region on the management option process. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I’m just going to quickly run through just a few slides on a coral reef 


management options identification process that has just been kicked off in this area of Florida 


that Steve had referred to, the Southeast Florida Coral Reef Initiative Area.  This presentation 


was developed by Jamie Monty from Florida Department of Environmental Protection.   


 


Steve Blair, Ken Banks and I all are sitting on a process planning team to help get this process 


started in Southeast Florida.  I think Dave is also on a scientific advisory team that hasn’t begun 


to meet yet.  Steve and Ken are going to jump in at any time to clarify anything on any of these 


slides.   


 


Steve also talked about this Southeast Florida Coral Reef Initiative Area.  The U.S. Coral Reef 


Task Force made a recommendation for each of the states and territories and commonwealths or 


jurisdictions that have coral reefs to identify local action strategies, which are projects or 


activities to help aid in the conservation and protection of coral reef habitats. 


 


In Florida our local action strategy or LAS is referred to as the Southeast Florida Coral Reef 


Initiative; and like Steve mentioned the geographic extent is between the St. Lucie Inlet and all 


the way down to the northern boundary of Biscayne National Park.  The four primary focus 


groups that this area has honed in on are awareness and appreciation, land-based sources of 


pollution, marine industry, and coastal construction impacts, and fishing, diving and other uses. 
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Since 2004 a variety, I think over 140 projects under those four primary themes have been 


implemented or are in the final stages of implementation.  What’s next for this initiative, and that 


is that we need a stakeholder-driven process to determine what management options are 


available and if they should be applied in the Southeast Florida area. 


 


I’m just going back to this slide real quick.  You’ll notice that the Florida Keys are excluded 


from this map, and that was intentional because the Florida Keys, through the National Marine 


Sanctuary, another program, has a very well-coordinated and well-funded relative to the SFCRI 


area, through the National Marine Sanctuary. 


 


They have coordinated monitoring and management and regulatory programs.  They were 


initially excluded because this area lacked that coordinated management, that lack of coordinated 


coral reef management.  This is the next step in the Southeast Florida Coral Reef Initiative, and it 


meets the mission statement of the initiative which is to develop an effective strategy to preserve 


and protect Southeast Florida’s coral reef, emphasizing a balance between resource use, 


protection, and cooperation with interested parties. 


 


Like I mentioned, there were approximately 140 different projects that fell under those four 


priority focus themes.  Many of those provided some important data on the biophysical and 


social science of the area.  We now have all the coral reefs mapped in that area to a one acre 


minimum mapping unit. 


 


There is also the Southeast Florida Coral Reef Evaluation and Monitoring Program, which Dave 


and Kate are very familiar with.  Then there have also been a series of social science projects that 


look at the public perceptions of reef condition; an evaluation of how the public would perceive a 


potential marine zoning plan and how the public would potentially receive this process that we’re 


about to move forward with. 


 


Now we’re sort of trying to find a way to integrate all that we’ve learned through these 140 


projects, the social science and the biophysical presented information to the public, have some 


focus discussion with working groups and then develop some alternatives for what types of 


management actions could be taken in this area to better conserve and protect coral reefs. 


 


Just a quick review; some of the social science projects, there have been three primary studies.  


These first two were the result of self-administered studies.  This last one had a more expanded 


audience and more targeted audience.  But what we learned from this is that the public believes 


that coral reefs and water quality have deteriorated the most in Southeast Florida.   


 


Most of the survey respondents indicated that the primary threat is land-based sources of 


pollution followed by coastal development.  Nearly 60 percent of respondents believe that if 


nothing changes, if no management action moves forward, that the resource condition will only 


continue to worsen.  There is concern that the current management is ineffective due to lack of 


enforcement. 


 


This management options identification process, this is our latest slide, we keep lumping and 


splitting different steps along the way, but it’s a nine-step process that we envision and we’re 
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currently on step two, which is we have established the process planning team.  One thing that 


we’ve been able to do, the other membership within the process planning team includes state 


agencies; it includes the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary.   


 


There is representation from Biscayne National Park, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 


Commission, the Nature Conservancy.  We’ve been talking a lot about the process and how to 


get this started.  We were also asked by the process planning team under this area number two to 


provide some lessons learned in coral reef management planning processes. 


 


They came to us and said what has the South Atlantic Council done?  Steve and I presented on 


some of the management actions, the development of the Coral HAPCs, MPAs, the special 


SMZs and Oculina Banks and talked about some lessons learned from those processes that could 


help us move forward with this. 


 


I mentioned before that there is going to be a series of public meetings to get feedback on what’s 


desired in this area.  There will be some specialized workgroups that will develop some 


recommendations.  These workgroups will be smaller; I don’t know either divided up by county 


and some other way. 


 


We envision that there will be a workgroup on spatial planning using a variety of different spatial 


tools that are available, Mark Sand, Sliding Windows, Marine Map, just to name a few that could 


potentially be included in these discussions.  Then a potential outcome of this would be to 


identify a suite of management options so this table could be expanded to management options 


A, B, C, D, E and go on and go on; but, you know, identifying the resource, the threat that we 


want to abate, the location of the area that’s affected; how much of a priority is a particular 


management option, maybe relative to another management option, and what are some specific 


implementation needs.   


 


After we collect all this information, we then expect to go back out to the public, probably in 


town hall style public meetings to get some additional feedback.  This is the last slide.  This is 


our timeline.  This is where we’re at right now with the management planning.  We don’t expect 


to take any action or even to have recommendations to recommend for action before the end of 


2016, so we’re pretty early in the process. 


 


As part of our representation on this process planning team, we’re responsible for reaching out to 


other interested parties and organizations and agencies and doing some outreach on what it is 


we’re trying to do.  That’s one of the reasons why we requested to be an agenda item today; to 


fulfill that need.  The South Atlantic Council and the Coral Advisory Panel was identified by this 


team as an entity that we wanted to reach out to and inform where we are with this process.  


That’s just a quick summary. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you, Jocelyn.  I think one of the more unique aspects about this approach is 


it really is trying to be relatively stakeholder-driven in the fact that we’re presenting the process 


of status conditions and so forth and seeking to get desired management options from 


stakeholders kind of to get the buy-in at the front end rather than trying to explain the process 


and tell them why this is good for them.   
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I think that is a positive aspect that is hopefully going to assist as kind of a guide and make it a 


little bit the management options, both development and also deployment; hopefully a bit 


smoother process than other types have occurred in the past.  Thanks, Jocelyn. 


 


MR. REED:  I’ve had a question about the borders that SEFCRI covers, and certainly the 


southern part of Florida, the shallow water coral reefs and so forth have a lot of interest and 


research and protection.  It seems that the Central Florida reefs that are north of there do not have 


the same amount of protection or effort or emphasis. 


 


We drew this border right at the St. Lucie Inlet or Martin County for the northern end.  Like all 


of the LIDAR mapping ends there and everything else kind of ends there, but the reefs don’t end 


there.  As you know they are not true coral reefs, but they are very significant hard bottom that 


occurs between the St. Lucie Inlet, at least up to Canaveral. 


 


But off of Indian River County and St. Lucie County there is significant shallow water reef from 


3 meters out to 30, 40 meters inside of the Oculina Banks.  It’s more similar to the Grays Reef 


Sanctuary of a hard bottom habitat dominated by sponges, algae, and some coral.  You have 


Oculina coral, you have sidastrea coral; you have some gorgonians, on the deeper reefs some 


black coral.  I don’t know if there is any way to get SEFCRI to go north or not or other ways to 


put more emphasis on these northern hard bottom communities. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, you have to get your own group.  No, just to give a little bit of genesis on the 


formation of that area, this was an initial effort from the state to bring focus into the northern reef 


track of the Florida Keys.  Initially it was a tri-county area, Palm Beach, Broward and Miami, 


and that was expanded to Martin County in recognition that there was still some aspect of it.   


 


It was still recognized that there were numerous reef systems and extensive reef systems to the 


north of it, but I think part of it was trying to get areas where the pressures and so forth were the 


most in the most populated areas of it, as well as kind of more or less defining the northern reef 


track of the Florida Keys and getting that included. 


 


It certainly was not in any way – and I agree with you 100 percent that there should be additional 


emphasis on that.  We’ll be happy to bring that back to – SEFCRI in and of itself has changed 


over its period since it has been formed as well.  It was initially an agency-based program where 


people at the table either had some agency responsibility or received public input to now it is 


much more a stakeholder group that is driven through that process in cooperation with the 


agencies. 


 


I’ll definitely take that back and we can see how that can work.  And as I say, a lot of it was 


relative to the types of conditions, stressors, pressures and so forth that exist in that region, and a 


similar process may be something that can be done to the northern areas as well, if it’s deemed, 


because again how far up do you want to go, because there are certain aspects through most of 


the area, but we’ll bring that back and have that discussion.  Thanks. 
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MS. PUGLISE:  I am sure you see the natural linkages between this and the MARES Project, 


and I would recommend possibly doing the same presentation to them.  Since we aren’t meeting 


for a long time, a way to do that would be maybe by webinar.  We can usually get – at least get 


the core group to kind of be aware of it.  I know you guys are, but I don’t know how aware Peter 


and everybody else is.  I assume to some extent they are, but it might be a good idea. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, I’m not sure how up they are on this explicit task of SEFCRI.  They are quite 


aware of what the program has done, but we can do that as well.  We can reach out and get Bill 


Nuttle to initiate with him and have it dispersed through there.  Okay, thanks again, Jocelyn.   


 


What we’ll do is move on to some of the briefings.  The rest of the morning will be associated 


with review of information associated with proposed and recommended modifications to the 


Oculina HAPC and the Stetson Coral HAPC; information that has been received through public 


scoping and certain requests of considerations from the Shrimp Advisory Panel, Deepwater 


Shrimp Advisory Panel.  We’ll start with John is going to kind of give us an overview of the 


recommendations or the basis for the extension of the Oculina HAPC. 


 


MR. REED:  I believe that at the last AP meeting Andy David gave this presentation, so I don’t 


think I need to go through this again other than maybe just briefly summarizing it.  During our 


cruise that I mentioned yesterday, the cruise on the NOAA Pisces ship last year, we were able to 


go to these areas north of the current Oculina HAPC where I knew there was high relief just 


based on the available NOAA regional bathymetric charts.   


 


For the first time we were able to go in there and do some multibeam to groundtruth the older 


charts to show that in fact there was high-relief mounds and then groundtruthed the multibeam 


with ROV dives verifying that these indeed were coral mounds and simply an extension of the 


Oculina Coral Mounds that we know exist between Cape Canaveral and Fort Pierce area. 


 


This is the region, this bottom part, this blue polygon down here is the current HAPC.  Just put it 


in perspective, back in 1981 is when I first submitted the Oculina proposal to the council and at 


that time we did submit an option.  The preferred option in my view was to have the western 


boundary follow the 60 or 70 meter contour line, because these reefs – let me just kind of zoom 


in on this map here – these reefs, which is all these squiggles within these boxes, so you have all 


this high-relief rugged topography follows generally the 60, 70, 80 meter region, which is 


basically an old paleoshoreline from the last glacial period.   


 


This is essentially the beach 20,000 years ago at the end of the Wisconsin Glacial Period.  This 


was hard bottom underlying this.  These reefs built up on that since the last 20,000 years 


certainly.  Ideally would be to follow the reef line.  What the problem is, when we drew the 


straight line to follow the 80 degree contour, the 80 degree latitude contour, that was fine at the 


southern end of the HAPC; but as you go north the 60, 70 meter contour kind of veers to the 


north/northwest, parallel to the shoreline.   


 


You just can’t go straight north and 80 degrees; that’s the bottom line.  On the eastern edge o f 


the contour, the reefs totally peter out at about 100 meters, between 90 and 100 meters.  Those 


were the two options I gave was this red line is 60 meters that totally should cover any of the 
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western part of the reef line, and the 100 meters should cover all the reefs on the eastern side, 


and the 70 to 90 contour covers the major portion of the reefs, but you are losing coral habitat by 


using the 70 and 90 line that cuts across some coral reef habitat. 


 


This just shows one area which I showed you yesterday, one of the sites that we did multibeam 


on and ROV dives.  Then, secondly, the rest of this is proposed so I just showed – for example, 


the red line is 100 meter contour.  That’s based on the CRM 10 meter digitized contour line that 


you can get from NOAA bathymetry. 


 


As background, NOAA bathymetry is not digitized; again that is a regional chart that we brought 


in as a Geo TIFF, but those individual lines are not digitized.  The background is the CRM 10 


meter length.  Anyway, the red line is 100 meter contour, the blue is the 90.  You can see how 


you would lose reef habitat if you drew the eastern border following the 90 meter contour. 


 


That’s why I said 100 meters.  And the same for the western side; this is the western side portion 


of it.  The 60 meter line is the red.  The 70 meter line is the blue line.  Again, you can see if you 


drew the western boundary along the 70 meter line, you’d certainly miss habitat such as this reef 


area right there is totally outside the 70 meter line.  That’s why I proposed 70 and 90.   


 


Now as far as the second part of the proposal was to fill in – so that’s what I called the northern 


extension.  The second proposal was this western extension.  Again, the blue polygon is the 


current HAPC.  Those little blue boxes here and here called the Oculina satellite areas; again 


when I proposed back in 1981, my proposal was to follow the 60 meter line, which is right 


through here. 


 


You can see how again this habitat is following the coastline.  Once you get above about 27,                


28 degrees I believe you start – currently the HAPC follows the 80 meter line right there – I  


mean the 80 degree latitude line, so we’re losing reef here.  All of this is reef that’s unprotected.  


All of this rugged stuff here is unprotected. 


 


What I did was simply drew in a line as one option of this filling in from this Oculina satellite 


area straight down to this satellite area and then angling it in back to the 80 degree line; 


essentially just protecting all of that hard bottom high-relief coral habitat that we know and have 


verified that’s there.  That’s all I’ve got to say about that. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  What we’re doing here is we are going to be hearing and kind of reviewing and 


refreshing our memories as to basis for establishment of these recommended boundaries and then 


we’ll be hearing about input from scoping meetings and from the Deepwater Shrimp AP as far as 


their input, comments, and suggestions relative to the recommendations that have been made.   


 


John, I have a question for you?  In the areas that you have enclosed which are essentially areas 


that have been unprotected to this point; what level of information is there on the present 


condition and status of those areas? 


 


MR. REED:  In about 2005 we followed up with additional multibeam of that stretch between 


the two satellites, so we had one little band of multibeam through there that we never had before.  







                                                                                                               Coral AP  


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                May 9-10, 2012 


                                           


105 


 


We came across something like 50 coral mounds in that stretch, which verified the old map.  


Since then we also had a paper that Stacy Harter was the lead person on the paper where we had 


ROV dives and kind of zigzagged through those sites. 


 


As you know, it’s very difficult to work an ROV out there in the stream.  We had the little 


UNCW, the Super Phantom ROV.  Basically all we could do is go north and quite often we 


would try to go over a mound, but if we were just offset a little bit you couldn’t get to it, so 


you’re trying to get over to the left a little bit.  Her paper is very good looking at the habitat, fish 


and benthic communities in that region. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  They are still live coral mounds? 


 


MR. REED:  That was coral habitat.  Most of it is coral rubble from the fisheries over years as 


we know, but there are scattered living coral and hard bottom coral communities, coral sponge 


communities.  There is sponge, gorgonian, exposed hard bottom and certainly essential fish 


habitat for the major grouper fish, scamp and gag grouper.   


 


We get black grouper out there that are starting to show up again.  They were virtually wiped out 


in the eighties and nineties, back in the seventies the black sea bass, not black grouper, the black 


sea bass were like one of the dominant fish out there along with scamp, gag grouper, snowy 


grouper, speckled hind, and Warsaw grouper.  Most of those got pretty much wiped out by the 


late eighties.   


 


We haven’t been able to get out there very often since 2000, but we’ve had a few submersible 


dives and ROV dives and we’ve seen evidence of the juvenile speckled hind coming back.  


We’re seeing for the first time on the recent dives the black sea bass coming back, smaller than 


they were, but coming back.  On those northern dives we did with the Pisces, we were seeing 


quite a few snowy grouper, scamp grouper, not so much gag, but mostly snowy, scamp, and red 


grouper.  


 


MS. MARTIN:  Thanks, John, for prefacing the talk and the discussions here about expansion of 


the HAPCs.  What I wanted to do is give you just a little bit of background on some of the public 


scoping comments that we heard during the meetings that were held back in January and 


February, earlier this year. 


 


We’re talking about Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3.  The Coral AP has been 


instrumental in recommending some measures that are currently included in this amendment.  


These meetings were held throughout the South Atlantic, and I want to thank Ken Nedimyer and 


Steve Blair for attending some of the Florida hearings. 


 


These were well attended by folks from the shrimp industry and representatives coming out to 


most of the Florida public scoping meetings.  Most of the comments we heard from this group 


were in regards to expansion of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  As you all know there is significant 


rock shrimp fishery activity off of the Oculina Bank northern – and I guess of the existing 


Oculina Bank HAPC in that northern region and off of the eastern boundary.   
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Many folks are concerned about a possible expansion of the northern boundary and not being 


able to transit through to access some of the areas off of the eastern boundary, traditional rock 


shrimp fishing grounds.  We heard a lot of recommendations for the council considering a transit 


provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC and some specifics there about what a transit 


provision should entail.   


 


There is some concern among the shrimp industry about the socio-economic impact with such an 


expansion, the northern expansion of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  We’re talking about the rock 


shrimp fishery.  Many of these folks also fish for the deepwater shrimp fishery and there is some 


impact there with the proposed expansion for the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC.   


 


Of course, we heard a lot of reminders from this group of industry representatives that they do 


not trawl their nets along this coral habitat and that the rock shrimp areas are along the muddy 


bottom areas.  Kind of a constant theme during these meetings was about that, dragging their nets 


along the coral habitat is destructive to their gear, and so these are areas that they feel they avoid 


and have done so.   


 


There were a lot of questions during the scoping meetings about areas of mapped habitat and 


they feel that the proposed expansions are perhaps extreme and nature and cover greater expanse 


than the areas that the scientists have been able to map.  There were some questions there about 


range of habitat in some of these proposed expansions.   


 


Now those were the scoping meeting comments that we commonly heard.  We also received 


some more specific recommendations from the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel.  


They met April 20 here in Charleston.  We have some recommendations that I guess we’ll fold 


into our discussion of each specific area for the Oculina Bank HAPC and also the Stetson-Miami 


Terrace HAPC.   


 


I guess we’ll kind of cover those at that time when we’re focusing on each region; just to kind of 


frame how we’ll organize their comments.  What I wanted to do was just give you a little bit of 


background on what is in the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3, a general idea of 


the timeline and how this will be structured at the council committee level.   


 


Roger and I will kind of toggle back and forth.  He has some detailed spatial representation of 


these areas that include areas of mapped habitat along with fishery activity as indicated by the 


VMS data.  We’ll kind of shift gears a little bit back and forth.  I think many of you have been 


involved in previous ecosystem-based amendments.  This is the council’s third Comprehensive 


Ecosystem Amendment.   


 


The council further refined this based on the public scoping comments during the March council 


meeting.  Many of the measures that were included in the scoping document, which is a previous 


version I am sure you have seen and reviewed, have been removed.  They were either deferred 


for further development at a later time in a future amendment or dropped from consideration.   


 


We have some issues in there that we’re considering, powerhead prohibition throughout the 


South Atlantic; changing the bag and size limit for a few different snapper grouper species, 
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including hogfish and gray triggerfish; and developing a recreational tag program for deepwater 


species.  Those have been tabled for now or dropped from future consideration in this specific 


amendment. 


 


What remains are right here, place-based management measures dealing with expansion of the 


Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern; also dealing with additional protections for speckled 


hind and Warsaw grouper.  We learned yesterday that Regulatory Amendment 11 was approved 


by the Secretary of Commerce.  This was a measure that was put in place to remove the 240 foot 


depth closure for six deepwater snapper grouper species. The intent with Regulatory Amendment 


11 and removing that 240 foot depth closure, that was something that was put in place to address 


bycatch for speckled hind and Warsaw grouper and more recent analysis indicated that those six 


deepwater species weren’t commonly associated with speckled hind and Warsaw grouper. 


 


The 240 foot depth closure wasn’t as affective as was originally the intent.  In CE-BA 3 the 


council is looking at implementing additional protections to address overfishing of these two 


species.  The harvest level is zero but the concern here is bycatch.  The council will be looking at 


potentially expanding the existing marine protected areas and also looking at developing new 


marine protected areas along the mid-shelf region for these two species. 


 


That’s another issue that is in CE-BA 3.  Lastly, the other issue – there are three main issues in 


the document – is improvements in data collection and tracking of annual catch limits.  


Specifically, they are looking at improvements and modifying permits and data reporting for 


commercial and for-hire sector and also bycatch reporting. 


 


I think yesterday I mentioned a little bit of detail for the timeline for CE-BA 3.  We’re currently 


at the stage where we are gathering input from all of the associated advisory panels.  This was 


something that was presented to the SSC during their April meeting.  The AP input will be 


presented to the council during their June meeting. 


 


They are tentatively anticipated for selecting preferred alternatives for these measures in June 


and approving this document for public hearings, which will be held later this summer in August, 


reviewing the public hearing comments once again at their September council meeting and 


approving this document for secretarial review during the September or the December council 


meeting this year.  This is on track for approval in 2012. 


 


What we would like to focus on with the Coral AP are the measures that were recommended by 


this panel during your last meeting in September, and these are expansion of the Coral Habitat 


Areas of Particular Concern.  I did want to note that the Deep Sea Coral Research and 


Technology Program, they’re holding a workshop to finalize their fieldwork.  This is something 


that Andy David was talking about during the last meeting. 


 


I think they are looking at scheduling that later this summer in August or September.  A number 


of these recommendations from the AP are work that has been under the Deep Sea Coral 


Research and Technology program.  Like Andy presented and mentioned, they focused their 


efforts in the South Atlantic surveying uncharacterized areas of bottom habitat for the past three 


years.  Some of these recommendations are tied to that work of the program.   
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The workshop they’re holding in August will be kind of sitting down with the folks involved in 


some of these excursions and finalizing that field work report.  But CE-BA 3 is the vehicle that 


the council is working with.  They are going ahead in the meantime, before receiving this final 


report, moving forward with some of these measures based on the Coral Advisory Panel’s 


recommendations.   


 


Action 1 and the suite of alternatives that follow Action 1 would look at expanding the 


boundaries of the existing Oculina Bank HAPC.  We do have a note in here that selection of 


multi-preferred alternatives for this action is possible.  We are talking about a range of 


alternatives for the northern boundary, the western boundary, and a transit provision, just as John 


had presented, focusing on those two regions primarily. 


 


MS. STILES:  I was curious what the current transit status is?  There is no transit? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right. 


 


MS. STILES:  I remember that was a distinction between the other Coral HAPCs and the 


Oculina one. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Modifications would consider possession of Oculina Coral while transiting 


through, and we’ll talk about that in a little further detail.  Currently you are not allowed to 


transit through the HAPC possessing Oculina Coral.   


 


(Remark made but not recorded.) 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I’m sorry, I said that before.  Somebody else had asked about rock shrimp. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Clarification; right now they can’t transit with rock shrimp.  Can they have fishing 


gear if it’s stowed without rock shrimp or are they not allowed to transit with fishing gear? 


 


(Remarks made but not recorded) 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That’s correct; it is the possession of rock shrimp itself.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  Itself? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Itself; that is the modification being considered. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It sounds like they can go out with it but once they catch their catch they can’t 


transit back through it; you have to go around. 


 


MR. REED:  We had the same problem with the royal red shrimp with the CHAPC.  I thought 


the regulation was they could transit through the CHAPC with the royal red shrimp, but the way 


the Coast Guard could monitor them was basically by their speed.  If they’re going too fast, they 


figure they’re not fishing so they wouldn’t send somebody out. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and that’s where we’re going.  They did not have that in place before and 


actually said that they could not do it.  That’s one of the biggest things that when Anna gets into 


the discussion on the transit, there has been some shifting in the way that is monitored.  I think 


most of the region has possession of the information now and is actually hands-on with it.  They 


are saying that is exactly what can be done now is you can be able to – and the Law Enforcement 


AP provided some recommendations for speed.  They are basically saying now we can do that.  


That is where we’re going but that was not in place until it goes through this system.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  Alternative 2, we are looking at the northern extension of the existing Oculina 


Bank HAPC.  This was kind of the first region that John talked about in his review at that 


proposal.  Alternative 2A is the recommendation from the Coral Advisory Panel.  This would 


extend the boundaries of the existing Oculina Bank in this northern region, and the west and east 


boundaries would follow the 60 meter and 100 meter depth contour.  This adds approximately 


393 square nautical miles to the original HAPC.   


 


Subalternatives 2B through 2D, these were developed after the public scoping meetings, taking 


into consideration some of those comments.  Roger and I developed this suite to provide a range 


of options for the council to discuss and consider here.  These modify the Coral Advisory Panel’s 


recommendation, taking into account the VMS activity and the data that we do have in these 


areas.   


 


With each subalternative scenario there is a different percentage of VMS points associated with 


each area.  I think now what we want to do is kind of shift and Roger can showcase these in a 


little further detail, again looking at the areas of mapped habitat that we have from the AP 


scientists that presented this information in September, juxtaposing that with the data from the 


VMS for this fishery. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  What I’d like to do is get into the detail on combining, as Anna said, the 


information we do have on habitat as well as focusing on some of the fishery operations 


information.  That is one thing that the AP did not have the benefit of having that.  In this case 


we actually even better than CE-BA 1 have been able to access the individual point detailed 


information, so getting a little even more refined view of what is going on relative to this area.   


 


I think it’s helping a lot in terms of really, instead of a process component, being able to focus in 


on what we know about the operations of both the rock shrimp and the royal red shrimp fishery.  


As the proposal was being developed to move forward with an extension of the Oculina Bank, 


the first thing reacted was to again request getting the VMS information for the deepwater 


shrimp fishery, which is the only one that we actually have a VMS on, and be able to analyze 


these relative to the original proposals. 


 


The first thing we did was look at a data set that was around 330,000 individual points in this.  It 


very distinctly shows, if you look at the offshore area is the deepwater royal red shrimp fishery, 


and that’s the edge of the existing CHAPC.  In this case in the northern bound, the one thing that 


is very different is that you have a fishery that is inshore as well as an offshore. 
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You see the two distinct – and that’s what really brought this issue of transit being very different 


than what we have now with the existing where essentially the entire fishery on the existing 


Oculina Bank is on the western edge, concentrated on the western edge or south of that area; so 


this became an issue here. 


 


If you look at the northern component and then you look at the existing Oculina HAPC, again 


you can see the distinct fisheries for royal red offshore and then the rock shrimp fishery right 


along the edge of the area and a pretty significant concentration to the south.   


 


MR. REED:  If you zoom in it ; what are all those hits inside there? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  At this first level here, it includes all points, so it’s regardless of speed.  What 


I did is later on I got in and actually looked even closer at the individual areas and put in a 


qualifier to look at areas where you had a 2 to 4 knot action, which would essentially be – it was 


acknowledged in the original deepwater trawling, and it really eliminated a lot of these areas in 


terms of being transit more than fishing. 


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, let me go through all this because that’s where I’ll get ultimately.  You 


are seeing these here and then what you do is we’ll get in and actually have the numbers that 


came out once I did that.  That actually was after I had done this first initial review of it and then 


went back into the overall points.  I’ll get into what the percentages and areas are. 


 


MS. STILES:  Roger, I just had a clarifying question.  These points are from VMS from rock 


shrimp and royal red are the same boats? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes.   


 


MS. STILES:  What’s the time period that you’re talking about? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think these are an hour.  Originally I thought they were 15 minutes, but I’m 


almost positive.  I looked at the CFR and it’s I think an hour hit. 


 


MS. STILES:  But this is like this year or last year or something? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  No, the timeframe for this is between 2007-2011.  This is a very wide range of 


timeframe of the fishery, which would really represent the existing fishery, I would think.  There 


is enough variability over time there.  What you’re seeing in this first – as we mentioned going to 


scoping we looked at trying to build alternatives that would provide the range between 60 and 


100 meters and then working down the multiple areas. 


 


This was the original translated to a simplified polygon and again the analysis of this relative to 


the vessel activity.  What you’re seeing here is you are seeing – you asked about it, Steve, about 


a chart – this focused only the points within that area.  It’s excluding the fishing outside.  If you 
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look at this specifically, the VMS points between that timeframe that fall within this polygon 


amounted to about 6,000 of the 3.000 points. 


 


Now again, this first step is for all VMS points, so it includes all speeds and all activity.  What 


we also show is the combination of information we have for the area.  Those are the two mapped 


habitat areas within those bounds and then the high-resolution bathymetry.  There is a lot of that.  


We’re building on what has been effective in the past and combining both the detailed 


information we have as well as the likelihood that this is going to translate to a lot of other 


similar habitats within the region. 


 


You see all in context; both the habitat information we have as well as the activity relative to the 


area, and what you do see is a simplified polygon.  I will say that one thing in creating these 


simplified polygons, they are not absolute in terms of the 60 to 100.  The contours were given as 


guides; and so as these were being crafted here, we took the opportunity to exclude some of 


those other areas right from the beginning.  Working from John’s information we’re able to 


probably craft out a lot of the areas right from the beginning.   


 


What you really do want to look at is it’s a guide for the area, but the polygon actually is trying 


to capture as much of the habitat under each scenario.  What you are just going to see is the 


different tiering down, going from the outside bound to now the nearest area at 70 to 90 meter.  


In this case what you’re looking at is between 70 and   90 meters; it goes from what was about 


6,000 points to less than 2,200 points or about less than 1 percent – 0.69 percent of all VMS 


points fall within this area.   


 


 


Under the scenario with 70 to 100 meters, you’re looking at just like right at 1 percent.  The last 


area was 60 to 90, so you’re shuffling between moving that inshore and offshore bound either 


east or west.  Under this scenario you’re looking at about 1.89 percent.  Now this is of all VMS 


information under this scenario.   


 


Some of it does actually include any of the other VMS that the vessel may have encountered.  


But the numbers of points relative to the area are only going to go significantly down, as you’ll 


see when I get to the actual use of the speed within this work.  Now this is a quick representation 


of all the different scenarios and alternatives from the most outside bound, which is the 


simplified polygon for the 60 to 100 meters all the way down to the 70 to 90 meter.   


 


You can see the areas.  Now in scoping it was very clear that these are basically physical bounds, 


and that’s why you’re not seeing as much of the interaction right dead in the core areas.  You’ve 


got the hard wall system essentially offshore.  Then as John had talked about, you’ve got the 


paleoshoreline inside, so a lot of vessels have not been able to work in the interior of these areas.  


At least the main core part of it is naturally somewhat protected.   


 


Now when you move to the southern area, you look at the proposal relative to the VMS 


information, and it is again fairly limited inside this.  Looking at that as John had showed, you 


can actually see the VMS compared to the high-resolution bathymetry.  There have been some 


interactions in here, but again you have to really look at the numbers; because in this entire area 







                                                                                                               Coral AP  


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                May 9-10, 2012 


                                           


112 


 


we’re looking at here, you have 212 points that have occurred in that area out of 313,000.  That’s 


for the entire VMS data set from 2007-2011. 


 


I think there has been a request from the Chair to have this all in combination.  What we’re 


seeing here are the alternatives combined as well as the existing Oculina Bank HAPC and the 


proposed western extension.  Now this is getting into the one step-down.  This is kind of the 


combined information, looking at the vessel monitoring information relative to all the 


alternatives, as well as doing one-step processing further, and looking at capturing what would 


be considered fishing, which would be moving between 2 and 4 knots. 


 


The most extreme one is if you go to the 70 to 90 area, you drop from what was over 2,000 


points to 478 points of the 313,000 points that have occurred within that region.  If you go to the 


other extreme, the 60 to 90 meters it is almost a third, less than 1 percent, 0.8 percent of all what 


are actually operating, which would be considered fishing fall within this area.   


 


Now there is a qualifier that it does include all of the VMS information.  There may be some that 


cross when they’re both transiting and other areas when you look at the outside; but zooming in 


on this, this is actually what would be the baseline fishing within that area that has ever occurred 


within that entire timeframe between 2007 and 2011.   


 


MS. STILES:  Roger, I just want to make sure I understand because there are a lot of percentages 


being kicked around.  Are you saying that the largest proposal, like if we expanded it to the full 


amount that John suggested, what percentage of the VMS fishing points are in?  Is it 1 percent or 


is it – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  With this it is 0.8 percent.  Now as I mentioned, it is qualified, because if you 


did look at – one of the other things I was going to look at was maybe to also zoom in further to 


only capture an offshore area.  Some of the points are probably going to occur inshore, because 


of the vessel moving or fishing in some of the nearshore areas. 


 


MS. STILES:  Okay, but it’s less than 1 percent for any of the possible alternatives that we’re 


considering? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Relative to the entire VMS data set, so it may be a little bit higher if you really 


look at only the deeper – 


 


MS. STILES:  But it’s not going up to 5 or 10 percent. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  But it’s still not – the key is that if you look at the number we’re talking 


about, 94 points out of 300,000 points.  Yes, it’s going to be probably in reality somewhat higher 


because of a focus on just those deep areas, but it’s still small numbers, especially when you look 


at something like 478 points out of that.  I don’t care how high that other point goes, it’s going to 


be a lower number. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Yes, I just wanted to ask another point of clarification.  It may be even less 


significant than that because we’re getting one-hour pings.  These are multiple points for maybe 
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a single boat operation, right, over four years’ time period?  It looks like there is relatively little – 


even less fishing activity than all these individual points would suggest; is that not correct? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, because you are looking at trips, so it’s including – probably if you got 


down to the trip level it would be – 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  Just to drill down and clarify that; all the 300 and something thousand 


points, if you excluded all the ones that were transiting from that number and then did the same 


exclusion in the proposed areas – do you know what I’m saying – because all these numbers are 


points, but a lot of them are transiting points; and if you’ve taken all those out, how many do you 


have left, and then how many do you have left in there.  Is it still about less than 1 percent? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Truthfully, I haven’t done it that way.  I was focusing mainly on the area 


itself.  I’d have to go back there and look at it. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  Well, because it does skew the numbers off quite a bit, and I think that they 


would look at that and that would pop out on them.  It might be something to – 


 


MS. MARTIN:  As I mentioned, we received some recommendations on these proposals from 


the Shrimp AP.  Specifically looking at the northern extension here of the existing boundary, the 


Shrimp Advisory Panel came up with a recommendation.  They used Alternative 2B, which 


would follow the 70 and 90 meter depth contours to kind of provide an additional 


recommendation for the council to consider.  They based it off of track data and some points that 


they had received from some of their captains associated with the industry.  This is a new 


alternative that will be presented to the council in June; and one that they built off of Alternative 


2B, which is in the existing document.   


 


MR. REED:  Who did that? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  This is the recommendation from the Shrimp Advisory Panel and the Deepwater 


Shrimp Advisory Panel.  They met jointly; I don’t know if I had mentioned that. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  This is a product of their discussions on what they would do in this area.  


They made it fairly clear that this was going to be like their best-case scenario for the fishermen.  


Originally the discussion was that it was going to track exactly that 70 to 90 meter area; and from 


relooking at the area, actually what they’ve done is compressed it even further especially in the 


western edge, as well as cut off the northern component, too. 


 


They really did make it the best for the fishing operations as they wanted to have.  The other one 


really was trying to capture more of the habitat and track the area, so that I think needs to be 


clear about what.  They were really focusing on the best-case scenario for what the fishing 


operations would be. 


 


If you did look at this, there would probably be even less numbers in this, but it does change the 


scenario of trying to exclude some of the areas right from the beginning that John had identified  


if you went with one of these other alternatives, so I think that needs to be put in context.  The 
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other component – that’s the focus on the northern area.  There was a discussion for 


consideration of possibly opening up another area and again trying to – in this case they said 


look between 100 and 140 meters I guess is what they ultimately provided as a recommendation.   


 


That wasn’t done at the AP meeting itself; this was provided after the AP to put in a shrimp 


fishery access area; this entire area that we’re talking about in here, which is right through the 


center of the existing Oculina Bank HAPC and even encompasses the experimental closed area.  


There were a lot of qualifiers about how significant this proposal might be relative to the existing 


habitat protection, species managed under the Snapper Grouper FMP, and consideration that this 


area – and I think John even added in the comments about seeing more juvenile speckled hind 


and Warsaw in these existing closed systems, but this has still been provided as a possibility of 


looking at some of the mud bottoms or other areas that exist within the existing Oculina HAPC. 


 


MR. REED:  In the original HAPC, well, the expansion in 2000 of the OHAPC, the eastern 


border they went out to; what was that, 600 feet or something? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  100 fathom curve. 


 


MR. REED:  Yes, again, the Oculina ends at 100 meters.  Anything east of 100 meters by and 


large is not Oculina, and it will be a muddy habitat.   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well. did you want to touch on this first before I go into this?  Why don’t I 


shift it back before we get into the Deepwater HAPC? 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I have a quick question before you move on.  When these guys are doing 


shrimp fisheries, are they going isobath parallel or onshore or offshore? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Parallel mostly because of the currents, the way the currents are in those 


areas. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  If someone is shrimping along the isobaths through these areas, that would 


make even all those points fishing within the area even more likely to be single trips than if they 


were going across it? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes; and if you look at what was the traditional fishery on the western edge, 


they are very effective at basically fishing that line.  There is some heavy, heavy fishing right 


within there.  Truthfully, when we did the original rock shrimp amendment prior to even CE-BA 


1, we had identified that I think if we had moved a mile or two on that western edge, that was 


going to constitute I want to think 50 percent of the fishery.  They fish north and south and very 


tightly on those lines, a lot of times catching those shrimp as they’re moving up out of the deeper 


water. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  I have a quick question for you, too.  I’m kind of new to this deepwater coral 


thing.  These HAPCs, do they just regulate like bottom trawling or do they regulate deep-drop 


and hook and line or surface trolling or anything or is it just basically bottom trawling? 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  It’s all bottom tending gear, basically any gear that would damage the 


habitats, but it also includes anchoring, the use of grapples and chains within these areas.  Those 


are in the existing Oculina HAPC and do also apply.  The one difference in the Deepwater Coral 


HAPCs, the CHAPCs that are deeper than 400 meters north, 300 meters south, is that we have a 


mid-water trawl prohibition to prevent any type of development of a trawl fishery that would 


skim the surface of the mound areas or anything like that, but it is targeted at habitat 


conservation of any benthic habitats from those gears. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  The Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel also had a recommendation 


for modifications to the western boundary.  Sorry Margot, did you have a question? 


 


MS. STILES:  I’m not sure if this is the right time to ask this question, but I’m trying to figure 


out what we think happened in the current Oculina area, because it seems like people are really 


not fishing in there, but John and other scientists have seen coral rubble damage.  I’m wondering 


do we think this damage happened before the Oculina closure or do we think there are boats 


without VMS out there that are fishing?  Obviously, it could be a single trip.  It doesn’t take very 


long to smoosh a coral.  But I’d just be curious what the staff thinks is the story there, because it 


seems like even in the open area they are not actually fishing there, but there is damage there.  


How do we think that happened? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  In the northern area I think it’s just – I mean, you talk about that many years 


of occurrence; in the original proposal there was a lot of test work that went in the center, those 


goat trails that were created in the center of the Oculina Bank.  There are probably some 


similarities of some of the routes that they could travel through in between – they may not be 


able to trawl directly over the top of those, but there is nobody that is going to argue that there is 


damage when they are trawling between the areas, and especially when they are getting in flat 


areas where you have coral.  The hard substrate, not just the mounds, but hard substrate over 


there, they can easily damage that type of thing.   


 


I think especially in the northern, the fishery actually has transitioned probably predominantly to 


the north, and then went to the south and now it is occurring more both inshore and offshore in 


the north.  Damage definitely has occurred in those areas from the fishery.  With regard to 


vessels not having VMS, I don’t think that is the case in here. 


 


I think if they knew any vessels that were around them that were fishing that weren’t supposed to 


be there, that they would also be – I think we have a pretty tight capture with the VMS system 


we have in place right now.  In the Oculina itself, they’re doing FLIR and a number of other 


types of actual getting out there and monitoring a lot better than it did in the past.  I’m sure, 


especially in the northern area that is damage that occurred for many years. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Back to a couple of the remaining advisory panel recommendations from the 


Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp; looking at Alternative 3 under Action 1, the Joint Shrimp AP 


recommendation was for this area that has been recommended for expansion by the Coral 


Advisory Panel to be in the mix for future consideration for a shrimp fishery access area. 
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The panel does feel like there are some historical rock shrimp fishing grounds in this area, and 


that this is a recommendation that will come before the council in June; this being a potential 


access area for them in the future.  Alternative 4 considers a transit provision through the 


Oculina Bank.   


 


This is something that was presented to our Law Enforcement Advisory Panel and our Law 


Enforcement Committee.  During the March meeting they met in conjunction with one another.  


They seemed in agreement with the terms that should be considered here for a transit provision.  


Again, this is specifically tied to the scoping comments and discussion that we heard from the 


shrimp industry during those meetings and their AP meeting, that if these modifications are 


considered, then a transit provision has to be in place to allow them to motor through the HAPC 


to access some of those areas that they are currently fishing off of the eastern boundary.   


 


These are stipulations identified by the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel.  There is currently a 


transit provision in place for the marine protected areas and that is language already identified in 


the Code of Federal Regulations  The Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panels further 


clarified what stowing of gear would entail for them.   


 


This is something that they would like to see mean stowing gear.  It would be doors and racks 


and nets out of the water, maintaining a minimum speed of 5 knots; and anyone motoring less 


than 5 knots is likely trawling, so anything above 4 or 5 is not at trawlable speed.  That has been 


a stipulation identified here and a potential transit provision. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Do you know if there is in the original language for stowing your gear; is there 


anything more specific?  In other words, what is the difference or what type of modification is 


being done to the definition through the Shrimp AP’s recommended definition? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think what is currently in place – I can’t remember off the top of my head; I’d 


have to reference the language there.  It has something to do with taking the nets down.  I’m not 


sure; let me check on that and get back to you.  The advisory panel recommendation took what’s 


currently in place a step further, to mean doors and racks and nets hanging out of the water.  I’d 


have to go back and get more detail on that one. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  That’s not stowing; that’s just transit, running and getting ready to trawl another 


place if you’ve got the doors hanging off of the rigging. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  If we could get some clarification or definitive aspect on that, because I think that 


would be something for consideration.  I can understand there may be some aspect of it that we 


may be able to consider, but it does sound like they just want to have it ready to trawl as soon as 


they can as opposed to having gear stowed.  We’d like to make sure it is more towards the gear 


stowed provision. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  I don’t think they are really going to have it ready to trawl as soon as they can as 


much as – (rest of remark off the record). 
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MR. BLAIR:  Excuse me, not that I’m looking to have it necessarily that way, but there may be 


some median aspect that provides more assurances relative to, as you say, doors on the deck.  


But whether or not we have to require or we would consider having to require stowing of the 


nets, there may be some other way that we could work with it.  It would be good to try to 


understand that better. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  One thing in the discussion of the Law Enforcement AP, I think one of the 


things that came out was NOAA Law Enforcement really wants to try to make sure that when 


you have those types of provisions, they apply across a number of fisheries.  I think that’s going 


to be a key because they are not going to have transition.   


 


When it’s stowed below deck, they are going to have one application for all the different 


fisheries.  That was emphasized at the Law Enforcement AP meeting.  I think that is going to be 


more of a controlling factor in this. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Their consideration is it should be a single definition across all fisheries? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Correct. 


 


MS. STILES:  I wonder if we could find out how much time it takes to do these different levels 


of stowing, because to me that’s kind of the limiting factors.  It’s just like you see the cop and 


you hit the brakes and it takes one minute; or is this like this takes about 20 minutes, half an 


hour, an hour to actually detach the doors, pack them away and such and such.  It’s a real 


operation change as opposed to just a momentary adjustment, because I don’t have the 


knowledge to know what the difference is, and I’m sure that others do. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I’d also point out or ask these are provisions that are existing should they transit 


through existing areas; or is right now just for MPAs and not for HAPCs? 


 


DR. ROSS:  While they’re looking at that, our job here is to come out of this committee with a 


recommendation on one of these proposals, correct?  As we did last year, I think we endorsed 


John’s original proposal. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The intent here is to take the information brought back to us or provided to us 


from the Shrimp AP’s recommendations.  We can consider the extent to which modifications of 


the original proposal could be done to consider that; or if we decide that other factors outweigh 


those modifications, we can reaffirm our original proposal. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Are we ready to discuss that at this point or where are we? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think we have a little bit more information to do.  Is there a point that we could 


take a break? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  We’re kind of going region by region, so we’ve wrapped up the Oculina Bank, 


the northern and the western and the transit provision.  We were going to shift over to building 
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off of what you presented yesterday with the Stetson-Miami Terrace, potential expansion of the 


western boundary next. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I’d recommend that those are pretty separate discussions with different issues, if we 


could deal with one at a time.  That way we don’t go back and forth. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  You’d like to go ahead with the discussions of potential considerations for the 


Oculina.  I think that’s a good path to take.  Could we take a ten-minute break and come back to 


that discussion?   


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, our attempt here will be able to kind of look at it region by region.  We 


were just given the background information associated with the northern extension of the 


Oculina HAPC as well as the western modification of the area, as well as the concerns and 


statements of recommendations from the Shrimp Advisory Panel and Deepwater Shrimp 


Advisory Panel.   


 


I think that what we can do in our consideration is to frame it and look at the alternatives that are 


already specified; consider those as a means of either accepting, addressing, or working through 


potential concerns that may be there if we feel that they are appropriate for consideration or 


acting on.   


 


I know that it seems if our intent is to be able to encompass and incorporate as much of the 


habitat as possible, then it would seem that the area of 60 to 100 meters would be the considered 


alternative that we would like to remain or keep.  In looking at some of the areas within that 


however, it does have areas that would be considered potentially useable by the shrimp fishery as 


well as it’s not all mound areas. 


 


There are areas between 60 and 70 and 90 and 100 that do have some mud plane areas that may 


be useable for them.  The areas that were initially – it would seem it would be in a way that the           


60 to 100 would also serve to help protect them a little bit in the sense that we know that there 


are habitat relief areas within that zone. 


 


If it is their intent to not be in those areas and damage their gear by doing it, then it serves a little 


bit for protection on those purposes as well.  For consideration, as we know that there are areas 


in that 60 to 70 and 90 to 100 that may be fishable and useable by the deepwater shrimp 


fisheries; a consideration may be to take and stay with the recommended alternative 60 to 100 


meters, but potentially consider allowing for an access area in the 60 to 70 and 90 to 100 for the 


shrimp fishery.  This would still maintain gear restrictions throughout the total HAPC so that 


we’d still have the protections for that, but those areas that are deemed appropriate and useable 


for the shrimp fisheries are still available for that traditional purpose.  Considerations and 


comments? 


 


MR. REED:  I guess my opinion is that the 60 to 10 meter contours, as I outlined in the proposal, 


covers virtually all the hard bottom; so if we’re trying to protect coral habitat, that would do it.  


Coming in on the western border, when you go from 60 to 70, the western border, that contour is 
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very rugged.  I mean the lines are going in and out, in and out, and it be very hard to say, well, 


it’s 70 except for where you’ve got apparent reef between 70 and 60. 


 


I don’t know how you could possibly cut it in and out to avoid hard bottom between 70 and 60.  


On the eastern side, the difference between the 90 meter contour and the 100 is very narrow and 


in a straighter line.  If anything, the 90 abuts the eastern foot of all these mounds, so you 


definitely would be cutting off a portion of those mounds; whereas, the 100, which is not that 


much further east of the 90, you’re dropping off there pretty quickly, would give you a little bit 


of buffer to protect the eastern edge of the mounds. 


 


DR. ROSS:  We have a lot of information here.  It seems like with all of the VMS data, that even 


if the percentages are adjusted the way Ken suggested to the actual fishing operations, it’s still a 


fairly small percentage of overall fishing that occurs within these areas.  What John is suggesting 


allows for some amount of buffer around these places. 


 


I think one thing we ought to consider in this is that everything we’ve heard about Oculina over 


the years is indicating that this region is slow to recover, if it’s recovering at all.  Part of what 


we’re potentially doing here, in addition to protecting some newly discovered Oculina habitat, is 


protecting the substrate that may allow for additional recovery as well instead of additional 


destruction.   


 


I think our job in this committee is to protect the habitat and not necessarily the activity that’s 


destroying it.  I would opt with John’s analysis and other people that have looked at this area 


with the most conservative view. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  I agree with Steve; I think our goal is to protect the habitat.  I think that 


allowing shrimping right up to the edge does increase the likelihood of us damaging habitat.  I 


guess I feel like a buffer around these things is not a bad idea.  The habitat is dependent on – just 


because we’re looking at coral, these shrimp and stuff that live in this mud habitat adjacent to the 


coral area, it’s part of the system.   


 


The fish that live in a coral area go out and graze on that stuff and eat those shrimp.  You could 


look at it as a recharge area, a marine protected – I don’t know, I just think it makes sense.  If 


we’re cutting 1 percent of their fishing area out, I don’t see that as a big deal.  It might be a big 


deal to the people that were in that 1 percent, but I just feel like John’s recommendations are 


sound and I think that’s what we ought to recommend.  That’s what I would suggest, anyway. 


 


MS. STILES:  I agree that John’s recommendations are great and support them.  It sounds to me 


like the 60/70 meter difference is perhaps bigger than the 90/100 meter difference.  I’d prefer not 


to see any options that have 70 meters as a possibility, because it seems to me like that, at least 


from the pictures that John showed, that clearly cuts in half some of the habitat. 


 


It seems like we could be more flexible on the 90 to 100 side, but on the 60/70 there is no buffer 


there.  That is just where it is.  At 60 it didn’t seem like there was a huge amount of buffer there.  


There might be buffer if it were at 50, but it seemed like 70 was right in the middle of the reef.  I 
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also feel like that for this proposal that it doesn’t make a lot of sense to discuss a shrimp access 


area; that either there is fishing or there is not, because there is just one fishery involved.   


 


We talked about access areas, and I think they made sense in the context of the other coral 


HAPCs, because we had two fisheries.  We are managing gear conflict as well as protection of 


habitat, so there were shrimp access areas and the crab access areas.  But if there is only one 


fishery, I feel like having a protected coral space with shrimp fishing access, that just means that 


it’s outside the HAPC.   


 


It seems to me sort of silly that really if that’s what your outcome is, you should just call it 


outside and not call it inside with an access area, because there is really just one kind of fishing.  


The transit, it sounded like we got some good information from Anna during the break about 


transits, but I don’t know if people want to hear about it. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Anna, do you want to summarize? 


 


MS. STILES:  Someone had looked up the language from the other transit language that was in 


the other amendment, I think. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, I think Duane was mentioning it.  Again, I think it’s something he already 


discussed.  What is currently in the CFRs for stowing of gear is much more restrictive than what 


the Joint Shrimp APs are suggesting.  They are suggesting some modifications that would entail 


not stowage of gear under decks.   


 


Again, the specifics I’d have to kind of pull up and showcase to everyone.  I don’t have those 


accessible right now, but there is just that level of detail.  The modification that they’re interested 


in is not fully decommissioning some of that gear while maintaining the minimum speed of 5 


knots. 


 


DR. FEDDERN: Such a buffer area around the HAPC area could serve as a shrimp 


replenishment area where the shrimp wouldn’t be harvested.  It would be able to repopulate and 


then spread out from these areas, just like these spa areas down here.  It might be good for both 


ways. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  For the areas of the northern extension, my point of asking about the quality of the 


habitats in those areas is if there was any indication from information that has been gained 


through the ROVs or any other aspects that would indicate there is already impact from the 


fisheries activities in this area. 


 


MR. REED:  I would say visually what we saw; the habitat is very similar to what we have in the 


northern portion of the current Oculina HAPC.  As you know, that was open to shrimping up 


until 2000.  Between the time we first mapped the Oculina in the seventies and eighties, until 


then that is when the majority of that damage occurred.   


 


The fishery started about in the seventies.  We know speaking to the original fishermen out there 


that have told us how they fished the mounds; and as Roger knows they would drag essentially 
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chains between the boats or behind the boats to knock down the coral to make a goat trail and 


spread it out and spread it out.  The shrimp are definitely in the coral rubble as well as out in the 


mud.  It’s similar habitat as the northern part of the HAPC coral habitat. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  I think it as kind of following up on what I had said earlier, it really tails in 


on what Henry is saying, I don’t think it is a bad thing to have prime shrimp areas closed.  These 


little loops and things in there, if you drew a straight box around some of it, I think it’s a good 


thing.   


 


I think the shrimpers would ultimately benefit by having a closed area that there is spillover, 


there is protection of the some of the shrimp habitat undisturbed.  I think it’s really important and 


I think that we should be thinking about that as much as anything.  Maybe we’re not in the 


shrimp marine protected area business right now, and maybe they don’t want to think about that, 


but they ought to be thinking about it. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I don’t disagree with that, but I do think that we need to keep our focus on the 


habitat, which I think we have been.  Even the alternatives that are under consideration are 


explicitly designed to do that.  Again, I don’t disagree with that aspect. 


 


MS. STILES:  I have a question about the layout of the Oculina mounds and whether there is a 


channel through the banks, that there is sort of a break between the current HAPC and the new 


one.  I don’t know if that is because there is some kind of natural break there or there is no break.  


The reason why I ask, because I was wondering if it would be better to have – I guess it makes 


me really nervous to make the thing skinnier and skinnier just because really skinny protections 


tend to be harder to enforce.   


 


I wondered if it would be better if the shrimpers, if they have a valid need for getting out past the 


banks, if there were like little channel in the middle that they could go through, because I feel 


like I might prefer to see that rather than see the thing get so skinny that it’s not realistic. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I don’t think there actually is a break.  If you look at this, really it doesn’t 


show the western extension.  When you add that in, I think you have more of a continuity of the 


whole system.  There had been discussions about creating transit zones or whatever, and that was 


all thrown out.  Both the industry as well as law enforcement said they don’t need it. 


 


There is not real natural break in the system, as John said.  When you add in that western 


extension, you have more of a continuity of the entire system.  It is larger; you don’t have any 


narrowing down.  This is capturing that 60 to 100, you add in the connection of the satellites, and 


then that southern portion which tracks close to the 60; it is a larger area. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I guess would like to lend my support to Steve’s recommendation that we 


stick with the 60 to 100 meter contour lines for adequate protection of the resource.  I guess I’d 


encourage Roger, if it’s not a huge deal, to kind of recompute the percentage based on the way 


Ken suggested, which is taking it just from those points that are 2 to 4 or less than 4, 5 knots, 


whatever it was that you used.  The percentage will go up, but I think if we can show the industry 
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that less than 3 percent or less than 2 percent of the total activity is being affected by the current 


recommendations that we have, that’s hard to argue against. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, Bob, and kind of to ask for a clarification on that, I don’t think that we need 


to wait for that, but it is something that I agree that it strengthens the argument and takes away 


some of the criticism that may be forwarded by the industry when you harden the numbers that 


way.  That may be a very good idea to have that in your pocket, so to speak. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Just some of my notes to the discussion; on the west extension I have no 


problem with that because there is so little fishing activity going on in there.  The north 


extension, I kind of like the idea that you came up with before you started the discussion about 


maybe letting the shrimpers still have access to the 60 to 70 meter zone. 


 


The reason I think that is because as a fisherman I kind of understand what they’re talking about.  


I believe that they’re only fishing those areas between the hard bottom because of their gear.  We 


have the same thing in my fishery, we fish between the hard bottom and the sand strips.  The 


buffer zones, we’ve gone through this before down there in the Keys. 


 


The fishermen now, it is so different now than it was 20 years ago.  With the GPSs and the auto 


pilots, we had them before but we’re good to sometimes 3 feet.  These big buffer zones or 


replenishment zones for the shrimp, I think that’s up to the Shrimp APs to decide that.  I don’t 


know what the stock assessment on it, if they need to be replenished or if they are a healthy, 


sustainable fishery. 


 


This is a Coral AP and not a Shrimp AP.  I don’t think we should get into managing the shrimp 


fishery.  I also believe that on the transit thing they are moving in and out a lot between those 


two zones offshore, outside of the 90, 100 meters and inshore.  I think we should make it – there 


is not much fishing activity right now the way it is set up without a HAPC.   


 


There is not much going on in there now.  With them not being able to fish in there, there is 


going to be even less.  I think that the gear storage shouldn’t be too burdensome for them.  I 


think that we should try and help them out.  Another thing, if we’re going to make this huge 


swath that they’re going to have to traverse back and forth, we should make it convenient for 


them, because we’re putting a burden on them.  That’s a fisherman’s point of view. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you, I appreciate it.  I think it is not as though they are not allowed to 


transit; they just have to meet requirements to do that transit.  Just in the same way that I’m not a 


shrimp fisherman and so forth, I think it would be best for them, if they want to modify the 


existing language on what’s allowable for transit, that they work with law enforcement and so 


forth to do that.   


 


I’m not sure that we’re in a position to make that statement.  It’s something that I think that they 


can work with the other APs and the council to be able to develop that.  I appreciate the aspect.  I 


agree with you that our decisions should not be based on the shrimping industry.  Our decision 


and the purpose of this AP is to work to protect the habitat, in part that that fishery depends on.  


We are by default, if you will, through our process of protecting these areas assisting them.  
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That’s a supplemental aspect, but our decisions should be based on habitat protection purposes.  


That’s where our focus should stay.  Obviously with that protection, there are supplemental 


benefits to all the fisheries. 


 


MS. STILES:  Thanks for your comments, I appreciate them.  I think if we’re focusing on corals 


and if we’re focusing on habitat protection, I actually would feel much more comfortable if there 


were not a transit provision, if it was just closed.  I recognize from the council’s perspective I 


think it makes sense to consider a transit provision.   


 


But if you’re really just talking about the coral, transit makes enforcement of closed areas very 


difficult, and I think that is a fact that should be recognized.  I don’t really want to make the 


amendment any more complicated, but I think we could consider allowing transit through a 


smaller portion of it and be like in front of a port. 


 


If there is a port that we know and we look at the VMSs and all the little dots go a certain way, 


and we want to put transit through that little highway, almost like a path; you know, people make 


paths if you have a park.  You get those little brown paths that people just make.  If we put a 


transit spot there in the place that makes the most sense for the industry and keep the rest of it 


protected, then that would make sense. 


 


I always think there is a balance between not being a pain in the neck to the great majority of 


people who are just doing their job and catching those small percentage of people that are really 


out there to do damage, and very, very small, maybe one person, but there is sort of a balance 


between not being a big pain in the neck for everybody and making sure you do catch that. 


 


I think it’s a lot like when you have a road and you put a little Jersey barrier to make sure nobody 


goes off the edge.  Nobody wants to go off the edge, but every now and then it happens.  That 


Jersey barrier needs to be hard enough to catch that when it happens.  I guess I would think it 


would be maybe worth thinking a little bit more creatively about how we handle transit instead 


of just opening the whole thing up and see if we can meet both of those needs at once. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Again, remember, transit isn’t banned.  It’s just you have to meet conditions to do 


that.  I think at this point again, with the fisheries right now there is no proposal for that transit 


area and I’m not sure we’re in a position to decide where that should be.  If the fisheries or the 


council wish to bring that information to us, as you say if there is something that would be the 


most appropriate that they deem, that may be something we could consider.  Right at this point 


we don’t have that information with us.  It is something that if it’s brought to us, we can 


consider. 


 


MS. STILES:  I was thinking of the information that Roger showed about the VMS points where 


people go. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just in general, it just looks like there isn’t that, as you say, well-worn path.  


That’s why I say that I think that we would need additional information and the request to have 


that. 
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DR. FEDDERN:  Well, the transit areas would be very costly in terms of fuel, because a vessel 


can come out of any number of ports along the shore; and when they end up fishing and they 


want to come back to detour or dog leg to a transit port, it could cost them a lot of fuel rather 


than going straight back like you can, because there is no highways out there. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that what we are doing relative to transit aspect is if there are other options 


or considerations that are brought to the panel, we can consider them.  At this point there are 


options.  There are provisions to allow for fishing vessels to transit the area that are existing; and 


if they wish to ask for modifications of that, they need to work with the law enforcement and the 


council to be able to develop an appropriate proposal for that for our consideration. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  I just wanted to add something to Henry’s thing.  It is not only the fuel – and I 


know you want to get off the subject because it’s really not our decision – but it’s also safety 


issues.  If you have something that you know will spring a leak on the boat and stuff and you 


don’t have some way to transit through that area, do you dump your catch?  If you have adverse 


weather come up out of the blue, you need to be able to traverse that area without having to 


worry about having your catch on board.  That’s it. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I think we’re ready to move on with a decision on the borders.  I think we haven’t 


heard any contentious argument about that part of this, and there are lots of details like people 


have pointed out concerning transits and other issues to be worked out later.  I think we ought to 


call for a motion and move on. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Hearing a call for a motion; can I get a motion for a selection of a preferred 


alternative, please? 


 


DR. ROSS:  I would propose that the committee rule on the motion that John originally 


proposed for a 60 to 100 meter east, west boundary on the northern polygon and that be 


the proposal that we move forward with as a committee. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  Second. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and just for the record clarification, the way we have the alternatives laid 


out, we have the simplified polygons, which represent the different alternatives.  That’s 


endorsing the simplified polygon.  What you do have the opportunity is if you would like to 


adjust those further; actually could take those points, if there is anything beyond the existing 


areas.  I think this is tied almost to the original wording as tracking exactly the bathymetries.  


What we have is the polygons that represent that in the alternatives that are put together. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Those are the polygons that you were showing before.  If we could, could we go 


ahead and get those projected so everybody is in agreement as to what they represent. 


 


MR. REED:  While you’re pulling that up, Roger, essentially what you said is you took the 60 to 


100 meter, looked at the CRM 10 meter contour lines, right, then kind of pulled in the 60 meter 


to abut any apparent high-relief topography, is that what you did or what?   
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, in each of those different ones.  What I’m actually projecting right now 


is the one that is showing the points for the 60 to 100 meter, and what it did is captured – it’s 


using this bathymetry here, but I used the 10 meter to actually create the points, but trying to 


also, where possible, capture things that may have been obviously going to be missed by a 


specific line, so it was trying to capture as much on all the alternatives, even the 70 to 90. 


 


So that statement on the 70 to 90 under these alternatives; actually if you look at the outside bind 


of that line, it captures all those areas that you have identified, intentionally, trying to get those 


integrated into the bounds of any of these different alternatives.  But this one here is the 60 to 90 


and you can see it’s capturing the mapped habitat areas and capturing the high-resolution 


bathymetries as you had provided. 


 


MR. REED:  What was the total area of this version? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Also if I could get some language for reference to that figure so that we can 


include it in the motion.  Correct, the appropriate one, the 60 to 100 that matches the requested – 


or the motion on the table for the preferred alternative. 


 


DR. ROSS:  That’s Figure 1 in Attachment 6B, I think.  Roger, you were saying that was 


Subalternative 2? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I reformatted this specifically to site that; that would be the best way. 


 


DR. ROSS:  That’s the motion that is on the table. 


 


MR. ROSS:  It’s a modification of Alternative 2A; is that what you’re saying?  Is it like a 2A/B? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  It is it as represented with a simplified polygraph; that’s all it is.  It’s still 


capturing the 60 to 100 meter recommendation, creating it using the bathymetries and then 


capturing it. 


 


MR. REED:  In the total area? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  All right, it’s Subalternative 2A, that it would be following the 60 and 100 meter 


depth contours as diagramed and depicted in Figure 1 of our present briefing attachments? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think it’s approximately 430 square miles. 


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  But that’s based on the bathymetry; that’s what I was trying to tell you is it 


was based on a based bathymetry versus a straight line capturing of habitats.  There is going to 


be a variation.  That’s why I said you need to attach that to the one you are looking at 


specifically. 
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MR. BLAIR:  Essentially in the tweaking to capture the additional areas, we’ve expanded the 


overall size as opposed to just being based on contour explicitly.  We have a motion and a 


second.  All those in favor please raise your hand.  It is unanimous.  Were there any dissents?  


Oh, I apologize, Jeff. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Just looking at the map, and when you went to the 60 to 100 right there, and 


when you went down to the 70 to 90, it still appeared to me that most of the dots that are 


concentrated there were still inside that 70 to 90 zone.  Either way you are pretty much going to 


knock out all those dots, all that fishing where it looks like it is concentrated. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  This is just showing you what is actually in that polygon.  That’s what I’m 


presenting here.  This is not showing the entire VMS footprint. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Right, I understand it is just showing what’s inside the 60 to 100 or the 70 to 


90; is that what you were flipping back and forth between?  It appears to me that there is hardly 


any difference in the dots between the two zones.  When I looked at the data you had and it said 


it was 2.2 percent; and then like Ken was saying you take out those transit dots that were outside 


of the zone, it could be 5 percent of their actual fishing, which is quite a bit. 


 


MS. STILES:  If I could comment on that; I think what’s going on is that the 99 percent of the 


dots are south of here, and that’s why it may look from this map like – I agree, all the dots are 


basically in the box, but lots and lots and lots and lots of dots, many, many, many more than 


those are actually south, so they actually don’t come up here very often; is that correct? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Actually there are some inshore, so I’m saying that the percentages are based 


on that focused area.  You can see the amount – 


 


MR. CRAMER:  That yellow area there is the 60 to 100? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That’s the 60 to 100, the full bathymetry, yes. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Okay, and do you have that same type of chart for this 70 to 90? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  No. 


 


MR. REED:  The data that you presented, Roger, if I wrote it down correctly, for the 60 to 100 – 


and, of course, we realize that the percent is off because of the total, but regardless the 60 to 100, 


it was 0.8 percent dots, 2,454 dots.  If you bring it in to 60 to 90 so you’re cutting the outer part, 


which is very narrow, it dropped from 0.8 percent to 0.7.  There is very little change on the outer 


border.  When you cut the inner border from 60 to 70 was the big change.  That was the majority 


of the change in the dots.  If you went from 60 to 100 of 0.8; 70 to 100 was 0.3.  That was the 


majority of the cutting out. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Just looking at it, though, it just seemed to me like where those scattered 


random dots, but you can tell where they were putting the fishing pressure and that fishing 


pressure was outside of the 70 meter.  It was between the 70 and 90.  To me it didn’t make a 
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difference.  I supported the 70/90; and after seeing the chart I can support the 60 to 100, because 


it doesn’t look to me like – it looks like the fishing pressure is inside that 70 to 90, anyways.  I 


guess it’s unanimous. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, that’s what I was going to ask.  Okay, thank you; not a problem.  


 


MS. STILES:  No, there were a lot of charts that went by.  I lost track of them, too. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  It’s important to identify, because it is identifying it as 1 percent, but it may 


be three times that just because it’s encompassing all of this, plus it’s encompassing the royal red 


components too.  It’s going to be some variation, but still the bottom line, the real number ends 


up being it’s 2,000 out of whatever the total is, but it’s going to be still a small portion of these 


areas.   


 


Now I think the key was that the biggest variation is, as has been said, when you move between 


60 and 70, because a lot of that – there is some historic that has worked within that one area.  


The outside is a hard line, that 100 to 90 isn’t nearly as – they just can’t get up to that wall in that 


section, generally.  The biggest variation is as you shift between the 60 meter to 70 meter in all 


these different cases. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, kind of just a point of order here; it is presently quarter after eleven.  I know 


that there are people that probably have to be out of here to catch planes as close to noon as 


possible.  We’d like to go on now if we can to the next and try to work through that as well.  


Also, I just want to make a comment that I very much thank Roger and Anna for compiling this 


information and getting it together for us for our consideration.  It is definitely significant in 


helping us work through the process. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I guess that brings us to the western bound and what we had identified was the 


fishery impact relative to the area.  The habitat, as John indicated, the multibeam that has been 


conducted in the center of that area has shown, which is pretty obvious from the bathymetry how 


much of the area is high-relief areas, and it’s really shown up by the information we had on the 


VMS.  Because, as indicated before it is like less than 200 points when you get down to fishing 


operation occurring here, and this was actually endorsed by the Shrimp Advisory Panels, both 


the deepwater and coral, because they don’t fish in there. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, so this is the one alternative specifically dealing with the extension of the 


western boundary between the two satellite sites.  The only one in there, and it was the 


recommendation from John’s proposal endorsed by the Coral AP, and the Shrimp Advisory 


Panel’s recommendation; they seemed in agreement with this alternative with the council future 


consideration for an access area.  That’s what they had to say about – and this is Alternative 3 


under Action 1 in the document. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That’s depicted by which figure? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  In the Decision Document for CE-BA 3 that’s Figure 3. 
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MR. BLAIR:  Can I have a motion please? 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  I make the motion that we’ve been talking about.  I don’t know the 


number on it; Figure 3 is on the western extension, that we accept that as the expansion of 


that Habitat Area of Particular Concern for coral. 
 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I second that. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Do we need any discussion?  All in favor please raise your hand.  It is unanimous, 


thank you.   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay, that brings us to the extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC.  


As you remember, the original proposal extended it covering the existing habitat in the southern 


bound.  An alternative was developed in response to scoping to try to look at where the fishing 


operation was and came up with this area as identified that captured the map habitat and then 


tried to at least address where the baseline information on the royal red fishing operations 


occurred. 


 


Subsequent to that, there has been some additional information provided from our AP members.  


Steve Ross and Sandra Brooke, which is represented, I think you may have seen this yesterday.  


Again, this was just an attempt to try to build from the existing information with the VMS 


information without some of this type of detail.  I think what was on the table was the discussion 


about the significance of this hard structure habitat, which is fairly obvious in this, and the 


importance on possible modification of this. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Here we’re looking at Action 2 in the document, and it builds off of what Steve 


presented yesterday to incorporate that shallow water lophelia ecosystem that they are further 


researching as a permanent upwelling site.  Alternative 2 is the Coral Advisory Panel’s 


recommendation from your last meeting. 


 


What Roger is showcasing here is this was a chart developed after public scoping input, and 


again modifying the Coral Advisory Panel recommendation to incorporate the area of mapped 


habitat that we do have from one of the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program trips 


that was presented last fall, while excluding a majority of the VMS points in this area.   


 


Again, the pink sliver there off to the – it’s a little hard to depict the colors in the chart there, but 


what Roger is showing with the mouse is the existing Shrimp Fishery Access Area 1, which was 


included in the original designation of the Stetson-Miami Terrace back in CE-BA 1.  The 


modification also takes into account that access area.  


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Question for Roger; are these VMS points here on this particular graphic a 


distillation of the points because they are very uniform? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, this is actually – it’s amazing how they just fish in a line, straight up and 


down.  No, this is actually the original VMS that we worked with when we did the royal red 


action and creation of the HAPCs earlier on, where they came in.  This actually did show fishing.  







                                                                                                               Coral AP  


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                May 9-10, 2012 


                                           


129 


 


What this was showing was any occurrence where they were between two and four, not fishing 


through the entire data base that was in hand at that point.  This was actually provided as fishing 


and that’s how it coincidentally matches right up with the shrimp fishery access area.  


 


DR. ROSS:  Anna, could you bring the other chart back up that shows the multibeam?  


Yesterday I guess we indicated or at least Sandra and I indicated – me speaking for her – that it 


was unclear why there was an extension to the north from our original suggestion, because that 


appears to be flat, sandy bottom as far as we know. 


 


The exclusion in the south it would seem from this multibeam to eliminate some hard bottom 


area from protection.  It also squeezes the area where we know these shallow lophelia bioherms, 


which could be fairly important into a pretty narrow band without much buffer; so our 


recommendation would have been that we’re neutral on the northern extension.   


 


Protecting more is better, even if there is nothing there, but on the south end we would prefer to 


have that boundary brought back down.  When we drew the southern boundary, we did realize 


there was some area there that also looks like fairly smooth flat bottom, and we could raise that a 


small amount if that’s a compromise of some sort. 


 


MR. REED:  Steve or Anna, can you put the cursor about where the coral mounds were. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The mapped area is right in this area right here. 


 


MR. REED:  At least from the sidescan here, the rigosity of that map of where we have known 


coral mound, it looks very similar to the area that was cut out there.  It’s certainly hard bottom 


habitat; but whether its coral or not, I don’t know, but it’s certainly hard bottom.  


 


DR. ROSS:  Yes, and from the habitat maps and photos we showed yesterday, pretty much 


everywhere there was a rock in this area, there was a coldwater community of different kinds of 


gorgonians and black corals and hard corals, mostly lophelia.  They were scattered all through on 


these rocks and sometimes in large colonies.  Then the three bioherms we found, and John 


explored as well, are down here.  This looks like even higher profile, and probably grades into 


this high profile area offshore.  That was considerable rocky habitat there.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  It seems though the desire here is to move, if you will, that southeastern line that is 


now at an angle to be pretty much horizontal below a level that encompasses the high-relief areas 


that are presently excluded.  It would pretty much be going straight – that’s what I was looking 


for, to see if there might be a latitude line. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Somewhere in here. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Go back to the one showing the fisheries, please. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Just a quick question; can you move that diagonal line down; just keep that 


same diagonal line, because it looks like they’re fishing just below – like if you went straight 


across and made it a rectangular thing. 
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MR. BLAIR:  No, if you take a look at where the bottom of that is, the bottom of that relief area 


is south of the joining aspect of that angular line.   


 


MR. CRAMER:  I was saying that diagonal line; you couldn’t move that down? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I see what you’re saying. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  That way they can still fish that sand or flat bottom there.  I remember 


yesterday from looking at it, they were fishing in there pretty good and just move that diagonal 


line and get that little tail there at the bottom out of there, and just get the high-relief stuff. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Yes, that’s possible.  Roger, did you have any percentages on this area, too? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  No, I don’t. 


 


DR. ROSS:  What does this represent in terms of the whole fishery? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I do not have those numbers; it’s the tail end of that entire fishery.  


 


DR. ROSS:  There are several ways to do that as long as we get back to protecting that hard 


bottom as potential corals, either move in this diagonal line down to here or just coming straight 


across.  You’d lose a little bit, but you’d gain back this territory, which I think we’d be okay 


with. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That’s fine; I think we’re trying to pull up a graphic that we can modify to be able 


to adjust those lines.  We talked a little bit about this when this was presented yesterday.  From 


the relief that I see in the northeastern portion of the mapped area to the south, it would seem to 


imply that you are going to have some continuation of this up here. 


 


I understand it’s nice to have a bigger area, but I think it’s also incumbent on us to not overly 


exert the areas in regions where we don’t have need to.  I think that’s part of what we can do to 


help maintain our, lack of a better word, credibility in when we ask for specific things they are 


for habitat protection and not simply because somebody wants to give it to us. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Steve, you were saying instead of going up to here, just coming to there, because 


there is some indication that this ledge continues. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  There is something there but we don’t know how far up.  At least through the 


unknown, that’s still a conservative measure we’ve used in the past for trying to encompass areas 


where information would assume that there is something there until we get better information. 


 


DR. ROSS:  This is certainly more information than we’ve had for a lot of areas we protected all 


through here.  We just wanted to be conservative when we originally cut it off here, but I think 


we’re certainly agreeable that it would come up here.  Now one thing that we hope will happen 


by the end of the summer is this will have complete multibeam coverage for this whole area, 
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which may allow for some additional adjustments before it’s too late, before it goes to some kind 


of final ruling, but we won’t know about that for a while. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Steve, I wanted to just point out, your concern with the chart and the CE-BA 3 


document for that northern area and where that came from; it’s from the coordinates you 


provided so that’s your data.  I know that you and Sandra developed a chart that is appearing 


different than the one that we have put together, but we need to make sure we’re comparing 


apples to apples.  It’s your data. 


 


MR. REED:  Steve, why don’t we go through now, and based on your knowledge of that habitat 


there, give a northern line and a southern line.  How much buffer do we need south of that reef, 


quarter mile, half mile, whatever? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think we’re bringing up a graphic to try to do that at this time. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Steve, it looks like there is some roughness there on the northeast corner of 


that box that was up there; is that potential hard bottom coral habitat? 


 


DR. ROSS:  Let’s get the map back up there.  I think you’re talking about the same ledge that 


Steve was mentioning, trying to make sure we encompass that. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think as a matter of fact it was in the northern box, right?  It looks as though on 


the eastern side of the northern reach of that with the northern mapped area, there is rigosity on 


that area.  No, further north. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Oh yes, yes, that looks very rough and it grades into – all of this area, this is a fairly 


good-sized ledge that comes along here, but behind that ledge is all hard bottom with different 


size boulders and even some bioherm formation.  This seems to continue that inshore. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We already understand that utilization of the 400 meter contour isn’t inclusive of 


100 percent of the habitat, but that is the means that we have for collecting the greatest majority 


of doing it.  My question at this point would be to include that considering the additional area 


where there is no indication of habitat in it; is it appropriate to require modification at that point? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I was going to go directly to it and then we can work from there. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Well, there is one slide that I had yesterday that had the two pictures side by side. 


 


DR. PUGLIESE:  But you just need to get what you want now.  I guess we can do it directly 


from what – 


 


DR. ROSS:  Regardless of what the coordinates were, Anna, the box that I showed was what we 


intended.  We may have sent in the wrong coordinates for those northwest corners, but the box as 


drawn was what we originally proposed. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, we can make sure we’re on the same page there. 
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DR. ROSS:  While we’re waiting on that – I was looking at a closer view of that area – 


somebody mentioned the 30 degree line potentially being a good cutoff, and that looks a little bit 


tight. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That’s fine; I was looking at kind of a good squared type of thing, but it sounds 


like we may be looking to modify a diagonal to do that.  I just thought that it might provide a 


straight line border. 


 


MS. STILES:  Should we give Roger some time and take care of the Chair and Vice-Chair or 


something and have him come back in 20 minutes or something? 


 


DR. ROSS:  Actually further to that; I’m looking at an even closer blowup, 30 degrees may 


work.  I can’t tell exactly how much distance there is, but it is well south of those three bioherms 


and it appears to be fairly smooth bottom from there down. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  In looking at this – we’ll look at it when it’s blown up – I don’t think that a 


diagonal would necessarily save any of those points in the fishing area, so it might be more 


simple – 


 


DR. ROSS:  A few but not many. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It might be easiest just to do that. 


 


MR. REED:  Do you have that in ArcGIS, what you’re looking at? 


 


DR. ROSS:  It was; it’s in PowerPoint. 


 


DR. PUGLIESE:  We’re in it right now, so we can create something; at least get the bounds of 


this.  That’s the mapped area.  Let me increase the boundary here.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  Just to make sure you are kind of understanding of that access area, if there is a 


recommendation from the panel to modify that southern boundary of this western extension, you 


would also be requesting that council consider modifying that access area; so that kind of goes 


along with your modification. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Where is it; can you point to the access area? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The pink area is the access. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The pink area on the inside, so in a way if we were to take – is that 30? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  This is 30 right here, I’m at right here.  Are you talking about diagonal up or 


are you talking about directly across? 
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MR. BLAIR:  Well, if we want to take and we want to minimize the aspect of having to modify 


that, then the diagonal – I guess the hard part about it would be to understand actual location.  


We need the actual location of that southern terminus of the obvious hard ground. 


 


DR. ROSS:  You went over to the eastern side and brought that dot down to 30 degrees 3 


minutes, right up here. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  And actually a little lower than that.  I’m starting with 30 on that side at the 


base of the habitat map and then diagonal is going – this is 32/8 – what did you recommend? 


 


DR. ROSS:  Well, we said 30 degrees 3 minutes, so you’re basically there. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  It’s pretty much right here. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Right. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Not much of a diagonal; you’re making it complicated. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, let’s just get something to start from and then we can modify based on. 


 


DR. ROSS:  We’re picking at this the way we didn’t pick at Oculina.  We’re trying to save a few 


VMS dots. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I’m not sure that we’re trying to – I’d like to see right now, as you say, what’s the 


protective line; and if we can adjust the border to do that, that is good, but we need to be again 


protective of what we know we have.  If it means to the eastern side of that area should be placed 


at 30 degrees, 30 minutes, is that what I understood? 


 


DR. ROSS:  No, 3 minutes. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  30 degrees, 3 minutes. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That’s the eastern; that is what that point is right now where it’s diagonal up.  


I can enlarge this.  How far north; that’s the real question first.  We can start with something and 


then adjust from there.  Just give me an idea how far north we need to go. 


 


DR. ROSS:  You would go straight up. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  No, but you wanted to limit the northern extent of this proposal. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It would essentially be the bottom latitude of the northern mapped VMS area. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Roger, do you have those two gray multibeam maps, those two figures, because 


putting on those would make it just a lot easier. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I’ve got them on here; let me start with this and then I can just go from there. 
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MR. BLAIR:  Steve, do you have a latitude that we could use from those multibeam that shows 


the bottom of the northern portion, graphic if not in GIS?  Continue doing that but if we can be 


descriptive in that to the extent that we’ll get the absolute coordinates from the graphic 


information that we’ve got, we know where we want it.  It would be on the southern border of 


the northern map area, and it would be along a latitudinal limit. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Or if you want, I’ll just go back and redraw it and send it in. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that’s fine.  I think what we want to do for today’s purposes is have it 


defined in a manner that we agree that’s where the limit is going to be.  The coordinates will be 


sent to Roger and Anna for final –  


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  We can adjust.  What I’ve got right now is probably a fairly close 


representation of what we’re talking about.  You’re talking about 37 – the northern bound.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay so we’re modifying the northern boundary down to the lower southern 


boundary of the northern mapped area in this region.  We’re modifying the southeastern portion 


to come down to a point that will encompass the identified mapped hard grounds in those areas.  


Coordinates for explicit points will be finalized based on that description. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Anna, did you say that would require modification of the allowable shrimp? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I’m not seeing this. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Just so everyone’s clear, this recommendation would also request the council to 


consider modifying that access area that was designated in CE-BA 1.  It’s the pink box.  Our 


Law Enforcement Committee and Advisory Panel has already weighed in on this; you know, the 


Alternative 3 with that fingerling structure of a southern boundary and have basically said – the  


original Coral AP recommendation was Alternative 2 in the document.   


 


They have already commented and said that access to that access area, a little fingerling structure 


in the middle of two closed areas would not work.  The council would have to consider 


modifying the access area with the Coral AP’s recommendation, just so everybody is clear.  


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  What you would eventually do is you would limit the northern bound of the 


shrimp fishery access area to what was that intersection point, which would be 30 degrees 3 


minutes would be the recommendation. 


 


MR. REED:  How is this access different?  From the discussion we had with the Oculina as long 


as they’re up to speed and have the gear on board, I don’t understand it. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  What this area did is where they were fishing on the outside of the CHAPC, 


there was an area that was almost an allowance area of a mile – in this area I think it is a mile 
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where they could float over into that area.  They are not necessarily fishing all the time, but that’s 


what that did.   


 


If you’re not allowing fishing to the west, there is no reason to have any type of an access in the 


middle of the HAPC.  All that was trying to do was deal with the fishing operations if they 


happened to be floating over that line or gear went over the line during certain current situations.  


If you set a new line on there, then that doesn’t apply at all.  That would not be allowed to the 


north. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Just a quick question; I don’t understand why the diagonal line is so far down.  


Couldn’t it be moved up on the east end and then most of that transit line would still be bordered 


by areas that they could shrimp. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, there is that area of mapped habitat. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That area is to bound that southern extension of the known habitat in that area.  


That’s not an over – if you take a look at where that is on there, it’s further down than – it’s not 


like drawing the horizontal right where that line goes to the north. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  It just looked when you guys were moving it down that it – 


 


MR. BLAIR:  My first thought was hoping that it would just come straight across there, but it 


doesn’t include that area down there.  It is based on the presence of that existing hard ground, the 


limits of that existing hard ground.  There may be some wording associated with this that we 


need to work with. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  What you have now is the representation capturing the known hard bottom, 


structural coral habitat to the east of the mapped habitat, attempting to try to move it somewhat 


to the north to allow the fishing up there; and then the northern bound of the original intent, 


which was I think 30 degrees, 37 minutes, approximately, which we can adjust. 


 


MR. REED:  I make a motion to accept that boundary with the possibility of slight 


modifications as you draw it up. 


 


MS. STILES:  Second. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  This is really a modification of our prior recommendation to adjust the borders in 


consideration of presence of hard ground and other information to that as depicted by the graphic 


as Roger will label it.  We will, with Steve Ross’s assistance, provide explicit coordinates to that.  


Do we have to include anything regarding the access area, that the council consider modifying 


that or is that an automatic? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think it will just be kind of assumed that is something the council will have to 


discuss; modifications to the access area that have come along now with the Coral AP’s 


recommendation.  I don’t think you specifically need to discuss it just so long as I guess staff has 
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informed you all of the existence of that access area and what your recommendation would entail 


for the council. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, I have a motion and a second.   If there are not further discussion?  Can I 


have a show of hands in favor?  Any opposed?  Then it passes.  There is one more that we’ll 


work with. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Did we need to have a vote on that Alternative 4 about transiting, whether or not 


transiting would be allowed?  We never voted on that. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Correct me if you think I’m wrong, it may be out of the scope of this advisory 


panel to comment on that specific measure.  It is something the Law Enforcement AP and the 


Law Enforcement Committee has already weighed in on and also the Shrimp APs as far as 


specific provisions they would like to see in that, but you’re welcome to do so. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It sounds like what it would be is it would be a motion in support of or a motion 


against or we can stay silent on it.  In this case it seems to be more a council/law enforcement 


decision process for this. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Okay, personally I’d like to make a motion in support of allowing transit 


through these areas with appropriate safeguards for fishing. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Again, they exist.  They do exist; it’s just they are asking for explic it 


considerations, and that’s again where I think that goes with the fishery to the law enforcement 


and the council to determine the appropriateness of those. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Then I absolutely withdraw my motion. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, lastly, for the HAPC expansion actions in CE-BA 3, Action 3 is 


consideration of expanding Cape Lookout Coral HAPC, and this is based on research that was 


presented by Steve and Sandra during your last meeting in September.  Alternative 2 is the 


recommendation that this panel endorsed.  That’s depicted in Figure 6.  This adds approximately 


8 square miles to the northern boundary, and, Steve, I don’t know if you want to talk a little bit 


more.  This is based on your observations of lophelia habitat in this area north of the boundary. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Yes, we had some reason to suspect there were some mounds up there and did some 


additional multibeam mapping and found a series of small 10 to 15 meter lophelia mounds in that 


area.  It’s hard to tell whether those are developing or eroding, but there appears to be additional 


habitat through that portion.   


 


We were unable to do any further mapping.  There could be more habitats.  We have now, with 


the cruise we took with the Dutch, mapped all of this offshore area and a number of places to the 


south and have not found any additional coral habitat outside the HAPC except for this proposed 


add on. 
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MS. MARTIN:  Just to be clear, there has been no mapping further east of this kind of fingerling 


structure.  It’s hard to see the colors there, but it’s just a little box.  There was a question by one 


of our council members during the Law Enforcement Committee about potentially expanding the 


width of the recommendation to encompass the original boundary.  It’s my understanding there 


is no mapping. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Correct; there is no mapping further east.  Getting this mapped was an add-on to a 


Foster transit, and so we didn’t have any additional time to map further.  But what happens in 


this area is the depth contours start to squeezes in very tightly here; and so depth drops off 


quickly.   


 


In fact what we found at the upper end of this was a landslide that this area is so steep it cuts a 


gully that rushes down to the lower slope.  I suspect there is not much more out here.  It starts to 


get very deep through the eastern edge of this as you go north.  I don’t think that’s much of an 


issue.   Certainly, expanding that a bit would not hurt, but there is not any evidence that there is 


anything over there. 


 


MR. REED:  Steve’s, what the southwest width of the HAPC there now? 


 


DR. ROSS:  The whole HAPC? 


 


MR. REED:  Yes, the width there about; five miles, what is that? 


 


DR. ROSS:  It’s about eight miles.  I think there’s a scale at the bottom of this figure, actually.  


 


MR. REED:  What’s the outer depth contour, if you know? 


 


DR. ROSS:  Around 600 meters.  I’m not sure which this contour is, but if you go north you can 


see it cuts in across this area sharply, but it drops off quickly.  There’s the scale; it’s six or seven 


miles wide.  But we have now mapped an area that goes down here and then fairly far offshore in 


that area that is deep and there is no indication of coral mounds. 


 


MS. STILES:  I had a question for Steve.  It sounded like you were describing the northern end 


of this as a more diagonal wedge-shape; that a little bit of the existing HAPC in that corner might 


not be really coral mounds, and that there might be some in the unmapped area that are coral 


mounds? 


 


DR. ROSS:  I’m not sure I’m following you. 


 


MS. STILES:  I’m sorry, I didn’t explain myself well.  It sounds like you were saying that the 


coral mounds follow the depth contour, so there are probably a few that are outside the boundary 


and a few mud areas in that right-hand corner. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We’re bringing up a graphic I think will help it. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  It’s going to get exactly – it’s the imagery that shows exactly what you’re 


talking about, where the mound area actually slopes to the west. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Yes, it drops off rapidly.  From somewhere in here you can see this contour comes 


across; somewhere in here it starts to drop off rapidly and increases as you go north, dropping off 


even – the contours get squeezed all the way to Cape Hatteras, starting in this area.  If there is 


any additional coral habit from here north, it is probably over in this area.   


 


We haven’t mapped that, not down in this area, because that starts to get deep and as far as we 


know its soft bottom and steep.  One of the things we pointed out earlier, just as an aside, is that 


the habitat suitability modeling that the folks are publishing on indicates that this whole area 


from here to Cape Hatteras is suitable deepwater coral habitat, and that’s not true. 


 


The model predicts that because of the squeezed bathymetry, which is what the model is using as 


a predictor.  The models are not telling us what we need to know about coral habitat.  That’s the 


multibeam, except these are the mounds that we’ve worked on.  There is a small one out here.  


I’m not sure what the black area is.  Maybe that’s what we mapped in the Pelagia.   


 


You can’t really see the mounds; they are on this sort of edge here.  Yes, the black is Pelagia 


multibeam.  I see the ledge in that, but I can’t see the coral there unless you can zoom in on that, 


Roger.  They are fairly small mounds, but it is worth protecting because we don’t know whether 


they’re growing or eroding.  We haven’t been able to get an ROV down there.  We did have a 


collection of coral from the trawl. 


 


MR. REED:  On the extension where you have the yellow polygon, what is that blue line that is 


cutting in? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It’s simply a directional arrow.  I think it’s pointing to the original HAPC.  


 


DR. ROSS:  No, it’s not.  That’s the museum record that we were using to guide the multibeam 


mapping up there.  That was a trawl station from the RV Eastward and that specimen is in the 


Smithsonian.  It’s a fragment of dead coral but we thought it was worth trying to get mapping to 


the north, and we used that and actually did see mounds based on that. 


 


MR. REED:  Your eastern border of the extension certainly covers all the apparent hard bottom. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Yes, and see how quickly this curves in here and drops off.  It gets very blue, even 


more than out here.  It’s quickly getting deep up in this area as you go north.  The landslide was 


in this corner. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We’re trying to get a little zoomed in picture to kind of help you get a better sense 


of that area that’s being requested. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Anyway, this is pretty straightforward; I’d think there hasn’t been any contention to 


do some fishing up here. 
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MR. BLAIR:  The motion to be made is to recommend or accept the recommendation for 


the additional region to the proposed CHAPC. 


 


MR. REED:  I make a motion to accept it as drawn. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I’ll second that. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  If there is no further discussion, a show of hands please in favor.  It is 


unanimous, thank you.  Thank you very much; that was a lot in a little bit of time.  We are 


pushing our twelve o’clock limit.  There is one other item that we would like to discuss, 


nomination and election of a Vice-Chair.  The way that kind of the chairmanship and vice-chair 


system has worked – and I’m going to defer to Roger and Anna for any additional information 


they wish to provide – it is a position where the Vice-Chair usually will come into position as the 


Chair.   


 


At this time for personal reasons and other reasons, I am looking to move out of the 


chairmanship.  The existing vice-chair unfortunately is in a position where it’s not feasible for 


him to take on the chairmanship, so we are looking for nominations and election of a vice-chair 


that will come into the chairmanship on a mutually discerned time scale that will not exceed one 


year. 


 


MR. REED:  I make a motion you can’t leave. 


 


MS. STILES:  I second that motion. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The Chair denies that motion.  I think we had this in mind before.  It’s been for 


people to think about and I’d like to open the floor for nominations. 


 


MS. STILE:  Maybe you could talk about the commitments that you have as chair. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think the greatest majority of the commitment is here at the meeting.  I fully 100 


percent affirm the fact that council staff is tremendous in preparing materials and issues to be 


presented to the chairmanship and to the AP.  Obviously, we all bring our own input, ideas and 


thoughts into what directions we should take, but much of the framework is established for us 


through that process.   


 


I see that there is obviously some front-end work in working with the council relative to 


establishing agenda items that may not otherwise already be established.  Other than that, the 


greatest majority of the commitment is in the meetings themselves and preparation for that; two, 


three week preparations before that.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  I’ll just add on from the council staff perspective; I can’t help but comment on 


the joint nature of the shifting of gears, but I won’t take it personally.  I do and I know Roger 


does as well, we do seek guidance from the Chair and Vice-Chair for issues, information, and 


agenda that needs to come before the Coral AP. 
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I do find that I reach out to them pretty consistently; not specifically tied to the AP meeting, but 


throughout the year for various things, information primarily.  I include them with information 


about other APs or council decisions.  Issues the council is facing, I feel like the Coral AP Chair 


and Vice-Chair should be in the loop with.  I see them as kind of an informational source that we 


kind of share back and forth.  I do reach out to them a good bit on my end. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  What kind of restrictions are there?  I know in the Sanctuary Advisory 


Council we have government people that sit there but they’re not allowed to vote on different 


things.  We have NOAA people; we have state of Florida employees; is everybody in the room 


open?   


 


MS. MARTIN:  We don’t have restrictions. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I would like to tentatively identify Sandra Brooke as an appropriate Vice-


Chair.  She is obviously not here to defend herself; that will teach her to miss a meeting.  She is 


quite knowledgeable on the coral resources. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We can bring that aspect to her.  It would mean that we would not walk away with 


a decision today, because we would want to ask if she would like to be put into nomination.  But 


it sounds as though we could probably handle that and still do it in short order through e-mail 


vote for the process.  I would hope that there is at least one other nomination so that it’s not all or 


nothing with Sandra.  Are there other nominations for consideration? 


 


MR. REED:  When is the next meeting for us? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I don’t know that we’ve identified one in our activities schedule for this year, 


although that’s not to say that we won’t have one in the fall.  I’m just not sure that we have that 


defined. 


 


MR. REED:  So if there’s nothing immediate. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  You’re saying if there is nothing for the person to do in the next year, you’ll vote?  


If you remember back for those that have been on the panel, it’s normally at the most two 


meetings a year, a spring and a fall meeting, and very commonly it’s only been a single meeting.  


In the past we’ve actually had a couple of years without any meetings.  The frequency is I don’t 


think an overburdening process.  Is there consideration of any other nominations, Ken? 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  She’s going to kill me but I’m going to nominate Jocelyn. 


 


MS. STILES:  I was going to do that. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  I’ve known her for many years and she’s extremely knowledgeable, always 


does her homework and she has a really good handle on the federal process, which is really 


important to this group, I think.  I’d like to nominate Jocelyn. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Would Jocelyn care to accept the nomination? 
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The Coral Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened in the 


Hilton Garden Inn, North Charleston, South Carolina, Tuesday morning, May 7, 2013, and was 


called to order at 1:00 o’clock p.m. Chairman Steve Blair. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  My name is Steve Blair.  Welcome, everybody, to the meeting of the Coral 


Advisory Panel for the South Atlantic Fisheries Management Council.  I know we have this one 


individual who hasn’t been with us before.  I think we’ll go around and kind of give a general 


introduction for ourselves of who we are, who we work for and our area of expertise that we 


bring to the table.   


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Henry Feddern; marine biology, doctorate at the University of Miami in 1968.  


I’ve been diving in South Florida since 1956, I guess.  I’m currently and for a long time have 


been a marine life fisherman, catching aquarium organisms for sale throughout the U.S. and 


Europe.  I’ve been on this panel for quite some time; in fact, since about 1980s, I guess. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I’m Clark Alexander from Skidaway Institute of Oceanography.  I’m a 


marine geologist and so the expertise and my interest is in deepwater coral communities.   


 


MS. STILES:  Margot Stiles.  I’m a scientist at Oceana, a conservation group, and work mostly 


on fisheries in the U.S. and other places. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  My name is Bob Van Dolah.  I’m with the South Carolina DNR, Marine 


Resources Research Institute.  I have not been doing recent research on corals, but was heavily 


involved in some offshore studies a number of years ago. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Jeff Cramer; commercial fisherman from the Florida Keys; lobster, stone crab 


fisherman mostly, also in the Sanctuary Advisory Council.  I’m also on the Coral AP for the 


Sanctuary Advisory Council. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I’m Jocelyn Karazsia with NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service, the 


Southeast Region.  I work a lot with the essential fish habitat provisions of the Magnuson Act in 


South Florida primarily and the U.S. Caribbean.  I also do some other coral reef conservation 


activities in that area. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I’m Steve Blair.  I’m with Miami-Dade County’s Department of Regulatory and 


Economic Resources in their Environmental Resources Management Division.  I have been a 


member of the AP since the late nineties.  Most of my background for bringing to the table is in 


shallow water reef communities of the Southeast Florida area. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I’m Anna Martin.  I know most of you here and I appreciate you being here for 


this spring meeting.  I am council staff.  I have been on board with them for about four years 


now.  I work specifically developing the coral amendments, working with the Coral Advisory 


Panel;\, and also the shrimp amendments, working with our Deepwater Shrimp and our Shrimp 


Advisory Panels.  I am one of four tech staff member.  We all wear a number of different hats, 


but those are my primary responsibilities for the council. 
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DR. GILLIAM:  Dave Gilliam; Nova Southeastern University in Fort Lauderdale.  Many would 


argue I don’t have any expertise, especially my graduate students, perhaps, but shallow water 


coral reef communities, generally in Southeast Florida. 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  Kimberly Puglise.  I’m with NOAA’s Center for Sponsored Coastal Ocean 


Research.  I manage their mesophotic coral ecosystem research program as well as the South 


Florida program. 


 


DR. BANKS:  I’m Ken Banks.  I work with Broward County, Florida, an environmental agency 


with lots of different acronyms and names, which change seasonally.  I manage their marine 


resources programs, which includes the coral reef communities in our area.  We have a very 


narrow shelf so we work with all of that; sea turtle conservation.  We get into beach erosion 


issues, artificial reefs when the money allows, and whatever happens in the nearshore coastal 


area. 


 


MS. LUNZ:  I’m Kate Lunz.  I am with Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute.  I’m the 


associate research scientist for their corals’ program.   


 


DR. VOSS:  I’m the new member.  I’m Joshua Voss.  I am a professor at Harbor Branch at 


Florida Atlantic University.  My background is in coral health, but mostly now I do mesophotic 


and shallow coral reef ecology; focusing on using neo-molecular techniques to kind of get a 


handle on how they might be connected and functioning. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, very good, thank you very much and welcome again.  I want to kind of give 


a couple just general aspects.  First off, did everybody get copies of the briefing information?  If 


you did not, Anna does have it on a jump drive so that it can be passed around and you can load 


it on your computer.  I actually have a disk I can give you and I can take that on the computer. 


 


Either way, if you didn’t get it, let me know, but it is available here for you to get.  As you know, 


we’re having kind of an afternoon meeting, following with a joint meeting tomorrow morning 


with the Habitat Advisory Panel.  A large focus of the two meetings is to move forward on the 


Coral Amendment Number 8, which involves the expansion of a number of the coral habitat 


areas of particular concern. 


 


The panel has already given its recommendations and those recommendations have been 


reiterated, if you will, or supported by the Habitat AP, but we’ll be going through today, amongst 


other informational aspects of it, to be able to refresh ourselves with what the panel’s decisions 


have been.   


 


We’ll kind of take a look at it in a little bit of a kind of new light, but with a little bit more 


information on the VMS data.  A large portion of this is to give us some informational 


background and updates on the pending ESA listings for a number of the Caribbean – for a total 


of nine Caribbean species.  We wanted to also bring to the panel an update on the present status 


of the coral nursery restoration work that has been ongoing in the Keys and off Broward County 


and Miami-Dade as well; and have an update from the Fisheries Habitat Conservation Division.     


 


Then we’ll get into our Coral Amendment 8.  A lot of this is information and getting ourselves 


kind of getting thoughts back in our mind as to where we are for the coral amendments, but also 
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relative to some new information.  Then tomorrow’s meeting will be a joint session.  We’ll go 


through a little bit more in depth of the Coral Amendment 8, so we can come out with a final 


product.  Anna, correct me if I misspeak at any point, but at this point it will then go to council 


for adoption of the final recommendations and then from there go out for public meetings.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  That’s right; this amendment has taken a number of different timelines.  Where 


we are right now, this is something the council has asked for final AP input on, so that is why we 


have convened the Coral and the Habitat APs as well as the Deepwater Shrimp APs this week.  


They are looking for final input from these groups before they consider preferred alternatives at 


their next council meeting, which is June; so coming up fairly soon. 


 


They would then approve potentially this document for public hearings, which would be held 


later this summer.  Looking forward, this may be the last opportunity for these APs to come 


together as a group and review this amendment before it is finalized. Potentially that could 


happen at the September council meeting.  That is kind of where we stand with timing and 


development for the amendment and what the council is looking for from the AP tomorrow.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  We’ll get into that or can get into that in a little bit greater depth as necessary 


when we get to that point on the agenda.  What I would like to do is we can start off with the 


resource update on ESA listed species.  I am out of order already.  We have to do a couple of 


preliminary things first. 


 


First off is approval of the agenda.  If there are any modifications or changes that wish to be 


made or I request that we approve the agenda.  All in favor say aye; okay.  The second is the 


approval of the October 2012 Coral AP minutes that is included in the briefing documents that 


were forwarded to you earlier.   


 


AP MEMBER:  I’ll move that we approve. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  A second we need. 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  I second. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  All in favor say aye.  Okay, now we’d like to move to the protected resource 


update on the ESA listings. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, let’s get them on the line.  We have Jen Moore and Jennifer Lee with the 


National Marine Fisheries Service Office of Protected Resources.  They weren’t able to be here 


in person so we are remotely streaming them in for a presentation.  This may take just a second.    


Jen, are you on the line?  If you would just speak up, we can hear you and you have the floor. 


 


MS. MOORE:  Thank you very much for inviting us to present to the panel.  I know several of 


you and I’m happy to meet the remainder of you virtually.  As Anna said, I’m with the Protected 


Resources Division.  I work primarily on ESA coral listings and recovery actions.  I’ve been the 


lead staff biologist here in our region working on the proposed rule.   


 


We’ve been working jointly with the Pacific Islands Regional Office and their Protected 


Resources Division on this petition and response and proposed rule.  I am going to jump right in 
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and just kind of quickly let you see the timeline.  This has been a long process mostly due to the 


complexity and the geographic rest of the petition.   


 


The petition came from the Center for Biological Diversity back in October of 2009 and 


requested that we look into listing 83 species of corals.  At the 90-day review phase in February 


of 2010, we had to make a determination as to whether or not the petitioner presented substantial 


information that the petitioned action may be warranted. 


 


At that stage we determined that they had presented that substantial information for 82 of the 83 


petitioned species.  The one that we did not go forward with the status review on was Oculina 


varicosa, because they did not present the substantial amount of information in their petition to 


meet that bar at the 90-day stage. 


 


That species was a rather negative 90-day finding, and then the remainder of the 82 species we 


went forward with a status review.  Then last summer we put the status review document and the 


biological status draft management report out for public engagement.  It wasn’t a formal public 


comment period, but it was to seek information that we may have omitted in preparing those two 


documents that we were going to base our determination on. 


 


We had a 90-day comment period and we also hosted a series of engagement workshops.  All the 


information we received during that extended public engagement period together with the draft 


management report and the status review document formed the basis of our 12-month finding, 


which we did that back in December of 2012. 


 


We opened up a public comment period and actually my slide is incorrect with the date, because 


we initially had a public comment period that went through March, but we received multiple 


requests for extending that.  We extended that public comment period for 30 more days, and so 


we closed on April 6. 


 


Now we have to go through the public comments and respond to them and determine if we are 


going to go ahead with our proposed rule by December of 2013.  That is just a quick-and-dirty 


timeline.  I’ll get into a little bit more of the meat.  What are we proposing?  We are proposing to 


list 66 of the 82 species for which we were petitioned. 


 


We are also proposing to reclassify the two currently listed acroporids in the Caribbean from 


threatened to endangered.  We did determine that 16 of the 82 – they all occur in the Indo-Pacific 


– did not warrant listing under the ESA.  As I said on the previous slide, the basis of a proposal 


initially was the status review document prepared by a status review team of coral scientists and 


experts in climate change and ESA population viability.  We also composed a management 


report which identifies all of the regulatory and non-regulatory mechanisms that can manage the 


threat to coral species.   


 


The status review was developed by a biological review team, which was composed of seven 


federal scientists, five from NOAA, one from the USGS and one from the National Park Service.   


The status review reviews the general threat to corals, their life history and ecology and then 


gives individual species a cast for each of the 82 species, identifying their particular life history 


characteristics, threats to individual species, and then provides an extinction risk estimate for 


each of the individual 82 species. 
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It is an extremely comprehensive document, and I definitely encourage you to take a look at it.  


The status review document concluded that most coral species are likely to be in danger of 


extinction by the year 2100 according to their extinction risk analysis.  The corals face global 


and local problems. 


 


Their analysis was done on a likelihood scale of 0 to 100 of a species being likely to fall below 


what they called a critical risk threshold.  That was a condition in which the species were at such 


low populations as to be such low genetic diversity that recovery would be virtually impossible.  


That was their critical risk threshold that they evaluated each individual species extinction risk 


again, and then basically voted on placing their votes in the various categorical bins of extremely 


likely, likely, more likely than not; like that following the IPCC’s Likelihood Scale. 


 


The biological review team identified many threats – all of the threats for coral species that 


identified ocean warming, diseases and ocean acidification were the three major threats that 


could contribute to coral extinction generally.  That is not to say that individual species aren’t 


more or less susceptible or vulnerable to different threats.  


 


The three threats that would cause the highest extinction risk to coral species were ocean 


warming, diseases and ocean acidification; which are either all directly or indirectly related to 


climate change and greenhouse gas emission.  As you can see here on this next slide, there are a 


multitude of other threats that were identified by the biological review team. 


 


Like I said, for several of the individual species; some of these other threats were more 


influential to that particular species extinction risk; but on average for all coral species, generally 


there was a ranking of threats and the three at the top that could cause in contributing to 


extinction risks for corals across their range and across the species. 


 


As I mentioned, not only did they identify the threats to corals but they also examined at which 


life stages each of the 19 threats were affecting coral species.  In addition to a textual description, 


the figures were developed for each of the 19 threats that identified the life stage at which that 


individual threat contributed to help you with the extinction risk analysis.   


 


As you can see here for warming and acidification, most of the life stages, not all but most of the 


life stages are affected by these two threats.  The contrast with disease – and we thought our 


current understanding of diseases, which is obviously very limited, the understanding is that at 


the juvenile and adult life stages that diseases are causing extinction risks.   


 


The ESA prescribed five factors of which we need to evaluate if a species is at risk of extinction 


because of.  Four of those were analyzed by the biological review team in their status review 


report.  The ESA does prescribe that we consider the inadequacy of regulatory mechanism as one 


of the factors contributing to extinction risk.   


 


The biological review team felt that it was not within their expertise to evaluate that, so that fell 


to the management side of NOAA to undertake that analysis.  In addition to the inaccuracy of 


regulatory mechanisms, ESA also instructed us to consider conservation efforts which are non-


regulatory that may be abating threats such that the actual status of the species is abated; that the 


threat has been abated but that the status of the species is no longer threatened or endangered. 
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To do that, we developed this management report and we identified all that we could, all of the 


existing regulatory mechanisms and conservation efforts acting on the species – acting for 


abatement of threats for coral species across their entire ranges.  We’re talking about 82 


countries across the entire Indo-Pacific and the greater Caribbean Basin, and not only for the 


regulatory mechanisms but also for the conservation effort. 


 


We concluded from that report, you’ve got the worse threats are the hardest to manage.  


Obviously, those related to greenhouse gas emissions; but that actions that we take now could 


benefit corals for future generations.  Like I said, we have these two different categories of 


information that we had to analyze; and we broke it up between the types of regulatory 


mechanisms that affect the global threats, mostly related to greenhouse gas emissions, and then 


those mechanisms that are addressing local threats.  


 


As you can see on the slide here, we went from international treaties of convention to individual 


local regulations for which we could identify those from the various sources.  We did put this 


report out as draft last summer; because we wanted to ensure that we did identify all the 


appropriate regulatory mechanisms, and then to provide us this best available information to 


conduct our analysis as to whether or not the inadequacy of those regulatory mechanisms 


contributed to the extinction risk of the corals. 


 


Then additionally we identified similarly in that breakdown of global versus local threats all the 


conservation efforts that are ongoing.  There are a multitude of things that are going on to benefit 


coral reefs.  When we put out the status review document, which was completed by the 


biological review team, and our draft management report during that extended public 


engagement period last summer; we received a multitude of new information, and that was 


exactly what we were hoping to receive.   


 


We identified or were provided approximately 400 relevant scientific articles, reports or 


presentations that either had been produced since the status review report was finalized, which 


was in September of 2011, or were not included in the original report.  A large portion of that 


new science that was submitted to us came from the International Coral Reef Symposium, which 


was held in July in Cairns, Australia.   


 


I’m sure most of you are aware that the conference that happens once every four years and so 


often a lot of scientists will present their new research at that conference, and so that’s why we 


had a lot of new information that came in as part of that public engagement period.  We 


compiled all of that information into a separate report, and that is also available with all of the 


other documents that contributed to forming the basis of our determination. 


 


Because we had such a multitude of information and we had to analyze the extinction risk for 82 


individual species, we wanted to produce a way to be transparent and have a tool to help us be 


replicable for each of the individual species, to distill evolving information from the Status 


Review Report, the Management Report, and then the Supplemental Information report.  We 


developed what we called the determination tool.  It uses three categories of information.   


 


The three categories are demographic, spatial structure and vulnerability to threats.  Then there 


are various elements within each one of those categories for which we provided data on the 
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individual species where we had it.  It provided this consistency in making 82 separate 


determinations.  I know that this is likely to be difficult to see on the screen.   


 


I’m not sure if you guys are looking at a large projection or not, but this document is also 


available on our website.  It is just a schematic that basically takes you through the flow of our 


determination tool.  At the top you can see that the first step is vulnerability to threats.  We 


identified that there were those three global sets of warming, disease and acidification are the 


ones that contribute most – as the biological review team identified that those are the ones that 


contribute the most to extinction risk.   


 


If a species is highly vulnerable to a high important threat, that significantly affected its 


extinction risk.  The next category of information was demography, and that has to do with the 


estimates of their abundance or if we had any information on trends or recruitment rates; those 


things that would indicate that the species is either at higher or lower extinction risk either 


because of their life history and demographic characteristics. 


 


The next category is spatial in nature and that has to do with the geographic range that they cover 


within a more disturbed basin, and so that had another influence on the extinction risk.  Lastly, 


we had to identify if the inadequacy of the regulatory mechanisms for which those species were 


vulnerable to threats were inadequate; and then going through these various steps came out with 


our one of three determinations.   


 


We have three determinations we could make at the end of the day; either the species is 


endangered, the species is threatened or the species is not warranted for listing under the ESA 


and does not meet the definition of threatened or endangered.  This is a tool that we developed to 


help us identify the relevant information that we had for each of the species to help us identify 


whether or not those species met the definition of threatened, endangered or not warranted.   


 


Here is kind of an excerpt of what the determination tool actually looked like.  We show here 


three different species; one that we had proposed as endangered; one that we had proposed as 


threatened; and the one that we have identified as not warranted for listing.  For each of the 


species, we populated our determination to one of the various categories with the information 


that we had from the various sources in the status review document, mostly in the supplemental 


information.   


 


We then took that information and we developed a three-point rating scale for each of those 


elements and then rated each species and each of those elements based on the information that 


we had.  For example, one of our local species, Montastrea annularis, we determined based on 


the relevant information that it is highly vulnerable to bleaching diseases and acidification.   


 


Additionally, it has varying vulnerabilities to the local threat.  As you can see, the sedimentation 


and nutrient over-enrichment also is highly vulnerable; but other things like sea level rise and 


collection and trade, it has got low vulnerability.  Next, we looked at the generalized range-wide 


of abundance.  The problem that we had in many of the species is that we don’t have very good 


population data; and so to ensure that we used the best information that we did have available, 


we resorted to the generalized range-wide abundance category for this species. 


 







           Coral AP  


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                May 7, 2013 


9 
 


Montastrea annularis has been described as common; however, we do know that due to a number 


of disease outbreaks and bleaching events over the recent past, there has been a declining trend 


in abundance.  That information was available for Montastrea annularis; but as you can see going 


across, under the other species we don’t have trend information data for most of the Indo-Pacific 


species. 


 


Similarly, another category of information that we didn’t have a lot of information for most of 


the species was relative recruitment rate.  However, again, because Montastrea annularis is 


relatively highly studied, we have information that their relative recruitment rate is low.  


Spatially, then we also rated the species as to whether or not their overall distribution was 


narrow, moderate or wide. 


 


We have parameters identified that basically give us what the definition of each one of those 


mean; but in general because of the geographic area occupied by the greater Caribbean is 


relatively small in comparison to the Indo-Pacific, the greater Indo-Pacific; for the amount of 


area that is potentially occupied by corals; their spatial distribution is considered to be narrow.   


 


Additionally, the reason that we have a separate factor for ocean basin is that we have 


information that because the Caribbean is relatively small, semi-enclosed and highly impacted; 


that occurrence there also elevated extinction risk as compared to, say, the wider Indo-Pacific.  


However, the restrictions to the Eastern Caribbean also was one of those contributing factors to 


increasing extinction risk because of also the highly disturbed nature of that area and its high 


vulnerability to climate effects and acidification.   


 


Lastly, we then evaluated for the rest that the species are vulnerable; we evaluated whether or not 


the regulatory mechanisms were inadequate and is that inadequacy contributing to their status.  


You can see that in general, species that are being proposed as endangered are highly vulnerable, 


and then don’t have the buffering capacity of either wide range or high abundance or stable or 


increasing trend; whereas, contrasting with the porites horizontalata, it is not highly vulnerable to 


any of the high important threats nor is it highly vulnerable to any of those more local threats.   


 


It is common and has a wide distribution.  All of those things together greatly reduce its 


extinction risk.  Again to summarize, we are proposing 66 species and reclassifying the two 


acroporids.  The reason we are doing that is because we have new information since the time that 


they were originally listed; and we conducted the same analysis that we did on the other 82 


species and determined that they too are at elevated risk of extinction; such that they should be 


reclassified from threatened to endangered. 


 


Sixteen of the original 82 species for which we were petitioned did not warrant listing.  


Generally, corals with lower abundances, smaller distributions and higher vulnerabilities to 


threats are at the highest extinction risk.  This is just a breakdown of the number of species by 


jurisdiction.  Now for us it is pretty simple, because all the species occur in the three U.S., 


Florida and Caribbean jurisdictions.  Seven species are being proposed as endangered.  That is 


five of the newly petitioned species and the two that we’re proposing to reclassify and two 


species being proposed as threatened.  Where this slide is a lot more informative is in the Indo-


Pacific where they have varying distributions of the various species in their U.S. jurisdiction. 
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Then, of course, the question is what if corals are listed for endangered?  All of these are 


automatic and they get increased protection from impacting federal activities.  I’m sure many of 


you are familiar with Section 7 Consultation.  That is automatic for endangered species.  There is 


also the Section 9 prohibition, which regulates anything related to import or export or take of the 


species or any sort of commercial activity.  We are required to develop recovery plans.   


 


Then there is also the potential for cooperation with the states and territories to implement 


recovery actions via our Section 6 Granting Program.  The reason there is an asterisk for 


threatened species in the Section 9 Prohibitions’ Category is that is not automatic for threatened 


species. 


 


If we determine that it is necessary and advisable for the conservation of threatened species to 


extend those prohibitions, we have to undergo a separate rule-making process, which again some 


of you may be familiar with the two currently listed acroporids. That is called a 4D rule and they 


issued a 4D rule for them back in 2008. 


 


In that we identified that, yes, almost all of the prohibitions were necessary for the conservation 


of the species with the exception of take that resulted from research and restoration activities that 


were otherwise authorized.  As long as you have your local permit to conduct research, you do 


not require an ESA permit. 


 


Similarly, if you were authorized to engage in restoration activities such as under the National 


Resource Damage Assessments or Oil Pollution Act; then you can go ahead and any take that 


resulted from that was now prohibited.  If any of these species proposed as threatened are 


ultimately listed, we would look into the advisability of whether or not we should extend the 


Section 9 prohibition, the 4D.   


 


The good thing about that is it provides us with some flexibility in determining exactly what 


needs to and does not need to be prohibited when it comes to providing for the conservation.  


What listing does not automatically do is prohibit recreation around coral reefs.  It doesn’t ban 


fishing on coral reefs.  It doesn’t prevent boating on coral reefs and it doesn’t stop research.  


Those are obviously several misconceptions that people often think when species become listed.   


 


It is only those activities that ultimately result in take, which is injury or mortality of the species 


that are prohibited.  As long as these other activities are being conducted responsibly and with 


the ability to try to avoid take of the species, they are not prohibited.  What happens next?  As I 


mentioned, the public comment period ended about a month ago.   


 


We held 18 public hearings in January and February in addition to having that public comment 


period open.  Our final listing determination is due by December of this year.  Then I have a 


couple of other slides.  I am going to flip through them, because I think they would be more 


useful in question and answers.   


 


I just had them in there in case I needed some backup with some questions, because I got a few 


heads up on some of the things that you guys might be most interested in.  Here is my contact 


information and the website where all of the documents are available.  I will forward this 


presentation on to Anna so she can distribute to the AP so you guys have a copy of it, too.  I 


guess with that I will go ahead and take questions. 







           Coral AP  


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                May 7, 2013 


11 
 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you very much, Jennifer; that was very nice, very good.  We’ll kind of go 


around.  We’ll start with Henry and then Bob.  For Jennifer’s sake, please go ahead and state 


your name as you give your question just so can hear who is speaking. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I have a few comments about the ESA proposal.  First of all, it is incomplete 


because it does not discuss aquaculture of examine the effects on the aquaculture industry.  It is 


only mentioned once in that legislation on Page 732.34 even though aquaculture is a major 


industry in the U.S. and many other countries. 


 


It employees many people and creates refuges for people with aquariums.  Aquariums create 


refuges for the coral; so if there is a natural disaster, then there are still species alive.  The 


problem is that this proposed legislation makes possession or sale illegal.  It criminalizes 


millions of people and makes aquaculture of these corals illegal. 


 


It will drive aquaculture businesses out of business, and it deprives emerging countries from 


operating green businesses.  It is also based on questionable extrapolations of climatic trends.  


An easy solution to this is to add language to the legislation that exempts aquaculture corals from 


bans on possession, aquaculture or sale. 


 


It should also add in legislation to create a paper trail for aquaculture corals.  The benefits of this 


modified legislation are many.  For the reef, it stops wild harvest.  For the third world countries, 


it allows and stimulates development of green industries to help their economy.  For businesses, 


it allows development and increased profits, because the prices of these things are going to soar 


if the wild harvest is stopped. 


 


For the hobbyist, it allows aquaculture in hobbyist tanks and trade between hobbyists, and also 


allows hobbyists to have a continued enjoyment of the corals.  For the environment, its presence 


in hobbyists’ tanks serves as refuges in case of reef disasters.  This won’t happen with staghorn 


and elkhorn corals, because there is no provision for this. 


 


If there is a major disaster in the Caribbean and these things die off, that’s it.  The disadvantages 


of this would be an increased cost of aquaculture corals due to the lack of wild specimens.  Of 


course, that benefits the businesses.  It also creates extra paperwork to verify aquaculture origin.  


I strongly suggest that this legislation be modified to allow possession and sale of these 


aquacultured corals. 


 


Then pass the modified legislation and then periodically review the endangered status and verify 


environmental extrapolations used for the basis of designation.  I have no financial interest in 


stony corals.  I just wish to see that legislation that is passed is fair, accomplishes its mission and 


does not have any injurious, unintentional side effects.  That’s it. 


 


MS. MOORE:  Henry, I thank you for your comment.  It is definitely something we’ve heard a 


lot about in the public comment period and received numerous other comments similar to yours 


about the potential impact of the proposed listing on the aquaculture industry.  I just wanted to 


respond to a couple of points.  One is that possession of the species is not prohibited as long as 


you have proof that you have acquired them legally prior to listing.   
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In the future possession would not be limited as long as you had an ESA permit for research or 


enhancement activities.  That is just one point of clarification, that possession and this other stuff 


is not one of the prohibitions in Section 9.  But, yes, you are correct that automatically for the 


endangered species commercial activities are prohibited, and that is part of the law.   


 


It is not part of our proposed listing.  That is part of the ESA itself, and there is nothing that we 


can do in our proposed listing to change that.  Where we do have flexibility; that was for those 


species that are being proposed as threatened, and we are well aware of the potential adverse 


effects of the proposal on the aquaculture industry. 


 


However, we are explicitly again by law not allowed to take those into consideration in the 


listing determination.  The only thing that we could take into consideration for a listing 


determination is the best available scientific and commercial activity that identifies whether or 


not the species status meets the definition of threatened or endangered.   


 


Even though there may be an economic impact due to a listing, we are not allowed to consider 


that information in making our determination.  A few suggestions that the status of the species be 


periodically reviewed is also a provision of the Act that we are to conduct status reviews of the 


species every five years to determine if they still meet the definition of threatened or endangered 


or if they should have a reclassification; similar to what we are proposing with the two listed 


acropora that their status is now proposed for listing as endangered, upgrading it from their 


current status as threatened. 


 


We fully understand that aquaculture activities for enhancement and restoration of species are 


extremely important and that they can provide refugia for the species against environmental 


events that may occur in the wild.  That is why we fully support the activities that are going on 


with the various coral nurseries that are throughout Florida and the Keys and the U.S. Caribbean 


for acropora cervicornis and starting a lot more now with palmata.  We understand that those are 


very valuable tools for the recovery of the species.  It is just that as far as from a commercial 


standpoint, the Act itself prohibits any commercial activity with respect to an endangered 


species. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I had just two questions.  One, can you clarify what the logic is behind the 


presumed or listed threat of sea level rise on these species.  Two, if they move to the endangered 


status – and this is a question to the larger group I think as well is proposed port expansion or 


channel deepening activities; what impact would this have?  I would presume it might in fact 


make that cease and desist.  I would like to get a clarification on both of those. 


 


MS. MOORE:  In terms of sea level rise; the biological review team summarized the threat in the 


status review document; but basically they identified that the major impact would likely be from 


additional terrigenous-based impacts because of the sea level rising.  It is likely that the  


projected rate of sea level rise would not cause what they call the drowning of the corals; but it 


would happen in a rate too fast for the corals to keep pace.  They weren’t positive that the 


information was there to support that.  But with any increase in sea level rise, you have 


additional sedimentation, which could also cause other contaminants and nutrients to be 


delivered to the reef.  That was the focus that the biological review team identified for sea level 


rise; but they did rate that as a relatively low impact to extinction risk for the corals globally.   
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Then for the second one; if you’re speaking of the two currently listed elkhorn and staghorn coral 


that are currently threatened; if their status changes to endangered, in terms of the ability to 


review projects that have a federal nexus under Section 7 of the ESA; actually nothing really 


changes other than our better understanding of the status of the species; but from a regulatory 


standpoint, because we extended all the prohibition other than takes that would result from 


restoration or research for elkhorn and federal corals back in 2008; so take that occurs from any 


other activity is prohibited.   


 


If there were to be takes that would result from a port extension kind of like I think what you 


were referring to is Port Everglades, that already requires Section 7 Consultation to determine if 


that project may affect the species; and then if it is may affect, does that rise to the level of 


jeopardizing the species.  Additionally, we have critical habitat designated for the species, and so 


we would also analyze whether or not that project would destroy or adversely modify the critical 


habitat. 


 


Really, the effect of the uplifting from threatened to endangered is really not there.  The same 


thing would happen if they stay as threatened.  If the other species are listed, then that would just 


be an additional analysis that we would conduct in that Section 7 Consultation and do the same 


determination as to whether or not the project is jeopardizing the continued existence of the 


species.   


 


That would be based on the facts at hand in terms of we would have to have information about 


the abundance of the species, what the effects of the project would be and whether or not we felt 


that was going to be contributing to increasing their extinction risk and jeopardizing their 


existence. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just so I can put it in my mind; through the consultation aspect, if there is a 


determination – I mean, obviously the listing of the species would put it into a consultation basis.  


If after the review there is a finding that the project in and of itself would not create a threat or 


negatively impact the population, then the project would be able to go through with appropriate 


mitigation or mediation types of processes; is that what we’re saying? 


 


MS. MOORE:  Yes, essentially.  Of course, every law has different words that they use.  In 


terms of essential fish habitat consultation, mitigation is a relevant term.  What we use in terms 


of the Section 7 world for ESA is if we determine that it is not going to jeopardize the existing 


species, but there will be take so there will be species that are either injured or killed as a result 


of the activity; we issue what we call an incidental take statement, which is essentially your 


permit; because you need authorization. 


 


Because that is a prohibited activity, you need authorization to actually do that.  Then we have 


what we call RPMs, reasonable and prudent measures that we implement.  It reduces the impact 


of the take.  It is not mitigation in the sense; because basically the way I always look at it is if 


you kill an owl here, you can’t make a new one there, because they were talking about the 


species; so if you take the species and it is dead, you can’t make a new one, theoretically.  In 


corals it is a little bit different, but you can’t really make a new one, so we don’t really talk about 


mitigation, but we do try to do things to reduce the impact of the take on the species.  Then we 


have terms and conditions that basically implement those reasonable and prudent measures.   
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DR. ALEXANDER:  I was curious if you would comment on the implications for listings giving 


the three major threats related to climate change, for what are the implications for regulation of 


greenhouse gas emissions. 


 


MS. MOORE:  We are responsible for implementing the Endangered Species Act, and we’re 


responsible for identifying all the threats that contribute to the status of the species.  We are not 


necessarily responsible for recovering the species.  We are responsible for identifying what needs 


to be done to recover the species, but we are not the only entity that has the jurisdiction to 


actually implement all of the recovery actions necessary. 


 


That was a long way of saying that the Endangered Species Act does not give us the authority to 


regulate greenhouse gas emission.  We can identify that things that may need to occur to reduce 


the effect of those threats such as the species no longer need the protection under the ESA.  That 


is our responsibility in the development of recovery plan, but it is not within our jurisdiction to 


regulate greenhouse gas emission. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  That sounds a little bit toothless to develop a plan.  Doesn’t it provide any 


impetus to other agencies in government? 


 


MS. MOORE:  Yes, it definitely provides an impetus.  It is not mandatory.  Recovery plans are 


guidance documents.  Like I said, they identify all the things that need to occur to get the species 


off of the endangered species list.  We in recovery planning identify all those actions that need to 


occur and the likely parties that need to implement them.   


 


It can provide an impetus, but there is not a regulatory action under the ESA.  Therefore, we 


can’t compel somebody other than ourselves to implement these recovery actions.  That is not to 


say that there may not be other avenues with the intersection of the Endangered Species Act and 


some of these things.   


 


It is just that it is very difficult – in terms of a Section 7 Consultation, it is very difficult to 


identify the effect at the species level of an individual point source of CO2.  You have to be able 


to identify that emission in and of itself is causing take of the species.  In terms of that, there has 


been understanding that would be a very difficult analysis to do.  That is not to say though that it 


is prohibited or that we wouldn’t do that.  It is just that it is a very difficult analysis to do.   


 


MR. CRAMER:  I worked with you guys doing the Section 7 Consultation on the spiny lobster 


traps.  I was just wondering – and I’m sure you’re aware that I am on the Sanctuary Advisory 


Council’s Coral Advisory Panel or workgroup, and we’re working on more areas right now.  


We’re actually being kind of a little proactive.   


 


The sites that we couldn’t protect in state waters; we are doing so now or at least we’re 


proposing to.  My question is if the threat level is raised from threatened to endangered; do we 


have to start this Section 7 Consultation all over again?  Is there more rigid guidelines?  I was 


just wondering what the effect would be on the trap fishery, if any. 


 


MS. MOORE:  Just the change in status in and of itself does not necessarily mean that the 


consultation would need to be reinitiated.  However, if there is new information since the 
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original consultation was completed that we think that would change our analysis, then that 


would result in reinitiation on the two currently listed species. 


 


I am not familiar with all of the ins and outs of that consultation.  Maybe Jennie is a little bit 


more.  As far as I understand it, the information that was used to identify those particular closed 


areas was based on the population information we had and that currently gets constantly updated, 


and I don’t think that there has been any dramatic shift in that. 


 


One of the main things contributing to the change in status is the better understanding of the 


severity of the climate threats so it’s lowered and their effects on the different life stages, 


especially as related to acidification of the two listed species, and also the fact that they are not 


showing to be reproducing in the wild.  Those are two of the major things that contributed to 


their change in status. 


 


The areas that were identified through your consultation to be closed were based on where there 


were higher densities of the corals currently living and to avoid the interaction of the traps with 


those species.  I am not sure that they would necessarily need to be revisited.  What may occur is 


if any of these other species become listed, then we would likely need to initiate consultation on 


the essential effects of the fishery on those new species; but that is not to say that there would be 


any change in the actual outcome of that consultation. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  You mentioned in your presentation that if the two acropora species are moved 


to endangered, that there would be additional ESA permitting involved.  I wonder, since I am 


kind of going to give an overview of our nurseries following, it might be interesting if you can 


briefly discuss what that process is getting those additional permits for research activities. 


 


MS. MOORE:  Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act provides for this permitting program 


for research and enhancement activities.  I have this slide up here specifically about nurseries or 


aquariums and any corals that are in captivity.  Again, these are ideas that we have started to 


develop going forward in the theory that the species ultimately become either up-listed to 


endangered or additional species become listed that may be in these facilities ?. 


 


Maintenance and asexual propagation would not require a permit.  That is just maintaining them, 


keeping them alive in the nursery, fragging them; that in and of itself would not require a permit.  


Any additional activities, though, such as experiments or transferring or outplanting any of the 


fragments out of the nursery back into the wild would require a permit. 


 


The same thing with if you were going to be doing any sort of import or export of fragments to 


other locations; that also requires CITES permits so that is a secondary type of thing.  That 


permitting process is beginning to be developed for corals.  Now we have a long history of 


permits for sea turtles and mammals and other listed species, but not specific to corals. 


 


We’re having ongoing conversations; but one of the things that we are definitely trying to figure 


out is streamlining.  Because of the fact that corals are so heavily regulated, anyway, we are 


trying to identify ways to streamline this permitting process with the other various permitting 


processes that are out there similar to kind of what we did with the 4D Rule. 
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We’re also looking into ways to streamline via either programmatic permits or batching of 


permits because of similar activities.  There are definitely ways that we can try to make this as 


least impactful on the researchers or restoration practitioners as possible while still complying 


with the Act. 


 


We have people up at headquarters, because that is where our permits division is, currently 


working on this.  I’m heavily involved as well as my counterparts out in the Pacific Islands, and 


so we’re trying to figure things out.  I wouldn’t be surprised if you were contacted relatively 


soon about some of these streamlining processes that we are trying to work on specifically for 


the nursery activities.  Stay tuned. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Thanks, Jen.  Also ongoing or future monitoring efforts that don’t necessarily 


include take, but that may involve sites that have acroporids or some of these other species or 


actually are targeted for those species but there is not real take; would those involve any 


permitting? 


 


MS. MOORE:  The idea of the permit is to authorize prohibited take.  If you are not taking the 


species, you don’t need a permit.  It is my humble opinion that monitoring activities, the 


placement of quad racks and tapes does not result in take, and so therefore you would not require 


a permit for those activities. 


 


This is something that we are in continued discussion with.  I don’t have a solid answer for you, 


but it is definitely on our list of continuous discussion and we’ll make it very known what will 


and will not require a permit into the future.  Like I said, it is my opinion and what we are trying 


to figure out how to not necessarily require permits for monitoring activities, whether the species 


are being targeted or not. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  For contacts for the folks in the room; the NMFS Protected Resources 


Division and the Southeast Fisheries Science Center developed a survey protocol for the two 


currently listed species.  My question, Jen, is are there any current plans to update or re-scope 


that survey protocol to accommodate any potentially new listed species? 


 


MS. MOORE:  Yes, it is on the list.  Where it falls in the priority is not certain, but, yes, we 


definitely want to do that.  We definitely want to be able to provide people with the appropriate 


guidance on how to survey these species.  Just trying to do everything is very difficult.  It is on 


our radar and we’ll definitely try to have it in hand should the species ultimately become listed in 


December. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay thank you.  Are there any other questions from the panel?  


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Just one more clarification.  If these corals are placed on the ESA list; is there 


any method by which legislation could be passed that would allow sales of aquacultured corals? 


 


MS. MOORE:  Not under the Endangered Species Act for endangered.  Threatened corals; the 


prohibitions are not automatic against any activities.  We have to go through separate rulemaking 


to extend those prohibitions; so through that we may determine that it is not necessary to prohibit 


commercial activity for the threatened species.  Remember that there are seven species in the 


Caribbean that are being proposed as endangered, but to our knowledge none of them are in the 
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aquarium trades.  There are 12 species out of 800 or so plus in the Indo-Pacific that are being 


proposed as endangered.  It is not a ban on all coral commercial activities; it is just those 12 


species, if they are determined to be endangered.  Back to your question, though, no, under the 


ESA it is a prohibition and it is automatic.  I don’t know what other options may be available. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  You have no way of modifying that proposal and inserting an exception for 


this.  I’m sure this has never come up before, because it has never encountered organisms that 


are in the trade already, but there should be a mechanism for modifying this. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Henry, just a point to that; it is not just this.  If I’m thinking correctly, acts like the 


Trade in Endangered Species Acts would prohibit it as well.  It is not just this legislation, but 


there are other regulatory aspects already in place that would preclude that activity from being 


authorized.  Am I correct in that, Jennifer? 


 


MS. MOORE:  Well, currently all stony corals are listed under Appendix 2 of CITES, the 


convention on trading endangered species, which means that you need to get a permit from the 


country of export.  Stony corals are currently in the trade and receive CITES permits.  We are 


aware that there are much more of increasing activities for mariculture instead of wild collection.   


 


We understand that, but I guess the point that I’m trying to make is that it is not our current 


proposed rule that is making this be a prohibition.  It is the Endangered Species Act itself.  We 


are determining based on the biological information and the threats to the species, if these 


species meet the definition of endangered under the ESA; it is the ESA itself, the law, the Act 


that says you cannot do any commercial activities related to endangered species.  Under this 


proposal, there is no opportunity to provide any exception for endangered species for commercial 


activities.  It would require a reauthorization of the Endangered Species Act. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Yes, that is what I was afraid of.  It is unfortunate that legislatures weren’t 


foresight enough to include a provision for modification due to unforeseen circumstances. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Any additional questions? 


 


DR. VOSS:  I had one.  For almost all other species that are regulated by ESA, possession of 


skeletons without documentation prior to the enactment of the law makes it illegal.  Is the same 


standard going to be held for coral skeletons as well? 


 


MS. MOORE:  You were breaking up there a little bit there, Joshua, but I think if I heard you 


correctly, the Act covers the live individual and any part thereof.  That would include gametes, 


that would include eggs, that would include larvae, and that would include dead skeletons.  Yes, 


you would need to have proof that those parts were collected legally.    


 


Currently under their threatened status for elkhorn and staghorn, you would have to have proof 


that they were collected legally from a local permit.  In the future ultimately if some of these 


species are listed as endangered, then you would also have proof of your Endangered Species 


Act permit.   


 


In addition if you are importing or exporting them, you would also have to have your CITES 


permit in addition to the ESA permit.  Hold on, if you possess the species prior to them being 
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listed or up-listed, you just have to provide documentation that you did possess the species 


previously before they became endangered.  That could be you have a photograph, it could be a 


permit, it could be various different things that just provide that date or clarification that you 


possessed the specimen legally prior to its endangered listing.  You can work with our permits 


division to certify that possession pre-Act. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I just had a question about something you mentioned earlier regarding Oculina 


varicosa.  The biological review team did not fully assess the species because the petition filed 


by Center for Biological Diversity didn’t fully provide enough rationale in the petition that was 


filed; is that correct?  Did the team take that a step further and consider oculina in this proposed 


listing?  I just wondered if you could elaborate on that. 


 


MS. MOORE:  When NOAA Fisheries receive a petition, we have to evaluate the petition.  The 


ESA has a standard that we have to evaluate the petition for a certain level of information.  That 


is basically to protect us from superfluous petitions for listing of species.  There has to be a 


minimum amount of information that’s required for us to identify whether or not we should go 


forward with the whole status review.  That is what we determine at the 90-day stage. 


 


The Agency determined at that 90-day stage that the information that the petitioner presented us 


on Oculina varicosa did not meet that bar; did not meet that threshold.  The Agency determined 


that we were not going to go ahead with the status review for Oculina, but that we would go 


ahead with the status review for the remainder of the species.   


 


The main crux of that was that they had not presented information that the threat that they were 


reporting were contributing to the other 82 species condition; were the same threats that are 


affecting Oculina.  That was one of the main things. Also, they hadn’t really provided enough 


information on their status or other threats.   


 


It did not meet that threshold, and so we made that determination at the 90-day stage.  Because 


the agency made that determination and we charged the biological review team with providing a 


status review of 82 pieces for which we did want to evaluate their status for potential listing, they 


didn’t and they really couldn’t take on an evaluation of Oculina varicosa. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  One more; say a person collected a piece of fire coral 50 years ago while 


collecting coral was legal, but he has no documentation because he got it himself and he has it on 


his shelf; now how can he possibly prove legally that he has it; what do you think about that? 


 


MS. MOORE:  I’m not an expert in how you document or certify that you possessed it legally 


pre-Act.  I would definitely refer you to our permits division; but I have heard anecdotally that 


things like a picture from 10 years ago with it sitting on your shelf and there is a date stamp of 


that picture on the back of the photograph; that is sufficient. 


 


There are multiple ways of documenting even if you didn’t need a permit when you collected it , 


but I’m not exactly positive.  In a particular case our people in our permits division would 


provide the appropriate guidance and help people try to figure out what is the way to document 


this or take a picture of it now.  If it is not prohibited that you had it now, take a picture of it 


now. 


 







           Coral AP  


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                May 7, 2013 


19 
 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, any other comments or questions for Jennifer?  Jennifer, we really 


appreciate your time and all the information and the responses to the questions.  It is greatly 


appreciated and gave us a lot better – or gave me at least a better understanding of more of the 


impacts.  I know that was some of the concern of the panel; and not so much an understanding of 


the relative effects of the proposed legislation may have on a variety of different programs and 


projects.  Thank you very much. 


 


MS. MOORE:  Thank you, it was my pleasure.  If you guys have any follow-up questions, feel 


free to contact me.  I’m happy to continue dialogue.  I know some of these potential impacts are 


upsetting and potentially harmful.  We acknowledge that and we just have to make sure that 


everybody understands that we are expressly prohibited from considering that in making our 


determination.  I do apologize for that.  But, again, we’re just implementing the law.  But I 


appreciate the opportunity to discuss; and anything else that you guys have, please feel free to 


give me a shout out. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I appreciate it.  Thank you very much, Jennifer.  We’re going to take a quick five- 


minute break to get set up for the next presentation.  Be back here at 2:31 please. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, we’ll come back and get back to the meeting again.  I thought it would be a 


good idea to give the panel kind of an update on activities and status and progress on the nursery 


activities associated with acropora cervicornis.  It kind of follows in well with the last topic that 


we had, and I’ve asked Dave Gilliam to please give us a summary of where they are and what is 


going on with the nurseries. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  This is really good timing following Jen’s talk on the status of those stony 


corals.  I guess I just start by where the support for these efforts has come from; a really 


wonderful relationship with the Nature Conservancy and NOAA through various programs.   


Then one of the big pushes for these nurseries along the Florida reef track was funding through 


the stimulus ARRA program, and that really allowed us to expand our nurseries. 


 


Really, this presentation is a summary provided from all the partners in our program, including 


our nursery in Broward County through Nova Southeastern University; then our other partner, 


University of Miami, Diego Lirman’s Lab, and their nursery in Biscayne; then Ken Nedimeyer, 


who we all know and his Coral Restoration Foundation in the Upper Keys, and I’ll talk more 


about how he started this whole program; and then John Hunt’s group in the Middle Keys, 


Florida FWC; and then Mote Marine Lab; so each of those institutions are managing nurseries.   


 


What is nice then is we have this network of nurseries all the way from Broward County all the 


way through; and also the Nature Conservancy is managing a nursery in the Tortugas as well.  


We basically have these staghorn coral nurseries along the entire Florida reef track, from 


Broward County, at the northern end of that Florida reef track, all the way to Dry Tortugas in the 


southern end.   


 


I need to start by thanking the people who kind of gave me all the information to put this 


presentation together for me.  Caitlin Lustic with TNC sent me a lot of information and a lot of 


the slides that I’m going to show are modified from her; and then my three graduate students that 


are doing parts of their research on utilizing and managing the nurseries; Liz Larson, who really 
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does most of the work managing our nursery; and then Zach Zostroff who just defended – and  


Cody who is working now with aspects in the nursery. 


 


Staghorn coral, acropora cervicornis; I’m sure that we’re all pretty familiar with this particular 


species.  It is a very unique and challenging stony coral species to work with.  What makes it 


unique and challenging is that it is branching and has very fast, tight growth rates.  It creates this 


very complex living structure.  


 


It is this structure that is very important in how it provides habitat for various reef-associated 


fishes, as well as a lot of other invertebrates as well.  As Jen said, it ranges throughout the greater 


Caribbean, generally in shallower depths.  Currently, one of the reasons why it is currently listed 


as threatened is that it is more likely found – it is isolated colonies versus even low density 


aggregations are even the preferred in terms of its ability to recover and reproduce these patches 


or thickets. 


 


Those are now fairly uncommon to find those large extensive patches.  As I said, it is a unique 


stony coral in the sense that it has two really significant forms of reproduction, both sexual and 


asexual.  As a stony coral sexual reproduction, it is a hermaphrodite, meaning it is both male and 


female.  It produces these gamete bundles, synchronous spawning, July and August.   


 


I say that; it has been a challenge the past couple of years to capture spawning of these guys.  


Then external fertilized eggs; as a lot of stony corals, they develop into larvae and then settle 


onto the reef and develop into polyps and then colonies.  This sexual reproduction is really the 


source of genetic diversity and is ultimately going to be the way that these species have any 


chance of recovering is through successful and increasing sexual reproduction.   


 


They also reproduce, if you will, asexually, and that is through fragmentation.  It is really this 


natural behavior, if you will, of this species that has allowed us to start these nursery programs; 


that they fragment.  It’s a natural process.  Fragments, broken branches from these colonies can 


survive if they happen to settle on suitable substrate during suitable conditions.   


 


There are a lot of factors that go into whether these fragments can survive, but they do survive; 


and it is through these fragmentation events that many of the large thickets form.  We’ve had the 


chance to do some analysis to some of our patches and thickets off of Broward County.  


Essentially they’re all one genotype, meaning that essentially all the thickets we have are a result 


of growth and fragmentation; this asexual reproduction. 


 


This is really common, but it is limited dispersal and it really doesn’t contribute to the diversity.  


As a natural process, its ability to help the species recover is important; but, like I said, it is 


enhancing or improving successful sexual reproduction that will allow this species to potentially 


recover. 


 


Threats or what we see along the entire Florida reef track is fire worm.  It is this polychaete 


worm in the upper left column there.  It just basically sucks the tissue off the tips of the colonies.  


Damselfish; they build these territories within these colonies and they don’t necessarily prey 


upon the coral tissue, but what they do is they keep these algal gardens tended in the colonies.   


We’ve seen areas where you start to get a little bit more of a dense aggregation of colonies and 
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these damselfish will come in and it is really amazing, if you get too many territories, the impact 


they can have on the colonies.   


 


Then there is a gastropod that actually preys upon the tissue.  Disease, kind of the classic white-


band disease, which is one of the culprits that theorized that led to its dramatic decline in the 


seventies and eighties.  Then there is a condition; what we and others kind of term rapid tissue 


loss.  It may just be kind of a catchall for a lot of conditions, but it tends to be what we have been 


identifying along the Florida reef tech and some of our monitoring efforts as being one of the 


major causes of mortality now. 


 


Then I just have the catchall usual threats to reefs.  Anything that generally impacts or threatens 


reefs also then threatens this particular species.  Jen went over this, so it was listed as threatened 


in 2006.  As she mentioned, it is proposed to be up-listed to endangered.  I don’t need to go into 


that.  Really, nurseries then have been designed kind of as a tool – or one of many potential tools 


that could be used to try to help this species, to help conserve and potentially help the species 


recover.   


 


That is a tough thing, but at least it is a tool that could help.  Just quickly here, essentially 


fragments are collected from parent or donor colonies.  They are brought into a nursery where 


they are grown and then they are fragmented again second generation, and then maybe they are 


growing and fragmented again third generation.  That can go on and on; so you can start with a 


few individual fragments and then over time get many, many fragments. 


 


Then you take fragments from your nursery corals and you out-plant them on the natural reef; 


and then the hope being that you can be successful in terms of your numbers or your placement 


of these out-plants to promote sexual reproduction, which then hopefully will contribute to 


species recovery. 


 


This basically just illustrates what I just said.  You basically borrow from a donor colony, a 


parent colony and then that grows.  From there you create nursery fragments and they grow.  


From there you create more nursery fragments and they grow, and you just go on and on.  


Really, the thought is that you really only take from donor parent natural colonies early in the 


process; and if your diversity numbers are appropriate in your nurseries, you don’t have to go 


back and take from the natural environment again. 


 


Then on the right there; that image was taken from kind of a manual that we all produced about a 


year and a half ago on this process.  A little bit about our Florida Partnership Project History – 


Ken isn’t here.  Ken wasn’t able to make it.  He is actually probably much more appropriate to 


give this talk than I am.  He is kind of the grandfather of all this.   


 


I’m sure many of you know the story that Ken had a live rock farm in the Upper Keys and in the 


early 2000’s some acropora cervicornis recruited onto his live rock.  Being the conservation- 


minded and wonderful person that Ken is, he recognized that as being something unique and 


very important. 


 


I think with the help of his daughter and a 4-H project, he started fragmenting those colonies and 


kind of developing this nursery process here in Florida.  He then teamed up with TNC and the 


Sanctuary and expanded his nursery and did some of the first out-planting.  This seemed to be a 
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really wonderful thing.  A couple of us heard about this great opportunity so we stepped in and 


raised our hands and said we wanted to get involved as well.   


 


A couple of us worked with TNC and NOAA and Ken and received some funding from NOAA 


to establish some additional nurseries; one in Broward, one in Biscayne National Park through 


University of Miami, Diego Lirman.  I expanded this first time and it worked well as we 


expected.   


 


Then we brought in some additional partners and received some of the stimulus money in 2009, 


and that really allowed us to significantly expand our current nursery and then create a number of 


new nurseries as well.  To where we are now, all the nurseries are very active and growing and 


very busy. 


 


As you can see, right now the capacity within the available material within nurseries is quite 


high.  I’ll get into more of that in a moment.  Much of those numbers though are part of Ken’s 


effort, because his nursery is significantly larger than the rest of ours.  But in terms of our 


partnership, that is a quick summary of numbers there.  It is a very short history, but successful.   


 


We really owe it to Ken and some others in kind of their conservation-minded thinking that 


allowed us to grow and this partnership to continue.  Like I mentioned, 2009 was a real 


significant opportunity for expansion of these nurseries.  The green dots are the nurseries that 


were established in 2009.   


 


Broward County is about almost chopped off there, but that is the northern nursery; then there is 


one off of Biscayne National Park; and then the Upper Keys, which is Ken’s; then the Middle 


Keys, FWC; and Lower Keys; Mote, and then Dry Tortugas, TNC is managing that one. 


 


Then there are a number of nurseries in the U.S. VI as well, too, that is part of this partnership, 


but today I’m just concentrating on those nurseries along the Florida reef track.  I am just going 


to run through kind of a general process of how these nurseries evolved.  If people want to jump 


in and ask me questions as I go through this, I prefer that; or if you have something to add, please 


do. 


 


MS. STILES:  Thank you for this helpful presentation.  I was wondering if you put out the 


fragments that you’ve grown up in the nursery; how long do you expect it to take before you 


have sort of a functioning patch reef there?  I mean, there is no end point for growing reef, 


obviously; but when you feel like there is sort of a normal assemblage of fish and vertebrates and 


things are pretty stable? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Well, we haven’t gotten there yet in terms of – I’ll mention it in a second, but 


we just had our major out-planting event.  Just last year was our big major push.  Those colonies 


are all still fairly small; but I would think it would take a number of years for these colonies to 


grow and then naturally fragment to create additional colonies; but to have a patch or thicket 


much like we see in some areas off Southeast Florida, it is going to take a number of years. 


 


MS. STILES:  Maybe decades? 
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DR. GILLIAM:  Maybe not decades, but five to ten – I know it is hard for me to guess, but 


years. 


 


MS. STILES:  That is hopeful. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Have you seen that four-minute video that they made in Puerto Rico on that 


grounding site, the staghorn they planted out?  I don’t know if you have or not.  But I saw it – we 


had a meeting a couple weeks ago and it was incredible.  I couldn’t believe it.  They planted out 


a bunch of these little fragments and in one year it looked like some of those thickets you were 


showing up there.  It is incredible.  I know it’s on the web somewhere, but that would be really 


interesting for people to see that video, because I couldn’t believe it.  Everybody in the room was 


like, wow. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I haven’t seen that video in particular, but I wonder if it is associated with the 


grounding events that occurred. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  It was a Puerto Rico site.  It planted out with this nursery.  It was incredible, in 


one year. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  A lot of that depends on the size and the density spacing of your out-plants as 


well, if you know how quickly they would form those thickets.  Yes, it is amazing.  This thing 


was funding – quickly I went through the procedures all the partners kind of went through.  We 


targeted 20 parent donor colonies in each of the regions.   


 


From each donor colony, we clipped three 10 centimeter clippings.  Then for most of the 


nurseries, each of those ten centimeter clippings were then further divided into 3 centimeter 


fragments.  From each donor colony, we were able to collect nine fragments that were put into 


the nursery.   


 


Some of the nurseries as well have added to their nursery stock by collecting from fragments of 


opportunity.  That is essentially when they’re swimming on the natural reef and they find a loose 


fragment.  They can bring some of those into their nursery.   As part of this funding, Iliana 


Baums from Penn State University, we gave her little samples from all the donor colonies and 


she did genetic analysis of all the donors.   


 


All of our donor colonies are genotyped, which is very interesting.  Then we are required to 


monitor the donor colonies for a period of time after collecting.  Basically, all the data shows that 


the removal of this small amount of tissue from the donors didn’t really negatively impact the 


donor colonies.  They all recovered and grew. 


 


DR. VOSS:  Did anyone – have they typed the zoax from all the different regions? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  That is ongoing right now, actually.  One of the last slides I’ll show is some of 


the research efforts that have been associated with this effort, because it is not often that you 


have this opportunity where you have these species on such a large region as the entire Florida 


reef track where we have captive individuals, in essence, so they have all been genotyped.  Yes, 


there are a number of those types of efforts that are going on as well.  That was the start.  That 


was the collection from the donor parent colonies that brought into the nurseries.   
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Then the nurseries have ongoing work, ongoing monitoring and maintenance.  As part of our 


initial permits, we were required to do a certain amount of monitoring within the nurseries as 


they were becoming established just to make sure that the locations for the nurseries were 


appropriate and that our techniques were appropriate and that fragments were surviving and 


growing. 


 


In addition to that, we all have continuous efforts.  There is minor cleaning of both the platforms 


and lines that the nursery colonies are growing on.  At various intervals at this point really 


nursery dependent, we record nursery colony condition in our nursery, because we’re very 


interested in the science of these efforts and learning more about the species. 


 


We try to visit the nursery monthly, but not all the nurseries can get out quite that frequently.  I 


know Ken gets out perhaps even more frequently.  But we’d like to keep track of if there has 


been any breakage injury within the nurseries, presence/absence of disease, predation and other 


types of impacts.  It also allows us to keep somewhat of an inventory of how our production is 


going in the nursery. 


 


Then I have growth; we were measuring growth of these things.  It is not that easy and is actually 


somewhat time consuming.  We did quite a bit of that at the beginning to get a handle on growth.  


Now we’re just doing it on a subset and really almost project related.  We’re not measuring 


growth on all the nursery colonies anymore.  It takes too much time.   


 


But then one of the other things that we do year round is. whenever we can, as nursery colonies 


get large, we fragment them in the nursery and then take those fragments and transplant them in 


the nursery to increase our numbers.  As we do that. we keep track of – as we go for these second 


and third and fourth generation fragments in the nursery, we keep them mapped so we know  


their genotype and what generation they were.   


 


That is information that is interesting for us to know within our nursery; but also when we out- 


plant, one of the things that we need to keep track of is what genotypes are going at each of our 


out-plant sites.  These are just some of the examples of some of the platforms or types of 


nurseries.   


 


Most of us started with the type in the upper left.  This small platform structure is basically just 


concrete blocks with pedestals epoxied or cemented on top and then pucks cemented on the 


pedestals and then these fragments epoxied on top of the pucks.  In many places these small 


concrete blocks were prone to damage from storm events and such.   


 


Ken has been very innovative in his different designs.  He went to the same type of structure but 


using more PVC pipes to get them further off the substrate and to allow energy and sediment to 


move between.  Ken now is really going towards lines and what he calls lines and trees.  I think 


we have those in all of our nurseries now.   


 


The bottom left in Broward County is what most of our nursery looks like.  Those are small 


artificial reefs; they are a meter cubed.  They are nice, easy platforms to work off, because you 


can almost stand or just float above the bottom a little bit and they are nice, convenient working 
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height rather than kneeling right on the sand.  I’m particularly happy about using that substrate as 


a nursery, because I built all those back in the mid-nineties for my dissertation work.   


 


I’m glad now that they are getting used and continue to be used for another purpose.  Then the 


other three examples there are different types of suspended platforms.  They have proved to be 


very successful, very high growth.  They also tend to be less susceptible to predation as the hard 


platforms are in terms of Hermodice and snails.   


 


They are a little bit more fragile in terms of through storm events and such; but amazingly when 


you maintain them, and you keep the floats in good shape and the structures in good shape and 


you don’t let the corals get too big, they are pretty robust as well.  They are a very efficient use 


of space as well.  That is kind of a direction that – I think in our nursery we like to maintain both 


types because they have their advantages, but I know Ken and others are going pretty heavy in 


those line- suspended platforms.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  I just thought we had Sandy, even though it wasn’t a direct hit; it was a pretty 


good blow, and since you’ve started we’ve had a few tropical storms; what kind of impacts have 


you seen from that?  I know you say they’re resilient, but how resilient would you say they really 


are? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Well, I think we all had a lot of work to do right after Sandy.  Although 


Hurricane Sandy didn’t hit Florida; but I guess because it raced along most of the coast, it 


created these huge swells and a lot of work.  For us in Broward, we essentially have three 


platforms in Broward.  We have those cement platforms and we have line nurseries and we also 


have what we call PVC arrays. 


 


I don’t have a picture of it – I forgot to put one there – but essentially it is four PVC legs.  It is 


like a table with then PVC horizontal.  We have the cervicornis on the horizontal so they’re 


open.  Those survived.  I guess because the energy can go through them, they did very well.  Our 


line nurseries were impacted the greatest versus our other two.  Even our hard platforms did 


pretty good; but all the nurseries had a pretty significant fragmentation after those events.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  Were you able to salvage from those that were fragmented?  In other words, were 


you able to recover a fair amount of what may have been impacted by the storm? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  We did okay.  Our numbers weren’t impacted too greatly, so it didn’t really  


affect our ability to keep our operations going.  Of course, we had a lot of fragments that we no 


longer could identify their genotypes, so we have a little section of our nursery that are like 


designated for the orphans.  We know that they are from our nursery, but we don’t really know 


what genotype they are. 


 


I think all the nurseries ended up doing fairly well.  The biggest impact to the nurseries in the 


Keys was the 2010, the winter of 2010 cold water event.  Especially the Middle Keys nurseries, 


they are at the passes between Florida Bay and the ocean-side are larger, and that influence of 


that Florida Bay getting so cold and then that water rushing over; it really significantly impacted 


a number of those nurseries.   
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Up in Broward we weren’t really impacted by that cold water event at all.  We had our major 


out-planting events in 2012 associated with the 2009 and 2010 ARA funding.  In order for us to 


do this and to get our permits; there were certain criteria that the fragments had to meet for us to 


be able to take them out of the nursery and plant them back onto the natural reef. 


 


Again, we had to know the genotype of all the fragments from nursery colonies and the length of 


time they are in the nursery.  We were able to do this in our nursery.  I think in most of the 


nurseries, other than those that were in our little orphan section or colonies in other nurseries of 


fragments of opportunity; we can go from all of our nursery colonies and we can tie them all the 


way back to the donor colony.   


 


We can go all the way from where the donor colony is located, genotype of the donor colony, 


and the size of the donor colony.  We can follow it all the way through all of our nursery 


colonies.  The nursery colonies had to have no visible sign of poor health, which is not always 


easy to define with corals.  It is basically a visual assessment.   


 


They had to have basically no discoloration.  They had to look healthy, no recent mortality, no 


disease.  They couldn’t have been recently impacted by predators, no injury, microbial mats and 


seasonal bacteria, in essence, and then any type of growth anomaly.  Essentially all of those were 


just visual evidence that they were healthy before we were able to take them out into the wild.   


 


They had to be a minimum of 5 centimeters of linear growth.  I wrote that generally for these, 


because we were taking – basically in the nursery, we’re clipping off the branches off of these 


nursery colonies.  In most cases, that 5 centimeters of linear growth is about a 5 centimeter 


fragment, but it doesn’t necessarily have to be.   


 


A linear growth is essentially the lengths of all the branches.  Some of the fragments may have 


had 5 centimeters of linear growth, but they may have been only maybe 3.5 centimeters in 


height, but they also had a 2 centimeter branch coming off.  In most cases, you didn’t really out- 


plant something that small, but you could, and there has been a lot of success with that small.  


Some of the nurseries targeted more towards 10 centimeters of linear growth, but we had a 


minimum of 5 centimeter. 


 


AP MEMBER:  What was your reject rate? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Well, we didn’t have any; because through the process of getting the permits, 


we wouldn’t want to out-plant something that didn’t look healthy to begin with.   


 


(Question asked off the record) 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I don’t think I have that number in my head; but a vast majority of the nursery 


colonies would be fine to – now it is not 100 percent.  We do have disease and predation in the 


nurseries.  Those are natural events; but we didn’t have any trouble taking enough fragments 


from any one genotype to populate all the sites that we wanted to populate within the funding 


and time that we had.  


 


All the nurseries, at least ours especially, the amount of product in the nursery was more than 


adequate to get what we needed for the out-planting that was defined by the funding.  This is just 
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minimally what was required as part of our funding.  We wanted as partners – because we were 


able to out-plant – we had a number of nurseries along the entire Florida reef track – we wanted 


to have kind of as best we could some consistency.  All the partners had to establish what we 


called core out-plant sites.  We set up some minimum criteria for those core out-plant sites, each 


site a minimum 150 fragments.  


  


We wanted to have some diversity within these sites, so a minimum of 10 genotypes.  The 


spacing within these core sites, the spacing between the fragments needed to be about 1 meter 


apart.  When you do anything out in the natural environment – you know, it is not empty rooms 


or an empty table that you can put these nice, convenient, evenly spaced grids – you have to 


work around what is already in your site.   


 


Not all the fragments were exactly a meter apart, but generally that was something that we were 


targeting.  That was based upon some discussions we’ve had with Nicky Fogarty and others that 


have been looking at reproduction in acroporids about – getting to your question earlier about 


how far apart would two colonies need to be to have any chance of their gametes finding each 


other and some successful reproduction; so we didn’t necessarily at this point want them right on 


top of each other, but we didn’t want them so far apart that they weren’t essentially at the same 


site or wouldn’t have any chance of interacting.   


 


Site design; by definition it kind of had to be region-specific.  The reefs in Broward County are 


different than the reefs in the Upper Keys or different than the reefs in the Dry Tortugas in the 


sense that you couldn’t all put – you know, Broward County, we basically have a lot of  


continuous area to work with.  We have these north/south running reef lines.   


 


We did a pretty good job of having very consistent and our core sites all looked pretty consistent 


in terms of their shape and how far apart the fragments were.  But in other areas of the region, 


along with these nurseries along the reef track, they couldn’t follow our design completely.  Each 


of the sites within the regions had to be somewhat tailored towards their reef environment. 


 


MS. STILES:  I don’t have a lot of experience on restoration, but I’m wondering how you select 


the sites in terms of perhaps there is sparse coral there, there used to be coral there in the past, 


maybe there is not coral there for a reason because there is heavy traffic or sedimentation.  You 


don’t want to put the guys’ right out in front of the figurative highway of continued impacts from 


whatever killed the previous coral. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  No, that is right.  All that went into consideration and into site choice.  Much of 


the site choice was really based upon our collective professional experience and discussion and 


knowledge of each of the regions.  All the sites had to be permitted.  All those things went into 


consideration. 


 


They had to pick reef sites where we thought they had the best chance of survival in terms of all 


those conditions; not being adjacent to something that would inhibit any stony coral growth, let 


alone cervicornis.  In Broward we had additional concerns that we weren’t allowed to pick sites 


that might potentially be involved in permitted offshore activities, much to my disappointment. 


 


But we had to make sure that none of the sites that we chose might potentially be involved in 


some other activity.  But especially this first go around, this first really large effort amongst all 
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the partners at trying to get a lot of fragments out; we really were targeting reefs where we 


expected there to be high success; and where if conditions were perfect and these species weren’t 


listed, there would probably be individuals of these species there already. 


 


We wanted to pick locations where we expected to have high success for all those reasons.  In 


addition to these core sites, some of the nurseries established – I have experimental in quotes, 


because sometimes that word can propose challenges; but sites that were designed to be a little 


different than the core sites.  Essentially the methodology exactly the same, but like in our case 


in Broward, our experimental sites, our first go around we wanted to look at really how fragment 


spacing density, if you will, impacts not only survival and growth of the corals themselves, but 


also how it interacts with development of the community; and then how the cause of mortality 


interact with density, if you will; settlement by damselfish and prevalence of disease and other 


predators.  Not all the nurseries established these experimental sites, but a number of us did.   


 


MS. PUGLISE:  Margaret Miller back in the mid-2000’s did some work at the Aquarius with 


restoration.  Did any of that information – their findings out of that work factor into yours? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I don’t know if any specific information came from it, but we’ve had a number 


of – through TNC, their kind of overall management of the effort, have had a number of 


meetings and workshops and conference calls and that type of thing.  I know Margaret has been 


at a couple of those.   


 


From the start of this whole process, there has been a lot of discussion within the partners and 


then bringing in people outside the partnership as well and kind of get the best available 


information at the time to help promote the success of this both in terms of survival and growth 


and production in the nurseries and then survival in the out-plant sites as well. 


 


MS. PUGLIESE:  I’m hoping that there has been some cross fertilization since some of the same 


people worked on both projects; because Ken was a factor in both as well as Iliana Baums. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Yes, absolutely.  Ken is involved in a lot of these efforts, so, yes, absolutely I’m 


sure.  For all the core sites and the experimental sites, really the way that these nursery fragments 


are secured to the substrate, out-planted, if you will, is pretty simple actually.  Probably the most 


common method is what you see in the upper left there. 


 


That is simply just using a small masonry nail and a small zip tie and maybe a little piece of 


epoxy right on the substrate will hold the fragment down for the couple months that are required 


for that fragment then to grow over the nail and onto the substrate and essentially create its own 


hold onto the reef. 


 


In the past, little fragments have been secured with epoxy onto a puck, and then that puck is 


cemented onto the reef.  Then sometimes as was generally the case with larger fragments – those 


small fragments like you see in the top left, that zip tie will be used; but if you are going to put a 


larger fragment on the substrate, a lot of times they just set it down on the substrate to where it 


kind of naturally would lay, and then you just put a little epoxy on the contact points with the 


substrate. 
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The colony fragment will then grow over the epoxy onto the substrate and then basically grow 


like a normal colony.  The process itself is pretty quick and pretty simple.  Like I said, these are 


pretty fast growing; this is a very fast-growing species for stony corals.  In the right conditions 


and the right handling, they will grow over that nail and epoxy pretty quickly. 


 


We have monitoring requirements for our out-plants.  For the 2012 effort, we were required to go 


to all our sites one in three months as part of the permit, but we’re all continuing monitoring at 


those sites more than just those three months, because we wanted to learn from this experience to 


increase success in the future; and then for us we just wanted to learn more about the species 


itself and the like.  You will see numbers in seconds.   


 


We out planted a lot of fragments, so we weren’t able to really collect all that information on all 


of them.  It just wouldn’t have been possible.  All of our effort and time would have gone into 


monitoring a few fragments instead of getting a lot of fragments out.  At each site, for five out- 


plant fragments of each genotype, we had to tag or at least map the locations so we could go 


back to the exact same fragments at both monitoring events.   


 


We had to photo document their condition prior to out-planting, and then during each monitoring 


event record condition, alive/dead, have they experienced breakage and any other type of 


condition that might be overgrowth or other things; presence of disease and/or predation.  If any 


of those five fragments per genotype per site did have active disease at the time of monitoring, 


we had to then go and put an eyeball on all the fragments at the site to get an indication of the 


number of fragments within the entire site that had active disease.   


 


We had to take photos of all of those.  We needed to try to either seal with epoxy or remove the 


diseased portion.  Then representative’s disease samples were taken and stored.  There was a 


fixation and handling protocol that was provided as part of the permit.  In addition to that, I have 


“other” there.  I think all the nurseries at all the sites did additional things, the noes in our 


ongoing – I know that many of us, after three months, they are essentially behaving like natural 


colonies; so any fragment events that occur naturally kind of record that and maybe map their 


location.  We measure growth on a subset of our out-plant fragments.   


 


That allows us to compare.  It is really a neat dataset.  We have the genotypes so we can compare 


changes and growth for genotype, and we can compare genotype growth as a donor versus as a 


nursery colony versus as an out-plant colony.  Something that we’re doing in Broward is we did 


fish and benthic assessment in all of our sites prior to out-planting.   


 


We’re doing quarterly fish counts at all the sites, and then we’ll do some benthic monitoring at 


these sites just to look and see how the community changes as these colonies grow.  Here are 


some summary data from that 2012 effort for each of the nurseries.  The first column is what is at 


the end of 2012; the approximate numbers of corals in each of the nurseries.   


 


If you look at the Upper Keys, I have a little asterisk next to all those just to remind myself and 


make sure I give Ken his due and point out that is his nursery; the Coral Reef Restoration 


Foundation.  Those are all probably estimates for him.  His nursery, as you can see, is much, 


much greater than all the rest of ours; but it just illustrates the effort he has put into his nurseries 


and the product he has available.   
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But the rest of the nurseries are the ones that really basically started in late 2009, early 2010; and 


you can see all the nurseries are doing quite well, quite a few corals currently in the nursery; 


quite a few genotypes have been included in the nurseries.  Those out-plant numbers are 


associated with that 2012 effort.   


 


Again a number of genotypes that were out-planted, and then the number of sites that was 


associated with that funding event.  Again, I know Ken did his four core sites but he has 


obviously many more out-plant sites than those four that I don’t really have.  He’s not here, 


which is unfortunate, but I don’t really have too much additional information on that.  A little bit 


of summary; so if you total up, over 35,000 corals are currently in our nurseries.  The majority of 


that again is Ken. 


 


If you subtract that, we have over 8,000 outside of his nurseries.  That is quite a few.  The 


nurseries have grown quite a bit in just two years.  There is a mean of 36 genotypes per nursery, 


so our diversity is pretty good.  Kind of getting at Josh’s earlier question; survival in the 


nurseries is generally very, very good. 


 


Taking these small fragments from donor parent colonies; and when your nurseries are located in 


appropriate locations and you have appropriate platforms, these things do very well.  Some major 


sources of mortality; the major source of mortality is these natural disturbance events, storms, 


that 2010 cold event.   


 


We do see disease, but from our data, looking at our monitoring of patches and individual 


colonies in Broward County, disease in the nursery is no greater, if it is not less than what you 


see in the natural environment.  Fire worm predation is present in all the nurseries.  It was a 


problem that we had in our nursery at the start because of those essentially little artificial patch 


reefs.   


 


We had an ongoing, active fire worm removal program, and that reduced their predation quite a 


bit.  The line nurseries see much less predation than the hard platform nurseries.  Some other 


things that have – some nurseries have experienced some pretty significant hybrid overgrowth.  


Then we had an interesting even in the summer of 2012.  That is the picture in the bottom right, 


where we had this; I don’t know, what is the right word for jellyfish; infestation, bloom, I don’t 


know; but it was amazing how many moon jellies we had.   


 


That was actually a source of mortality in our nurseries.  You can see a picture there.  We would 


go to our nursery and we would see that.  My guys; they would physically remove all the jellies 


from off the cervicornis.  It was rare that we had complete mortality, but you did see some 


mortality from these jellyfish getting stuck on the nurseries.  I don’t remember ever seeing that 


many moon jellies as we did last summer. 


 


(Question asked off the record) 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Probably the line nurseries experienced more, but they’re on the modules as 


well. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I just over time remember periods where coming up you’re playing Frogger to 


find a space to the surface.  They are just a huge blanket.  But it is like five, seven years, 
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something like that when you see something that heavy.  I remember them occurring a number of 


times. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  It’s an interesting topic that someone could look into on that.  I don’t know too 


much about jellyfish, but we were surprised and it was a bit of a challenge.  Out-planting 


summary, again this is from our major 2012 effort, over 5,000 fragments were out-planted at 


more than 30 sites.  A mean of 16 genotypes were out-planted per nursery, so nice diversity. 


Survival per site; that three-month monitoring event ranged anywhere between 60 to 90 percent, 


which is actually pretty high for acropora cervicornis; that type of survival.  Major sources of 


mortality are basically the same; storms – the passing of Isaac and Sandy had measurable 


impacts on all of our out plant sites – and then disease and fire worm predation, just like in the 


nurseries. 


 


I threw this up there.  This is just something to illustrate how quickly these things – how much 


product can be produced in these nurseries in such a short period of time.  In January 2010 our 


two major nurseries now that were started with ARA funding; we had 180 that we brought in 


from new donor colonies, and we brought in 120 from our 2007 nursery. 


 


In January 2010 we started with about 300 three to five or maybe seven sized fragments.  By the 


end of 2012, we out-planted 1,200 and we still had 1,600 colonies in a nursery.  That is a really 


conservative estimate that you can get four out-planted fragments per colony.  In some of those 


you can get a lot more than four; but I just used four, so that equals 6.400 equivalent fragments.   


 


In two years we’ve produced 7,600 potential fragments, which is quite a big increase in two 


years.  Now, that’s kind of a made-up number, 2,500 percent, but it illustrates that these things 


do well in nurseries.  We’re just taking advantage of some of their natural growth properties in 


terms of fragmenting and surviving from fragmenting and having fast growth.   


 


Those five fragments you see on the left are the same five fragments on the right.  That is two 


years later almost to the day actually those two pictures were taken, but that is actually after 


they’ve been fragmented in the nursery once as well.   


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Has anybody or is anybody actively trying to quantify the biomass change 


over time? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  We get through that really with that linear growth measurement.  Most of the 


time with stony corals, when you talk about size, you usually talk about they just measure a 


colony diameter.  That is a challenge with cervicornis, because they are branching colonies and 


they fragment. 


 


You can have a fragment event to where maybe those fragments survived, where it is essentially 


the same colony, but now it is growing right next to it, but it is not connected to anywhere.  


Acropora cervicornis staghorn coral is exciting and unique.  It’s a challenge.  It is not normal like 


the other stony corals. 


 


How we get to that biomass thing is really go into a colony like you see in the bottom right and 


taking calipers and measuring the length of each of those branches and then adding each of those 
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lengths up to get an estimate of the amount of tissue that is available for out-planting.  That is 


kind of similar to a fish bio-math type of estimate. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Has anybody tried a displacement approach? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Yes, maybe in the lab, but I don’t know in terms of in the field.  Josh, you’re 


shaking your head. 


 


DR. VOSS:  A number of studies have been done to correlate the kind of measurements the age 


group is taking with buoyant weights.  It has shown fairly high concordance between the two.  


There has also been a couple of new techniques developed to model fragments; specifically 


branching corals using anywhere from 6 to 20 cameras, all taking a simultaneous image and 


building a little virtual 3D model of your coral.  The problem with these guys is that they are 


likely to outgrow whatever apparatus you might have to take that image and quantify biomass to 


that level. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Well, I just have a couple more.  Just to kind of get to the question Josh 


mentioned earlier, you know, researchers, we’re interested more than just the growth in 


nurseries, but there has been a lot of research effort associated with these as well both in terms of 


student projects and other researchers that have taken advantage of this particular opportunity. 


 


One thing that we want to do – and Cody, his thesis is looking at this – we really want to move 


towards not having these nurseries as being little individual isolated units, but have them be all 


part of an active interrelated program along the Florida reef track.  Right now we don’t have 


permits that allow us to take colonies from any one nursery and out-plant them to another region.   


 


We did start a project between my nursery and Ken’s nursery where we relocated – we looked at 


three genotypes in his nursery, a fast-growing, kind of an average growing and a slow-growing; 


and three genotypes in our nursery; fast, kind of average and slow, and we took fragments from 


each of our nurseries and we relocated into the other nursery.   


 


We’re comparing kind of growth and survival and then collecting some tissue for zooxanthellae 


stuff, Broward corals in the Broward nursery versus Monroe corals in the Broward nursery and 


vice versa.  It is kind of the first step that it is going to allow us to be able to take advantage of all 


the genotypes amongst all the nurseries and all the product amongst all the nurseries so we can 


out-plant along the entire Florida reef track, increasing diversity and likelihood for success.   


 


MS. STILES:  I don’t think I know the answer to this, but sort of balance to that would be that 


there may be some kind of existing diversity of the coral or the genotypes of the associated 


microbes, I don’t know what, that you may wish to further by having some isolation between 


your different nurseries.  Certainly, for aquaculture, I mean having isolation between separate 


projects can be a good thing just in case somebody’s nursery has problems.  I guess I’m saying it 


might not be a bad thing that your projects are isolated. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I think at this point the fear for not integrating them completely would be that 


those potential transmissions of a disease or pathogen or something that is in Broward that we 


don’t want to get into the Keys or vice versa.  There is really not much evidence at this point, but 
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one thing kind of the opposite of that is having genotypes along the entire Florida reef track 


present in multiple nurseries. 


 


It is a bank; it is kind of a depository.  It is a safety net so where if something like the 2010 cold 


event happens again or is maybe even greater, that we don’t lose all the genotypes in the Middle 


Keys; those genotypes are present in the nurseries elsewhere as well.  I guess I view it more as a 


positive thing to try to have the nurseries interact. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Towards that end, I apologize, I probably missed this; how are you identifying 


your genotypes? 


 


DR. GILLIAN:  When the donor colonies were collected, we had to send samples. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It’s through genetic markings. 


 


DR. GILLIAN:  That’s right, yes. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  How many genotypes?  I noticed that each of you had specific numbers of 


genotypes.  How many are common between the two sites;, do you know?  Do you have a sense 


for that yet?  I would agree with you that it would seem greater genetic diversity through the reef 


track would be a better idea than more regionally cloned.  Even though you still have the 


diversity from the genotypes present within the area, but you still seem to end up with something 


that is more susceptible. 


 


DR. GILLIAN:  I don’t know the exact numbers, and there might be some overlap, but most of 


the genotypes are unique.  Essentially in Broward, the only time we ever had the same genotype 


collected is when we collected from those patches.  Essentially all the samples from a patch with 


a same genotype, but any sample from individual colony was a different genotype. 


 


DR. BANKS:  The counter argument to that is that genotypes are selected for and they are given 


environments, because they’re the strongest there.  We have certain genotypes in North Broward, 


because they are the genotypes that do well in North Broward.  And by doing the transplants, 


that is one of the ways you can test that.   


 


You could potentially do it – and if you are worried about this idea of contamination or 


spreading a potential disease without some kind of quarantine; you could either set up quarantine 


areas or have common garden nurseries that are separate from the stock nurseries. 


 


DR. GILLIAN:  Yes, I think that would be ideal; it is just not practical of doing that.   


 


AP MEMBER:  Well, for the next proposal. 


 


DR. GILLIAN:  One thing that is interesting about the experiment that I just mentioned is the 


Broward fragments in Ken’s nursery; in the Monroe nursery did better than the Monroe 


fragments did in the Monroe nursery.  The Monroe fragments in the Broward nursery did better 


than the Monroe fragments in the Monroe nursery.  I don’t know why, but the coloration in our 


nursery tends to be more rich than in the Keys; very interesting. 
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DR. BANKS:  You’ve got to be careful of snapshots in longer time periods, too.  How Broward 


is today isn’t how Broward is next week or last week.  Talking anecdotally, we’ve had huge 


explosions of acropora in the seventies around certain areas that doesn’t exist right now.  That is 


a good point, but it is also hard to know what conditions are and how they vary over time. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The corollary to that is there is a lot more acropora in Miami-Dade than there was 


10 to 12 years ago as well. 


 


DR. BANKS:  Yes, Palm Beaches now, it has now showed up.  I don’t know historically what it 


has been in Palm Beaches. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  That’s always a tough thing, though, because is there more because there is 


more or is there more because we’re looking for it? 


 


DR. BLAIR:  There is more because there is more. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  If you’re selling a dive trip, there is more because there is more, but I think 


because you’re looking for it or there are more divers seeing it, there are more divers around to 


see it.  That is a huge factor, I think. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  And with ours, and especially the three county areas.  Our reefs are pretty well 


visualized both by divers and by our own work.  We definitely are seeing it in much greater 


abundances in areas that we did not see it before.  I do feel that in our area it is an increased 


abundance as opposed to a just not having seen it before. 


 


AP MEMBER:  But I still think your time shot is still only 20 years.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  No, agreed. 


 


AP MEMBER:  That is nothing, you know.  That is a blink. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Neither of those comments were Clark Alexander just in case anybody 


wants to attribute that kind of coral knowledge to me.  I was curious about the success rate of 


natural propagation by fragmentation versus the success rate in your nurseries. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Well, the success rate in the nurseries is much, much, much greater.  We’ve 


started to collect the past couple years some data on success of natural fragments and it is very 


low.  It’s almost – you can’t track it, it is generally so low.  We’ve mapped 100 fragments and 


you go back a couple months later and you can’t find almost any of them.  Success is low for 


natural fragmentation.  Of course, that is very site dependent. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  That doesn’t mean that they haven’t successfully grown somewhere; it just 


means you can’t find them. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Well, that’s true, but they’ve moved.  I think the likelihood of success is 


reduced the more that they are moving instead of staying in place and securing themselves.  I 


don’t think any of us have a really good quantitative handle on that.   I think it is generally pretty 


low, but in an environment where a patch or a thicket or it has a greater density of larger 
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colonies; that likelihood might be greater because something about the environment is more 


conducive for it or maybe just the presence of it holds the fragments in place that they can 


become established.   


 


Then lastly, there is a future, and we will continue to work in the nurseries.  We want to continue 


to out-plant.  We have to secure some funding for this year.  We have submitted proposals and 


we’re being creative in ways to continue supporting the effort, especially with these potential 


listings of more species.   


 


It doesn’t necessarily have to be just acroporids cervicornis nurseries.  Then, of course, we all 


want to continue to collaborate and learn more about the science of nursery and propagating 


itself, but also more about the communities that these species live in and more about the species 


themselves. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I know there was some talk about trying to make funding for the nurseries 


more attractive by kind of like expanding the scope to – like in particular to look at how the out- 


planted corals are providing essential fish habitat for federally managed species.  I think that in 


particular would be really useful information for this advisory panel and the council and 


NOAA’s Habitat Conservation Division.  Are you guys doing any of that work now? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Yes.  In our out-plant sites, we kind of started that from the beginning.  Like I 


said, we did a benthic assessment and the fish counts before putting any out-plants out, and then 


we’re doing that now.  We’ll be doing it in our future out-plants.  But part of the work for this 


year is – to make that an official part of the out-plant monitoring is to look at the community, at 


the sites that the fragments are getting out-planted to.  If you could get that exact same thing, it is 


a good thing and also opens up additional sources of support as well; kind of looking at it like a 


broader and bigger picture. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I was wondering if anyone had looked into using these areas that you’re 


developing at out-plant sites as they get larger and larger, using them as something like a 


mitigation bank to help fund the efforts. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Well, I think there has been some I guess starts of some discussion of that 


looking at nurseries as kind of that, but I am not aware of anything specifically occurring that 


way right now, but it certainly seems like a reasonable approach. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Relative to some of the activities that are ongoing in the regulatory processes; 


agencies or individuals that are conducting projects that may impact acropora, and from our 


county perspective, beach renourishment projects and placement of pipelines; slurry pipelines to 


bring the sand up onto the beach, or other aspects of that; certain aspects are included into that.   


 


It’s part of these sites having the complete assessments for location and densities and size and so 


forth of the acroporids, and relocation of those away from the area of potential impact; there are 


also requirements to do clippings and contribute those clippings into the nurseries to be able to 


help serve those as well.  Although discussion has been towards the – mitigation is more or less 


project-specific and detailed not necessarily towards the – at least at this point – towards any 


banking aspect of it. 
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MS. KARAZSIA:  Actually, I have a slide on an idea we’ve been floating around, and then also 


wanted to mention that the state of Florida, for some unauthorized impacts that occurred with the 


beach renourishment project in Palm Beach County offer to Midtown Beach; they recently 


within the last couple weeks required as the compensatory action for the town of Palm Beach to 


do some coral nursery work and some out planting activity.  I don’t think anyone here has looked 


into that too much, but it is the first time that I think that this approach had been used as a 


compensatory action for a coastal development type project. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  You know, one thing I didn’t put up there was a table.  We’ve been keeping 


track as partners of all the kind of outreach and education and media and all that.  This is kind of 


a really tangible, public can understand, feel good type of effort that you can actually take 


something small and within this fairly short period of time see it get big; and then actually do 


something with it that has some real value.   


 


I was on the plane with Ken this morning, and he bought a Florida Sportfishing Magazine; and 


wouldn’t you know it that in that magazine is our buddy, Ken, and there is an article about our 


nurseries.  That is actually one of my students right there, and two more of my students right 


there, and there is Ken again there. 


 


Just right here today, just serendipity that here is an example of the outreach and education that is 


associated with this effort.  I think it is something that – one of the other benefits that this type of 


partnership and this type of active effort is that it kind of gets more attention to the reefs in 


general and the threats and the things that we can do to help the reefs even above and beyond this 


particular species. 


 


I don’t know if you guys caught Ken in his CNN Hero Episode, which is really fantastic.  We’ve 


been on NBC Nightly News and magazine articles.  Another kind of benefit of this partnership  


has been this education outreach.  It is one more thing we can do to get the Florida reef track into 


the kind of public view. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Clark, one of the other things to your point, a perspective on the nursery aspects of 


it and how it has come along; obviously it has been ongoing and the science behind this has been 


ongoing for a long time.  My perspective is almost proof of science behind the way that it works, 


and the idea of having it; because in the past there wasn’t any sort of way to do compensatory 


damage for corals, but this is showing that there is a potential way.  I think that that is a positive 


thing in the future in what we saw there where there is either direct funding to ensure from 


clipping to out-plant, that a certain amount is going to be done is probably something that will 


become more prevalent in the regulatory process. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Right; and that was the thrust of my question, because as something like 


this gets bigger and bigger and it becomes more commonplace; it just becomes harder and harder 


to sustain for the long run, and you would hate to have it fall away just because of funding 


issues. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Yes, that’s true, but also we have to remember that this isn’t a panacea.  It is 


just a tool, and we’re never going to be able to grow enough in our nurseries to recover the 


species.  It is just one thing that we need to do.  Really, the problems and the threats that defined 


the decline to begin with need to be addressed. 
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It is really the only way that the species can recover; and again, it is through that sexual 


reproduction.  It is just a tool that will help, and we have to be careful with that I think in terms 


of mitigation as well.  It just isn’t as simple; oh, we’re going to do something that is going to 


affect a reef and its okay if we then grow 20,000 cervicornis colonies.  It is a plus. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The fact that it’s one species, too, and more than that could impact it as well. 


 


DR. VOSS:  Don’t sell yourself short.  We as humans are incredibly adept at getting individuals 


to go way over their natural population numbers if there is money to do it.  If we get to a 


situation where mitigation efforts commoditize corals such that when a ship runs aground they 


have to buy corals to plant back to that spot, we could very easily get to a position where you 


would be encouraged to grow many more than may have naturally existed in a given area. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Where mitigation is required and you have to move corals; is there going to be 


someone supervising this so that this business does not move diseased corals. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  There is a protocol that has been established and vetted as to both how it has to be 


supervised and done.  The one aspect that I’m not sure is addressed in thinking of the protocols is 


explicitly exclusion of something that might – usually in general we’re going to move the 


healthy colonies.  We aren’t looking to further stress a colony, so a bleached colony isn’t going 


to be one that we’re going to target. 


 


I don’t know that there is anything explicit in the protocols that explicitly address diseased 


organisms in a relocation program.  I’m thinking of through the state-permitting aspects when 


people are required to remove corals, which is a good point to make sure that something is in 


there. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Well, generally when coral relocation is part of an impact minimization effort, 


more than mitigation, but there is usually a set of criteria, if you will, or a protocol; and usually a 


minimum size of the colony and they have to be visually of good health, free of disease.  Cliona 


actually, body-robbing sponge, generally those colonies are excluded as well. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  What is usually the minimum size? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Usually; in the past it has been like 15 centimeters.  I think maybe some more 


recent ones have gone 10.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  It is getting smaller, yes. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Yes, we want 5; is that actually written down anywhere, 5? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, it has been 5 to 10, somewhere in that neighborhood; our last permits were in 


that neighborhood for relocation. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  That would be a good topic for discussion if we ever had some extra time, is 


to get some feedback from you all on that.  We have seen like through monitoring reports that as 


a minimization, these are corals that are going to be impacted by your project.  As a 
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minimization option, which would then reduce your compensatory mitigation requirement, 


because then you didn’t impact that colony; but that would be a good discussion that I think if we 


ever had a couple extra minutes to discuss.   


 


We’ve been recommending 5 now, and it sounds like you all have, too.  Thinking that maybe 


anything smaller than that would be considered a recruit, that would maybe require a more 


specific demographic type survey to identify and applying the reasonable test and for practical 


purposes.  Yes, it is small; but if it is possible, maybe it should be done. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I agree it is a very interesting topic.  Obviously, it is going to be site-specific in 


some ways about what is there, but I’m all for it. 


 


MS. STILES:  Just a side comment; I had no idea that all these corals in Florida were moving 


around so much. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I was just going to respond to Henry’s question earlier about disease.  There 


have been a number of different efforts to try to standardize protocols for minimizing disease 


transfer.  The issue is that just like in humans there are many microbes that are present in 


nonpathogenic states in coral mucus. 


 


Even if you used a technique to screen for the disease, you might pick it up or not, and that may 


tell you very little about its potential transfer.  One of the ideas has been to develop the screening 


technique that would look for kind of your top 20 most important pathogens as a quick-and-dirty 


method to see whether or not certain reefs have them or not or certain nurseries have them or not. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Especially be very careful about – if you see one, don’t even get near it, 


because you don’t want to contaminate your tools and your hands and your gloves.  That would 


just keep transferring it. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Alternatively, if you see one, you could spend a day where you decide I’m going 


to be disease dirty today and go clip all of those out of your nursery. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Well, that’s another thing.  If you see a diseased one, in a mitigation effort 


where you have to move all the others, should you take that one and get rid of it or just leave it 


out there? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I think from my perspective and background in diseases, it depends on the 


disease.  Harold Hudson tried this for years with black-band, trying to suck it off corals to get rid 


of it, and more of it got spread than removed through that process in many cases.  My first 


answer would be we probably don’t know enough about the etiology of some of the diseases to 


know what the mode of transfer is for all of them.   


 


That being said, if we make the assumption that they are waterborne pathogens, and we know 


that many of them are, then removing diseased individuals from your population should 


presumably reduce the impact on neighboring individuals. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  As long as you can get it by closing it and then moving it so you don’t disturb 


stuff and get it into the water column. 
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MS. KARAZSIA:   I also heard a rumor that the Habitat AP is developing policy statements, and 


one of the policy statements that they are looking at developing is a coral relocation policy 


statement.  We might know more on what they’ve come up with later on today or tomorrow. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Good tie in.  Okay, thank you very much, I appreciate it; definitely a very 


promising topic and it is good to see success.  It seems to be a very successful program.  It also 


nice that it works throughout the reef track and not just the localized aspect and effort.   


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. BLAIR:  What we’re going to do now is to move to our next item, which is an update from 


NOAA’s Fisheries Habitat Conservation Division.  Jocelyn will be providing that update for us. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Every year I am asked to provide an update on some of the important coral- 


related essential fish habitat activities.  Our office; one of our main responsibilities is in 


implementing the essential fish habitat provisions of the Magnuson Act, which means that if 


there is a project or some type of activity or funding being given to an entity by a federal agency, 


and then that activity might have an adverse affect on habitats that are designated as essential 


fish habitats; that a consultation has to occur with our office. 


 


There are a couple activities that I’ve presented on at the past meetings, so I thought they would 


be of interest to the AP.  That is the Port Everglades Port Expansion in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, 


and then a hydrokinetic project that is also proposed off the Fort Lauderdale area.  Then also I 


have a couple slides on a grassroots coral reef conservation initiative that is going on in Florida 


that I also presented on at the last meeting that I’ll provide an update to you all on. 


 


You all have seen this slide before.  I think I’ve given an update on the Port Everglades Project a 


few times now.  It is probably particularly ripe now that it is looking like we might actually see 


an environmental impact statement soon.  One of the things that the South Atlantic Council – 


that this advisory panel has done in the past in conjunction with the Habitat and Environmental 


Protection Advisory Panel is that they have worked to develop comments in response to 


environmental impact statements or other types of projects that have a pretty major impact on an 


essential fish habitat.   


 


I foresee that the AP will be tasked with developing some type of a comment letter in response to 


this EIS.  This is just an image of the outer entrance channel and the planned coral reef impacts.  


This is the outer reef.  The darker colors are the direct impact areas.  The lighter colors; it is a 


150 meter buffer around the channel where we expect that there would be some indirect impacts 


from sedimentation or turbidity in addition to potentially some additional direct impacts from 


anchoring construction vessels.   


 


Depending how you do the math, the impacts range between 15 and 20 acres.  I’ll get into some 


of the differences in how you do the math on the next slide; so depending on how you do the 


math.  The habitats that the Army Corps is proposing to dredge; they are authorized to examine 


the feasibility of dredging to a depth of negative 59 feet mean low water.   
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There are coral reef habitats located within the federal channel that are connected to coral reef 


habitats that are within the direct impact areas, but are deeper than the authorized depth.  This is 


just an update to the panel and maybe an analysis that our office has been doing to try to quantify 


these impacts and to develop a position on what type of injury would actually occur to these 


areas.   


 


As of right now the Army Corps of Engineers has lumped these impacts in the sedimentation and 


turbidity impacts.  They are included in the same injury category as habitats located up to 150 


meters outside of the channel.  We’re taking a look at what’s here.  In addition, there is another 


injury category here on the – I guess that would be the western face of the outer reef that we’re 


also looking at.  These areas total about six acres.  They won’t be directly dredged, because they 


are deeper than the authorized depth, but we believe that the injury will be more severe than 


sedimentation and turbidity that would occur outside of the channel.   


 


Some of the ways that we would characterize those impacts would be that we would expect that 


the reef framework would be fractured; there would be some substrate scarring, increased rubble, 


displacement or sharing of biota, rubble burial, reduced topographic complexity.  Those are just 


some of the buzzwords that we’re using to describe these areas.   


 


We are kind of putting together a white paper based on a spatial analysis and a review of the 


literature to kind of characterize these impacts without having any real site-specific data; nor do 


we have a study of a similar type of dredging project that monitored habitats that are connected 


to habitats that are dredged.   


 


We don’t have a good go-to study, but we’re producing a white paper that we also might ping 


members of the advisory panel to review; maybe do a technical review for our data quality 


purposes.  Stay tuned for that.   


 


DR. FEDDERN:  What is the existing channel depth? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Ken, do you know what it is? 


 


DR. BANKS:  It’s in the 40s, generally low 40s, 42ish. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Only slightly more basically and wider? 


 


DR. BANKS:  They want to go to 50 for control depth. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Well, at 50 NABD, or mean low water; 59 mean low water.  This is just 


another view of the impacts.  Just to illustrate this point, this is middle reef, linear reef that is 59 


feet or shallower, and then here is adjacent and connected to linear reef, middle reef that is 


deeper than 59 feet.   


 


Then similarly here we have some linear reef and we have some sperm groove habitat.  Then this 


darker blue polygon here; potentially this could just be rubble or a boulder pile.  We’ve been 


working with – Brian actually produced this map, Brian Walker from Nova Southeastern 


University. 
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We’re trying to characterize what these habitats are and what type of impacts could occur to 


them.  Then we also found these areas in magenta and pink that weren’t included on any of the 


other previous reef maps that we’ve evaluated for the project, so we’re taking a look at those 


areas as well. 


 


The last presentation, there was a lot of good discussion on what should we do for compensatory 


mitigation.  For this scale of injury what the Army Corps has proposed so far, which is kind of 


the standard for Southeast Florida projects, is the creation of these artificial reef, boulder reef 


type habitats to mitigate for the loss of coral reef habitat.  We are not sure if that is the best 


mitigation option that we have on the table.   


 


In response to that, we had a contractor on board who evaluated some restoration and mitigation 


options in Southeast Florida.  He conducted several independent technical meetings with our 


resource trustees and with academics and kind of gauged everybody’s temperature on the list of 


potential ways that we can mitigate for coral reef impacts. 


 


This is a list of all the different types of activities that he examined in his report.  Some of the 


ways that really rose to the top was this coral propagation and active enhancement, summarized 


as coral nurseries, water quality improvements or eliminating direct threats.  The 


implementability – is that a word – we’re not sure about – although we know we have land-based 


source of pollution issues, and we know that we have a lot of direct threats; we thought that those 


would be less likely to implement or at least at this stage with the resources that we have and the 


regulations that we have in place.   


 


Coral nurseries; this active propagation and coral enhancement kind of rose to the top of the list ; 


so could that be a better approach to evaluate or to mitigate for dredging impacts to 15 to 20 


acres of coral reef?  That is something that we’d certainly welcome any feedback from this 


advisory panel.   


 


We have worked with our restoration center, so these photos – I’m glad Dave’s presentation was 


before mine, because your photos were a lot better; but these photos were from – well, our 


restoration center has a coral nursery in Puerto Rico, the Talaboa area and it is associated with a 


ship grounding. 


 


I know it’s really hard to see, but these are the – what are they called, the floating – and this is 


only five months after transplantation; but they’ve had a lot of great success.  I think they’ve 


found linear growth rates over 50 centimeters a year using this approach, 95 percent survival in 


the coral nursery, and then 90 percent survival after one year out-planting.   


 


This approach; you saw what Dave presented; here is some additional information from Puerto 


Rico.  This approach certainly has merit.  We have prepared a proposal.  We asked Dave for 


some input and some numbers on cost and existing nursery operations; but we prepared our 


proposal – that is National Marine Fisheries Service and our Restoration Center staff. 


 


We’re what is considered a cooperating agency for the development of this Environmental 


Impact Statement.  Under the National Environmental Policy Act, agencies can serve as a 


cooperating agency.  For years, maybe even a decade, the Army Corps has come to us and said, 


“Okay you don’t like boulder reefs, what do you want us to do?” 
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As our responsibility as being a cooperating agency, we are obligated to spend resources to 


evaluate and to give them maybe what is a better option.  What we’ve done is we’ve prepared a 


short proposal and recently shared it with them that evaluates or describes an approach to use 


coral propagation and active species enhancement to mitigate for the coral impacts, just the coral 


impacts alone. 


 


I think based on the scaling, there are about close to 200,000 corals within the impact area.  


We’ve done that and we’ve shared that with the Army Corps just recently.  This proposal is 


pretty generic at this point, but it would result in the implementation of a 15-to-20-year program.  


If we were looking to get 200,000 corals back, that is how long it would take. 


 


I added up the numbers on your slide, about total numbers of corals that had been out-planted in 


Southeast Florida, and the number I think was closer to 5,000.  We’re looking at getting a 


number closer to 200,000. so this would be a much larger scale effort that would involve 


multiple partners; local government, academics, other federal agencies and something that 


potentially NOAA could provide some oversight on given that our Restoration Center has had a 


lot of success in Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands and Florida in these types of activities. 


 


The proposal discusses an approach that would be predominantly cervicornis based just because 


cervicornis grows so fast.  It is such an ideal candidate for a nursery, but we understand that it 


can’t be all cervicornis based, so 25 percent would be other stony corals.  That kind of gets into 


the need for a 20-year program as well, because those corals grow so much slower, so we would 


need more time to produce corals in nursery for those purposes.   


 


The mitigation amounts were calculated using a resource equivalency analysis that our 


Restoration Center has been using in negotiations.  They are the primary responders to vessel 


grounding cases in the U.S. Caribbean, so it is a resource equivalency analysis that they have 


developed and have been using in a lot of negotiations for those. 


 


Like I said, this would be envisioned to be a partnership with local governments, universities and 


that is kind of what we’ve offered up.  It certainly needs – if it is something that the Army Corps 


is willing to entertain and something that we need a lot more information on; we would need to 


further develop this proposal and reach out to more partners. 


 


But one of the issues is it doesn’t really get to the structure impacts.  It gets to the coral impacts 


but not the structure impacts.  We’ve kicked around a few ideas about that.  Because cervicornis 


creates all the three dimensional space, we thought, well, maybe we could overbuild the 


cervicornis part of it to address some of the structural impact issues, but we’re not sure if that is 


the best approach or if we need to add some structure to this proposal.   


 


Any feedback anyone has on that would certainly be welcome or any other options.  This is just 


one idea.  There might be several other ideas.  Maybe ideally is a package of restoration and 


mitigation options that is the ultimate mitigation plan for this project if it does go forward, but 


this could certainly be one component of it. 


 


MS. STILES:  Jocelyn, it sounds like a huge project with a really severe impact on corals.  It 


sounds like there is not flexibility in the design.  It sounds like you’re doing a good job trying to 
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at least get some kind of benefit from corals out of it that otherwise wouldn’t exist.  It is hard for 


me not to have a strong bias against mitigation just on principle. 


 


But as much as I like the nursery project, it is simply not the same thing as having a bunch of 


coral reef out there in a part of the country that is heavily impacted by many, many things.  I 


would just try and get as much as you possibly can out of the project.  It would be nice to see, in 


addition to the nursery work, some other kinds of efforts and research on enforcement of areas. 


 


It would be great if they would protect some corals like natural corals elsewhere.  Of course, 


there is the overlay of what the negotiation allows, but I would just encourage you in your 


efforts.  The resource equivalency analysis is not something I have expertise in; but my 


understanding is that most of the mitigation work has taken place with things with seagrasses, 


with wetlands, with things that are quite different from corals, and then in the areas where there 


is a lot more experience of restoring habitats.   


 


I guess I would want a whole bunch more restored coral area if there is kind of a ratio in there of 


area that is being affected versus area that is being restored.  I just don’t think we’re as far along 


with the practice of restoration of corals as we are with other kinds of restoration; where there 


are many, many years of planting wetland plants and that kind of practice. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  What types of boulders are you planning?  The reason I ask is that on the Port 


of Miami, the underside of some of those granite boulders are being covered by the orange cup 


coral.  You don’t want to put down so-called foreign rock down there that might encourage that 


species rather than the native corals. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I defer to Ken and Dave; you guys know more about artificial reef 


construction. 


 


DR. BANKS:  Well, I think the concept that the Corps is thinking is using rock from the channel 


removal.  They save money on purchasing material and they can recycle the material they are 


excavating.  We have artificial reefs in Broward of limestone that have orange cup coral, too, 


which totally baffles me why it is not on the reef yet right next door. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Probably because the orange cup coral prefers that type of rock over the coral 


one over the limestone substrate. 


 


DR. BANKS:  We have limestone rock covered with cup coral. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Right – oh, limestone too? 


 


DR. BANKS:  Limestone, yes; the granite I get, the limestone – 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Has it encroached on the nearby bottom? 


 


DR. BANKS:  My wild speculation is there is an iron involvement here and the rock that it’s on 


may be – some carbonates have iron.  It is on steel vessels; it is not on our natural carbonate 


substrate.  It is a wild speculation, because it is an Azoxanthellate, and the zooxanthellae would 


need the iron, so I don’t know why, but it’s a wag. 







           Coral AP  


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                May 7, 2013 


44 
 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Are they going to set up some coral nurseries and relocate some of this stuff 


and then reset it back once the project is done? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Yes; so that part of our proposal involves doing coral relocation as the impact 


minimization measure, but also to help provide the coral source for the nurseries.  The numbers 


in the resource equivalency analysis is based on relocating a certain amount of corals outside of 


the impact area.  Does that answer your question?  Was there another part? 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Yes; I just was thinking the staghorn is like the big thing now; but at one of our 


last meetings Dave Vaughn and Ken Nedimeyer were all saying you see how fast these things 


grow.  Pretty soon they are going to have more of this staghorn than they know what to do with.  


They’re talking 30,000 now, 300,000 next year.  Ken was like the funding is what is preventing 


them from doing more, out-planting more or doing this.   


 


Dave Vaughn was working with these with the brain coral and stuff using flakes of these things.  


It was pretty interesting what they were doing, because the boulder was going from a golf ball 


and that thing expanding out to something this big around that takes – I don’t know how long, 


I’m not a scientist, but hundreds of years at least, I would imagine; and he’s taking off – these 


things are growing pretty fast, these little slivers off the edges they are taking them off.   


 


They got all this stuff from the Navy docks down at Key West.  That is where they got their 


source material.  They are tripling, quadrupling in one year, these flakes.  One goes to four and 


they are envisioning – and what they’re thinking is not growing it from that little golf ball, but 


actually there is so much from that cold weather event, there are so much of the boulders already 


out there that are completely dead, that they think these flakes, if they just put one every foot or 


something like that, that they will encrust that old coral head and it would take maybe ten years 


instead of hundreds of years.   


 


It is pretty interesting that they are kind of looking down the road and saying, okay, this 


staghorn; we may get what we want out of that and then we’re going to focus our efforts on these 


other corals, which at first they thought would just take too long to grow; this is a hundreds of 


years project.  But this different technique that Dave was showing the presentation that was 


pretty cool, because if they have boulders. maybe they could attach these flakes with; you never 


know, you know.  It is interesting. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Moving on; that is it on the Port Everglades Project, so stay tuned for more 


updates on that.  Another project that I’ve briefed the AP on and also pinged some specific folks 


for some help in reviewing the impacts associated with it is this Marine hydrokinetic testing 


platform that is being proposed by Florida Atlantic University’s Southeast National Marine 


Renewable Energy Center.   


 


The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management is in the process of finalizing an environmental 


assessment for a lease for this to construct 10 to 14 testing platforms on the outer Continental 


Shelf.  Just recall that all three of the lease blocks that are under consideration are within the 


coral habitat area of particular concern.  Those are these areas in black.   
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I presented some of this information last year.  But just in case you forgot, there was a 


Department of Energy Study that John Reed was co-PI on that did a habitat mapping and 


characterization of these two lease blocks.  In addition, there was a third lease block to the east 


here that has been ruled out of consideration; but we have no survey data for this northern lease 


block.   


 


MS. PUGLISE:  What is the depth? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  The depth in this area; I want to say like about 900 feet water depth.  Here we 


saw this slide last year as well, but this was from that DOE study.  There were some real 


prominent high-relief hard-bottom features that were discovered in this DOE Study that we 


definitely wanted to steer the development away from some of these sites.  I don’t know if you 


can see, but these are the southern two least blocks.   


 


This was a third lease block to the east that was right there on the edge of the Miami Terrace, an 


escarpment that was ruled out of further consideration, which was good, because that is probably 


where some of the highest quality or more dense deepwater coral habitats are located.  An update 


on the EFH consultation; this is just another map showing an area that we wanted them to avoid.   


 


They did ultimately in the final environmental assessment; they have eliminated this area from 


consideration for the lease.  That was helpful to get the advisory panel’s recommendation for 


that.  We had also recommended that they examine lease blocks further north, like north of the 


Miami Terrace and escarpment, like off the Boca/Palm Beach area.  They weren’t able to address 


that recommendation.   


 


Another recommendation that came out of last year’s meeting was for them to do some sub-


bottom profiling, because we kind of went over the types of anchoring that they are proposing to 


use.  There was some concern that just looking at the multibeam and the ROV work, that they 


wouldn’t be able to determine the depth of the sediment that would be needed to hold these 


anchors in place.   


 


If there was just a thin veneer of material over the hard bottom, that the anchors could slide and 


they could damage nearby hardbottom resources.  We had recommended that – each of these 


areas is called aliquots, and we had recommended that they remove additional ones, but we did 


get this one removed from further consideration.   


 


This right here is their first proposed mooring location, which looks like that might be okay, but 


we’re going to get additional information on that site before they put anything in the water.  Here 


is where we stand on the EFH consultation.  What we agreed to do is a tier consultation.  They 


wanted us to finalize consultation on the entire project, but we don’t have the information that 


we need to do that, and we are expecting to receive that information.   


 


Like I said, there are going to be 10 to 14 expected total deployments of this mooring and anchor 


system.  With each of those deployments, there would be what Bureau of Ocean Energy 


Management refers to as a project plan.  That project plan would have the habitat mapping and 


survey requirements, the results from those survey requirements, the monitoring.  We had asked 


for some monitoring to look at fish interaction with the hydroturbine blades. 
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We’ll have the monitoring protocols in each of those project plans.  We’ll have more site-


specific information on the deployment locations.  We’ll have the outcomes of the sub-bottom 


profiling.  Then through later consultation, we’ll talk about recovery and decommissioning of 


these sites.  That is kind of where we stand right now.  We’re expecting additional information 


and we’ll review that as it becomes available. 


 


Moving on; I threw this one in, we talked about this one a little bit last year.  This is a local 


grassroots initiative that is being led by Florida’s Department of Environmental Protection to 


develop recommendations for coral reef management in this area.  It is referred to as the 


Southeast Florida Coral Reef Initiative Area. 


 


It is these four counties in Southeast Florida referred to as the SEFCRI area for a variety of 


reasons, but these areas have been highlighted as a need for having a coordinated management 


plan, because they are located north of Biscayne National Park; they are located north of the 


Sanctuary; that those areas tend to have more dedicated resources and funding for coral reef 


conservation.   


 


When I presented on this last year, the program was called MOIP, Management Options 


Identification Process.  One thing that we’ve done since last year is we’ve tried to kind of brand 


this initiative, and this is what we’ve come up with.  We’re maybe hoping for something a little 


bit catchier, but it is better than MOIP, I think, maybe.  You guys have been involved if there is 


anything you want to add to this.   


 


Ken sits on the process planning team, and we’ve been helping to sort of design the process; and 


Steve does as well.  We’ve been helping to design this process that would develop this list of 


coral reef management options.  This is where we are right now.  This is where we are in the 


process.  We’re about to present this process to the public with the hopes of garnering some 


interest and having community members participate in workgroups. 


 


We’re envisioning maybe one workgroup per county, we’ll see, depending on the level of 


interest.  If we have enough to populate four workgroups or if we just end up with two 


workgroups or ten workgroups, we’ll figure it out.  This is kind of where we are in the process.  


That Step 9 is essentially in 2016, which would be a document that contains these management 


recommendations. 


 


Then that document would be presented to the appropriate entity or government agency that has 


the authority to implement those recommendations.  Everything is on the table and nothing is on 


the table at the same time.  It should be an interesting process.  I think this is kind of the third 


attempt at identifying some conservation actions or implementing some conservation actions in 


the SESCRI area.  The first two sound pretty good.  Maybe the third time is a charm, but we’ll 


see how it goes.  I don’t know if you guys want to add anything to this. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  A couple quick points; in the development of the process, we had a lot of 


interaction with and kind of used information from what the Keys did in their management 


process, as well as input and evaluation of some of the activities out in the west coast as well.   


 


I think it is a pretty dynamic and a good process in the general aspect of it; to get up front what 


the public’s anticipations, expectations, desires and needs are in order to come up with some 
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alternatives, as well as having them come through to help develop those alternatives so that there 


is a level of – which is always dependent on how much of the public actually participates, but a 


level of buy-in to begin with.  I am pretty interested.  It is kind of scary to have everything on the 


table and nothing on the table at the same time as we enter into it, but it is definitely a dynamic 


process that I think is going to be pretty interesting to watch unfold. 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  As I was watching this, I’m hoping that you are interacting with folks from the 


MARES Project, the South Florida project;  


 


MR. BLAIR:  Through the fact that a lot of us are also involved in the MARES process and 


bringing some of that aspect to it – 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  Well, the reason why is they actually did some interactive stuff with the 


Everglades National Park, which while it is still off the record, looking at some of their different 


management options and kind of doing an analysis of what would be a preferred option based on 


using some of the process.  I’ve been talking with Chris Kibble at ALML and I recommended 


that he call you.  I think that there might be some more.  Now that they’ve progressed on some of 


the ways, they are finally getting together where they are finally figuring out where they are 


going and what they can add. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, Chris and I actually spoke yesterday on some of the things.  We were at a 


meeting together.  Yes, MARES is a different process really than this.  It brings a lot of 


information resources to here, but, yes, we are aware of some of those things and to the extent 


that we can utilize them.   


 


One of the first things in the public meetings is presentation of a lot of the conceptual models for 


how the systems function and work.  MARES’ conceptual models are going to be part or at least 


involved in some part of that; so, yes, we are trying to integrate it. 


 


MS. STILES:  I had two questions.  One was whether it might be possible to get the Corps to set 


up a trust fund to fund implementations or recommendations from our Florida Reefs Project.  It 


seems like one of the problems with the mitigation for the Port Everglades is that you have this 


time pressure to come up with some way to spend a bunch of money on corals in some 


ridiculously short time period.   


 


Whereas, if there were some kind of mechanism that is set up that they could support something 


else that had a longer term vision, then that might help you do that.  The other question I had was 


whether you have regulatory or political support for this effort.  Do you see recommendations 


coming out from your process, if you think you will have that kind of backing to be able to do 


whatever you decide you want to do? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I was going to punt to Ken, because he is kind of leading.  This is the bottom- 


up effort and there is a similar top-down effort that hopefully they are going to merge at some 


point, maybe. 


 


DR. BANKS:  Funny you should mention that.  We have another acronym group we just formed 


called the Coast to Ocean Task Force, and these are elected officials in our region.  The idea was 


just as you said; that normally a bunch of staff people like us develop all these ideas, and we try 
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to get it implemented, and then it goes up against political officials who have to approve certain 


things, and it stops because they are not informed. 


 


It doesn’t coincide with their interests, whatever their reason.  We formed this group to try to 


bring them into the planning process.  By the time we get to something, they will be educated, 


number one.  Number two, we hope to sway them so they see our point of view so they are more 


likely to approve the strategies that come out of all of this; if they show up. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  And if they behave and get interested in the topics we want them to get interested 


in. 


 


DR. BANKS:  So far they are behaving quite well; we haven’t got to the dirty stuff yet, but so far 


so good. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  In response to your first question; we have some dedicated funding through 


FY16 for this initiative through NOAA’s Coral Reef Conservation Program.  They have a grant 


that they issued to the state of Florida to do coral reef conservation type activities.  The state of 


Florida has said this is our number one priority. 


 


They have dedicated funding – I will use that loosely but slightly firmly – to fund this.  We have 


a communications contractor on board.  A number of us have done some facilitation training.  


There are a couple other contracts that have been let to help support this process, and we’ll have 


professional facilitators at these meetings as well. 


 


Hopefully, that should help.  Then in response to the Corps setting up a trust fund; I would need 


to look into the Corps’ mitigation rule.  They had a new mitigation rule in like 2009, the Corps 


and the EPA, and that kind of outlines their process for mitigation.  I think that might be a 


stretch, but it is not something that should be completely taken off the table without looking into, 


so I’ll look into that. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, we have just a couple other items that we want to go through.  These should 


be relatively quick, and the first one is kind of the predecessor for tomorrow.  We just want to 


remind everybody what Amendment 8 is going to be covering and kind of what the panel’s 


actions have been to date.   


 


This would be more a summary, as I say, of the status of the amendment as it is.  Anna is going 


to go through it for us.  She’ll probably point out this activity was initiated a few years ago after 


identification and awareness of areas of more complex bottom and pinnacles and regions to be 


protected that were brought forward by individuals such as John Reed and Steve Ross and 


Sandra Brooke.  It is something that has been going on for a while.   


 


It had gone through a number of revisions and vetting through this AP in cooperation with the 


Deepwater Shrimp AP and the Habitat AP has looked at it as well.  We’ve had some initial plans 


and alternatives and some modifications to them.  What we are going to try to do is just go 


through it quickly to refresh our memories as to what is in the amendment and what the panel has 


already provided as the alternatives and our preference for the alternatives that are being 


submitted. 
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MS. MARTIN:  Building off of what Steve mentioned, we thought it would be helpful to just 


kind of refresh everyone today about where we stand with this developing amendment.  It has 


taken a few different forms.  As you recall, when this first started it came as a recommendation 


originally from the Coral Advisory Panel during the October meeting back in 2011. 


 


That was kind of the impetus for the actions that you see in the document.  It was once part of the 


Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 that our council was developing.  Based on the 


timeline of events and having these advisory panel meetings, this did slow down somewhat after 


the public scoping process. 


 


The council took these coral modifications to the coral habitat areas of particular concern out of 


that Ecosystem Amendment and placed these actions specifically into Coral Amendment 8.  


They were originally in that Ecosystem Amendment with a whole host of other things primarily 


pertaining to the snapper grouper fishery. 


 


When this first started, I think the Coral AP was introduced to a different amendment altogether.  


It has taken some different turns.  I mentioned to you earlier where we stand with the timing.  


Tomorrow will be a good opportunity for both the Habitat AP and the Coral AP to weigh in on 


final recommendations that they would like the council to take into consideration before they 


consider preferred alternatives and approving this document for public hearings. 


 


We also have participation at tomorrow’s joint session from Chairs of the Snapper Grouper 


Advisory Panel, the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel, and the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory 


Panel.  It will be a joint session tomorrow with some extra participants as well that are involved 


in these issues, too. 


 


On Thursday of this week we have a meeting with the Deepwater Shrimp AP.  That group will 


be meeting in entirety, too, again, specifically because the council is interested in input from all 


of these groups one last time as a group before they take this up again at their next council 


meeting, which is in June. 


 


Most of you were at that Joint Deepwater Shrimp and Coral AP meeting that we had last October 


down in Cape Canaveral.  I think many of you would agree that considerable headway was made 


towards consensus and recommending to the council how these areas should be modified.  The 


differences in the document that you see now versus the version of the document that we 


reviewed with you in Cape Canaveral last fall; we have received the updated VMS analysis, the 


vessel monitoring system analysis.   


 


As you recall, these actions do pertain to – as far as fishery impacts, we’re talking primarily 


about the rock shrimp fishery when we are discussing modifications to the Oculina Bank.  That 


is the only fishery in the South Atlantic at this moment that is required to carry and utilize that 


vessel monitoring system equipment.   


 


Previously we had data only representative from 2007 to 2011.  Just a few weeks ago we 


finalized the analysis for the VMS dataset.  We now have the complete suite of data since VMS 


was required for the rock shrimp fishery.  That is helpful, because it really does kind of describe 


fishery impacts with each alternative scenario and how they affect the rock shrimp fishing 


activity in the proposed expansion.   
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Also because the rock shrimp fishery – all of those permitted vessels fishing for royal red shrimp 


in the South Atlantic also fish for rock shrimp; and so we have VMS data on the royal red shrimp 


fishery as well.   


 


When we are discussing modifications to the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC, primarily 


we’re talking about impacts to that deepwater shrimp fishery and the royal red shrimp fishery 


specifically.  Steve and I thought it would be a good idea to kind of update everyone on this 


amendment, where we stand and what the Coral AP last recommended as preferreds.   


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Since we’re missing John and Sandra and Steve Ross; I think a lot of us differ 


heavily to what their recommendations are, and I know that you guys spoke with them before the 


meeting.  If you have something in particular that you know that they’ve recommended and 


could present that to us as well, I think that would be helpful for tomorrow. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Sure, we did talk with them.  Unfortunately, they are not here.  I agree with your 


sentiment there.  They collectively don’t have any new recommendations to bring to the 


discussion tomorrow from where we left off in October.  Now I do think that the Deepwater 


Shrimp Advisory Panel on Thursday is interested in tweaking the northern boundary of the 


Oculina Bank recommendation that they brought to the table last fall.  That is the only new kind 


of recommendation that I’ve heard of.  Steve, do you know additional information? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  No, I was just informed earlier that we will probably hear of potential suggestions.  


But just relative to John and Steve, just to remind you that when these subalternatives were done, 


and based on the recommendations from the panel that occurred at the joint meeting that 


everybody looked at; John was directly involved in drawing of the boundaries as they are 


presently presented. 


 


Steve and Sandra also had looked at, reviewed and have not come up with, as Anna said, other 


alternatives or modifications of those.   They have been vetted through the three of them and was 


drawn, and essentially with John being a major principle in that.  But all of them have reviewed 


it and have not come back with any additional modifications beyond what has been presented.   


 


This has been out and I believe has been sent out to the AP after these lines have been drawn so 


that we have all seen these.  The things that are probably most updated in the present alternatives 


package is the additional VMS data.  There aren’t modifications of the boundaries beyond what 


was presented at the council meeting in December, which everybody would have with the 


exception of Josh, and I’m not sure if you have seen it.  But everybody was sent those 


modifications that were presented at that time. 


 


MS. STILES:  I’m curious if you’ve had a chance to look at the VMS data for fishing activity 


since the Coral HAPCs were established to see if there has been any change in recent fishing 


activities compared to in the past.  I don’t know how much the fishery has changed. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Roger will be getting into the VMS analysis in much more detail tomorrow.  I 


wasn’t planning to cover that with you today, but it does fluctuate from year to year, the fishing 


locations, and I think the points are representative of that.  What you see in the document is not 
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separated out by year.  You will just see the grouping of the years that have been analyzed, the 


entire time series; so I’m not sure; I would have to ask Roger. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just another point; remember, we’re looking at areas that were not previously 


closed so we would expect to see – and I think we saw that in the last one we were looking at 


with the Deepwater Shrimp.  You will see areas that were closed that do have dots in them that 


are considered transit positions, and some of those things led to modifications in protocol for the 


deepwater shrimp to ping rates and so forth to help ensure that those would be adequately shown 


and addressed. 


 


MS. STILES:  I think to be more direct; I am curious to see – you mentioned that the Shrimp AP 


is most concerned about the northern boundary of Oculina.  Did they have specific concern with 


the Stetson-Miami Terrace Extension? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, sure, they have concerns about all of the areas proposed. 


 


MS. STILES:  But no one area more than others? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think the impacts to the rock shrimp fishery are greater with the proposed 


modifications to the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  I think that would be a good 


question to pose to Mike Merrifield tomorrow.  He’ll be participating in the discussion.  That is 


my understanding. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  One recommendation that was made by several of the members of the 


Coral and the Shrimp AP at the last meeting was that we also evaluate the experimental area.  I 


saw reflected in the minutes that there was a mention of that being expressed, and that it was due 


to be reviewed in 2014.  Is that explicitly going to be looked at for the boundary and justification 


of the boundaries at that time? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  In December the council reviewed all the recommendations that came from the 


Joint AP meeting, one of them being – I think they called it a fishery access area within the 


existing HAPC that would open up the corridor to allow the rock shrimp vessels to trawl within 


the HAPC. 


 


The council deferred to the evaluation of the Oculina Experimental Closed Area.  An update on 


that is due to the council in 2014, and that is really kind of all of the guidelines that we have at 


this moment.  We don’t have a structured approach or plan for that evaluation update.  I think as 


you all know John Reed has done a considerable amount of research in the Oculina Bank.   


 


I know that when the evaluation team originally put that document together back in 2007, a 


number of pretty complex research priorities and projects were identified.  Some have been 


addressed to some degree, but a large amount of them have not been funded.  There is some 


uncertainty as to where we stand in that process. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I think the point was that the deeper water areas that probably don’t hold 


good coral habitat may not be needed to be excluded as an experimental area any longer; and as a 


nod to the shrimp fishery, that might be a way to make the changes that you are going to be 
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proposing now more palatable.  It might be useful to at least keep that in people’s minds that 


evaluation is going to occur. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, remember also that the Experimental Closed Area was set up under a 


snapper grouper amendment; so it is specifically viewed as like a marine protected area for 


snapper grouper species.  There are those considerations as well.  I think there is some spawning 


activity for tilefish. 


 


It is essential fish habitat not only for coral species but also snapper grouper species.  The 


Experimental Closed Area does have a different definition than the overall Oculina Bank HAPC 


in entirety.  It does lie within the HAPC, but it was originally established as a snapper grouper 


area. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I wasn’t aware of that, but, of course, that is not our purview at all.  We are 


supposed to only evaluate things on the basis of whether it serves for coral habitat. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right; and I think we recognized that at the last meetings as well with that explicit 


request from the Deepwater Shrimp; that it wasn’t just our say; that we could evaluate it relative 


to our needs or our purview, but definitely each of the APs would be evaluating it towards that.  


That would result in the outcome and not just explicitly just what ours would be. 


 


DR. VOSS:  One thing I wanted to mention to you; on some recent cruises targeting deeper areas 


in the deepwater habitat area of particular concern and filling in some of those gaps; we found 


shallower lophelia reefs than anticipated.  In adjacent areas south of the identified lophelia reefs, 


there are bathymetric signatures that indicate they are consistent with lophelia structure in that 


area that we kind of previously thought may have been just soft bottom and okay to give away; 


so keep that in mind. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Are these areas other than our extension areas in the CHAPC? 


 


(Answer given off the record) 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  Are you talking about the area off Jacksonville? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Well, that is more information to bring; essentially the premise for the western 


extension on the – 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  John mentioned some shallow areas last time where excursions of cooler 


water come up.  I don’t know if that is the same thing.  I couldn’t tell you where it was. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Coral Amendment 9. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, I know, my mind is turning.  Okay, so I’m just going to walk through the 


alternatives.  Action 1 pertains particularly to the Oculina Bank HAPC.  Tomorrow we’ll see  


some – Roger has all of the capability on his computer for kind of getting into the details with 


some of these charts. 
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But really what I wanted to just review with you is where the multibeam bathymetry took place, 


where the alternatives are situated along the depth contours, and what the Coral Advisory Panel 


has presented as a preferred during past meetings.  This blue polygon here represents Alternative 


2A.  Alternative 2 and the two subalternatives that follow are the only two scenarios now for a 


northern extension of the Oculina Bank. 


 


This is another change I guess I should have pointed out from the fall meeting when we met in 


Cape Canaveral.  The council took your recommendations as well as the Deepwater Shrimp 


recommendations into consideration and cleaned up the document pretty significantly.  We did 


have quite a number of scenarios for extending this northern boundary. 


 


Now all you see in the document are two; so 2A, this was what the Coral Advisory Panel 


originally presented as a preferred recommendation.  This extends that northern boundary of the 


HAPC along the 60 and 100 meter depth contour lines and adds approximately 430 square miles 


to the existing HAPC.  You can see here the two areas where the mapping took place and the 


ROV dives occurred were off of Daytona and Titusville.  Those have been overlaid onto the 


charts here to give you an idea for where those occurred.  The recommendation was originally 


developed to include probable extent of habitat along these depth contours, so this is 2A.  The 


Habitat Advisory Panel was presented with this as well, and they also originally recommended 


this as a preferred option for expansion.   


 


This chart shows the dots there, the VMS points, and we will get into details with that tomorrow.  


Now this is Subalternative 2B, and this is the alternative that came out of the joint meeting last 


fall.  At the meeting both groups were in agreement of this scenario and recommended to the 


council how a northern extension of Oculina should occur.   


 


The difference here; this extends the boundary along the 70 and 100 meter depth contour line and 


annexes obvious hard-bottom features.  This was an area of concern that was discussed during 


the joint meeting last fall; 27 Fathom Ledge, and it is a pretty significantly active, based on the 


VMS points, fishing location for the rock shrimp fleet.  This was annexed out of the alternative.  


This adds approximately 329 square miles to the existing HAPC. 


 


There is about a hundred square mile difference in the two scenarios.  Now Alternative 3 is the 


one that considers a western extension of the Oculina Bank.  This is a proposed extension 


primarily between the two existing satellite sites.  There is minimal rock shrimp fishing activity 


based on the VMS data.   


 


This was presented as a preferred by the Coral AP and the Habitat AP – the Deepwater Shrimp 


AP did not voice a preference of this particular modification – but it was based on the 


bathymetry data and also was included in that original proposal that John Reed submitted to the 


council when these areas were first introduced back in the fall meeting of 2011.   


 


Action 2 is also associated with the Oculina Bank HAPC.  I think previously this was an 


alternative under Action 1, but has been split out into its own action in the document.  This 


considers a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  This came as a recommendation 


from the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panels.   
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Specifically because of the large amount of area that is considered for expansion to the northern 


boundary under Action 1; there was considerable concern about being able to access fishing 


grounds that the rock shrimp fleet is currently fishing off of the eastern boundary of Oculina 


Banks. 


 


As you know, currently rock shrimp vessels cannot motor through the HAPC in possession of 


rock shrimp.  This action specifically looks at allowing the possession of rock shrimp on board a 


vessel while in transit through the HAPC.  Alternative 2 was originally recommended by the 


Law Enforcement Advisory Panel and references the transit regulations that are currently in 


place for all of the marine protected areas in the South Atlantic. 


 


The difference between Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 is defining how you stow and store your 


gear and a minimum speed and a couple of other specifications.  This was something that was 


discussed at the meeting last fall.  The Coral Advisory Panel didn’t necessarily weigh in on all of 


the nitty-gritty details of a transit provision, but I think the statement was that the AP did not 


have opposition to the specifications that the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel came forward 


with under Alternative 3. 


 


Alternative 3 was what came out of the joint meeting last fall, and it does have some very 


specific provisions for what a transit provision should entail; maintaining a minimum speed of 


not less than 6 knots.  They identified that ideal trawling speeds don’t go above 3.5 knots, so 6 


knots is easily considered a speed that a vessel would not be trawling. 


 


A ping rate acceptable by law enforcement – right not they are pinging hourly; and because the 


width is not that large, they have discussed modifying that ping rate to every five minutes and 


gear appropriately stowed.  Alternative 3 specifies that the gear can be in the rigging and the 


doors do not have to be disassembled.  That was another concern among the Deepwater Shrimp 


AP; the amount of time that it takes to dismantle these doors, especially when you are out there 


in turbulent conditions that tend to be present around the Oculina Bank. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just as a note on that; in Alternative 2 that cites CFR Section 22.35, so on and so 


forth, required that the nets and doors had to be stored below.  The shrimpers stated that there 


was excessive or often extreme safety issues with pulling down doors and nets in open ocean 


conditions and requested that consideration of the definition of stowage of gear be that the doors 


and nets out of the water, basically, and not requiring de-rig them and place them down below. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Thanks, Steve, for the clarification.  They described it as like a two-hour 


production and particularly cumbersome and not necessary with a minimum speed and an 


increased ping rate.  The Law Enforcement Advisory Panel was represented at the joint AP 


meeting and seemed in agreement with having a different case for a transit provision for the rock 


shrimp fleet as what is in place currently for the marine protected areas.   


 


Our legal council will always advise consistency in the regulations; and in this particular case 


they agreed that some modification could likely be made here for this particular case.  Action 3; 


again, this originally came as a recommendation from the Coral Advisory Panel, and Sandra 


Brooke and Steve Ross specifically at that October meeting in 2011.   
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This is the result of observations of a shallow water lophelia ecosystem occurring in waters off of 


Jacksonville in waters much shallower than previously thought that these corals could thrive.  


There was high-resolution bathymetry data that was obtained from the Navy in addition to the 


work that they were able to do during one of the deep sea coral research and technology cruises.   


 


That is kind of the background on Action 3.  The alternatives; there are only two here.  The 


alternatives modify the western boundary of the existing Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC.  Again 


with this action, we’re moving much further offshore than the Oculina Bank.  When we talk 


about fishery impacts, we’re specifically talking about the royal red shrimp fleet.   


 


That is not a fishery that is currently within the council’s coral fishery management unit; but 


again because all of the vessels fishing for royal red shrimp in the South Atlantic also fish for 


rock shrimp and are required to carry and utilize VMS, we have that VMS data on this fishery as 


well. 


 


This shows you Alternative 2.  This was the alternative that was developed during the joint 


meeting last fall.  This is something that the Deepwater Shrimp and the Coral Advisory Panel 


came up with collectively.  You can see the area down here where the multibeam bathymetry 


data; this was data that was obtained from the Navy there that currently lies within the MPA. 


 


The Habitat Advisory Panel has also endorsed this alternative as a preferred in addition to the 


other two APs.  This alternative scenario does release this portion of sandy bottom in the 


southernmost extent of this modification here.  It did release a number of VMS points.  The 


fishing activity is not as impacted with Alternative 2 as it was with Alternative 3. 


 


This is the other scenario proposed for expansion under this action.  This really is no longer 


applicable.  This was something that the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel came forward with 


after the Coral AP’s original recommendation.  What they did was kind of they went up from the 


area.  The Coral AP had originally enclosed this southern extent here.  There was, for the most 


part, a straight line across that 200 meter extension. 


 


They originally responded to the Coral AP’s first recommendation for this area and carved out 


that productive sandy bottom area where they have been actively fishing for royal reds.  This 


alternative is something that based on discussions tomorrow we may recommend that the council 


remove this scenario from further consideration.   


 


We have a considered but rejected appendix where usually most alternatives that are no longer 


applicable or that the folks that develop these documents don’t need to further analyze; they go 


to this graveyard known as the considered but rejected appendix.  This is again something that 


we may recommend the council do here. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just to kind of draw your attention to take a look and compare the two carefully, 


because this at one point was a strong consideration of the AP, because it was a joint-derived 


alternative; but when you compare it to the present Alternative 2A, you will see that those areas 


that are released here are also released to the greatest extent in Alternative 2 and actually releases 


more area to the south of the mapped areas.  We are looking at areas where we are trying to 


provide the greatest ability or release of the areas that we can for those. 
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MS. MARTIN:  Are there any questions on the Stetson-Miami Terrace proposed modification?  


The only other area included in this amendment is the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC Extension.  


This was again originally brought forward as a recommendation from the Coral AP and Steve 


Ross, specifically. 


 


He came forward with that recommendation to extend the northern boundary of the HAPC by 


approximately 8 square miles, this little fingerling structure here, as a result of identification of 


10 to 15 lophelia mounds in this northern zone and obtained from museum records and 


bathymetric data.  Those were kind of the basis for his recommendation to the AP back in 2011. 


 


Then the AP endorsed that recommendation and included that in the suite of recommendations 


that the council reviewed at their December meeting.  We only have one alternative.  That is the 


only option for proposed modification to the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC.  There have not been 


any concerns from, certainly not the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel, but no seemingly 


impacts to fisheries managed in the South Atlantic occurring. 


 


This is the deepest of the Coral HAPCs and off of the Wilmington area.  That is it as far as where 


the Coral AP stands as far as your previous recommendations for preferred measures for the 


council to consider.  It just kind of introduces you all to what we will be discussing tomorrow. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  As Anna said, Roger will be giving us some more complete discussion regarding 


the comparison of the VMS data that was before and the new data that was added now. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, we have that.  If you haven’t had a chance yet to review the Attachment 4 


in the briefing book; that really gets into the specifics with the spatial representation and the 


fishery activity as represented in the VMS data.  We’ll be getting to the details of Attachment 4 


with the Habitat AP tomorrow. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Any questions?  Okay, thank you. Anna, I appreciate it.  With that, there is one 


more item that we wanted to talk about.  As you all know from numerous e-mails that were sent 


out over the past couple weeks, I really meant to bring my voting button here but I couldn’t find 


it.  I apologize for that little technical glitch that everybody had to work though, but I appreciate 


everybody’s attention to following up and giving their votes.  The new Vice-Chair is Jocelyn 


Karazsia.  Jocelyn will be taking my seat tomorrow. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Word on the street. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I appreciate it; welcome, it was a very good and close race; I mean two very, very, 


very, very qualified people.  The panel is definitely a winner overall with Jocelyn here, but with 


the additional support of Sandra, let alone the entire committee.  It is a little kudos to everybody 


and to the panel itself for having such qualified people on it.  With that, is there any other 


additional business to cover this afternoon?  


 


(Whereupon the meeting was adjourned at 5:00 o’clock p.m., May 7, 2013.) 
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The Coral Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened in the 


Hilton Garden Inn, North Charleston, South Carolina, Tuesday morning, October 25, 2011, and 


was called to order at 8:30 o‘clock a.m. by Chairman Steve Blair. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  My name is Steve Blair.  I am with the Miami-Dade Department of Environmental 


Resources Management, or at least that is what they use to call us, and presently serve as the 


Chair of the Advisory Panel.  I want to welcome everybody.  I‘m glad everyone was able to 


make it.   


 


I think we have a very good agenda today of a lot of updates on the deepwater coral information, 


as well as a number of research updates and a number of topics that we will want to have some 


pretty good discussions on over the next day and a half.  What I would like to do is first ask 


Anna if she wants to kind of give us some general kind of housekeeping and background rules 


for the day. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Rules, we don‘t have very many, but I did want to just remind you all – I know 


it has been awhile since the AP has convened.  Our transcriber, Joe, is not with us so he asked 


that everyone just state their name for the record so he won‘t have to go through a lot of digging 


and harassing me, primarily for names for the record purposes.  We would appreciate that.  It is 


good to have everyone here.  Thank you for being here.    


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, a couple things to be sure we have had some changes to the agenda, so the 


most recent copy of the agenda is on the side.  Please make sure that you do have a copy of it so 


that you can see the final order.  Hopefully if you are giving a presentation you won‘t be too 


surprised by where your name appears on it. 


 


There is also a sign-in sheet over there that over the course of the day please make sure that you 


do sign the sheet.  Again, welcome to everybody.  There are a few new faces around, and what I 


would like to do is kind of just start off with everyone giving an introduction and stating their 


name, who they are with and their expertise they bring to the table in association with the Coral 


AP program, and, Bob, do you want to start it off? 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I am Bob Van Dolah.  I am with the South Carolina Department of Natural 


Resources, Marine Resources Research Institute.  I have been on the Coral AP for a number of 


years.  I‘m not doing any current research on corals but very familiar with the subject area. 


 


MR. McFALL:  Gregg McFall.  I am the Deputy Superintendent and Research Coordinator for 


Grays Reef National Marine Sanctuary out of Savannah, Georgia.   


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Henry Feddern, Marine Life Fishermen.  I have been diving in South Florida 


since 1956.  I‘m president of Florida Marine Life Association, PhD in Marine Biology, 


University of Miami. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Jeff Cramer.  I am a commercial fisherman down in the Florida Keys.  My 


coral background, I have fished around it my whole life.  I am on the Florida Keys National 


Marine Sanctuary Advisory Council; state vice-president Organized Fishermen of Florida, 
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Florida Keys Commercial Fishermen‘s Association.  I am not a scientist but I can maybe bridge 


that gap a little bit between the fishermen and the scientists.  I do a lot of cooperative research 


with Florida Fishing and Wildlife Conservation Commission in my fisheries. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Good morning.  Jocelyn Karazsia, NOAA Fisheries Southeast Region.  One 


of my responsibilities is in implementing the essential fish habitat provisions of the Magnuson- 


Stevens Act. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I‘m Anna Martin, council staff, and I used to work with Bob Van Dolah at 


South Carolina Department of Natural Resources, but I have been on board with the council for a 


couple of years now and was working in a previous capacity during your last AP meeting, 


working with Kim Iverson in the education and outreach side of things.  I am now coordinating 


the council‘s Ecosystem Amendment and serving as the liaison between the Coral AP and our 


council specifically as that pertains to deepwater coral management. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I‘m Steve Ross.  I am a research professor at the University of North Carolina in 


Wilmington.  I have been on the Coral AP for a number of years and I have been conducting 


deep sea coral research for about the last 10 years in the Gulf of Mexico and off the Southeastern 


U.S.  I am a fisheries biologist by expertise, and I was a budding coral biologist but I will explain 


how I have slipped from that. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Again, my name is Steve Blair with the Miami-Dade Department of 


Environmental Resources Management.  I have been with the council a number of years as well.  


My background in coral and marine sciences was through initial research in deepwater marine 


algae and then into study of the nearshore coral reef system off of Southeast Florida and Miami- 


Dade specifically.  Presently we are responsible for most of the coastal habitat monitoring 


conducted by our government and inclusive of those areas. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Good morning.  I‘m Dave Gilliam.  I am with the Nova Southeastern University 


Oceanographic Center and National Coral Reef Institute in Fort Lauderdale, Florida.  I am a 


shallow water guy, shallow water reefs; generally in Southeast Florida, so I am working the Keys 


and some outside of Florida, mostly reef restoration monitoring assessments.  I work a lot with 


the local agencies, county, state and the federal in Southeast Florida.  I have been on the panel a 


number of years, currently the Vice-Chair.   


 


MR. SHEPARD:  I‘m Andy Shepard.  I am with the University of North Carolina at 


Wilmington.  I was with the National Undersea Research Program for 22 years.  With that 


program, we did a lot of coral reef research, especially in the Florida Keys, but also on deep reefs 


throughout the southeast.  Now I am Associate Director for the Cooperative Institute for Ocean 


Exploration, Research and Technology.  We still continue to support deep coral reef and shallow 


coral reef work. 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  Kimberly Puglise with NOAA Center for Sponsor Coast to Ocean Research.  I 


manage their mesophotic coral ecosystems programs.  Previously I was also with NOAA‘s 


Undersea Research Program and I coordinated their deep coral and shallow coral work. 
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DR. BANKS:  I‘m Ken Banks with Broward County Natural Resources.  I have to remember the 


name.  I can‘t, but I manage marine resources programs.  I am sort of Steve Blair‘s analog in the 


county north, of Southeast Florida. 


 


MS. SEMON-LUNZ-LUNZ:  I am Kate Semon Lunz now; I am with Florida Fish and Wildlife 


Research Institute.  I am the associate research scientist for the corals program.  I am the project 


manager for a NOAA funded acropora monitoring project and across the Keys, Puerto Rico, U.S. 


Virgin Islands.  We also work with UNCW.  Formerly I was with the Smithsonian and my PhD 


is also from the University of Miami.  Most of my expertise is in shallow water corals. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Sandra Brooke, Marine Conservation Institute.  I have been working on deep 


and shallow corals for more years than I care to count, since ‘97, I think; primarily working on 


deep corals in recent years, Southeastern U.S., Gulf of Mexico, Alaska, Norway, wherever they 


happen to grow and I can get funding for.  I have been on the Coral AP since 2002, I think. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I just wanted to make a comment.  One of the aspects of the AP and the purpose of 


the AP and how the council has them established is to bring all the entities that are users and 


with knowledge and expertise, regardless of whether that is scientific or real life aspects of it, 


because it is the integration of that that we are seeking to be able to accomplish in order to be 


able to sustain fisheries and maintain the economic benefits of those fisheries both to the people 


as well as the ecological role that they play.   


 


We are kind of all in this together and we all have our own expertise that we bring and look 


forward to seeing that being applied as we continue today.  The first action item is approval of 


the agenda.  Now is the time for you people that suddenly find your names somewhere else can 


object.  We appreciate everybody‘s willingness to be flexible in this.  It has been with schedule 


changes and so forth, and it has caused some changes to occur, and I appreciate Anna handling 


that very much.  Are there any changes or request for modifications to the agenda? 


 


DR. BROOKE:  My surveillance talk isn‘t actually finished yet; so if I can get it finished over 


lunchtime I would be happy to give it today; if not, then I might like to shift it to tomorrow 


morning. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That would be fine.  It can go to tomorrow without a problem, so there is no issue 


with that and if you would like we will just state that.  Do you just want to move it to tomorrow 


or do you want to touch base after lunch? 


 


DR. BROOKE:  We can touch base on it later. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, any other requests? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Steve, if I could just recognize a couple of other folks that are here with us 


today.  We have got two of our council members, Duane Harris and Wilson Laney, who are in 


the back subtly, and also Fan Sao and Andy David.  Andy is with the Science Center in Miami 


and Fan is with our Coral Reef Conservation Program, one of the program officers.  I think I am 


stating her title correctly.  Thank you all for being here as well. 
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MR. BLAIR:  My apologies for the oversight.  Okay, with that we will have setting and approval 


of the agenda.  Next is approval of the minutes.  These are audio minutes that are available 


through the web and hopefully people had an opportunity to review them.   


 


Are there any suggested or corrections, modifications or comments regarding the meeting 


minutes from the 2009 Coral AP meeting, our last meeting?  Hearing none we will have them as 


approved.  First up on the discussions will be an update on the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based 


Amendment 2, and, Anna, it is all yours. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  This is really exciting so I hope you won‘t go to sleep with the dimmed lights.  


Okay, as I mentioned, I know it has been a year or longer than that since the advisory panel has 


convened.  I know that the AP was instrumental in the development of the second 


Comprehensive Ecosystem Amendment.   


 


This was finalized this summer by the council.  Because of the many variations of this document 


over the course of a few years, I just wanted to provide you with an overview of the final 


measures that were included in the amendment and make sure everybody understood all that is 


included in CE-BA 2. 


 


Actions in this amendment include regulatory measures that will specify how the council 


manages the octocoral fishery‘ modify how South Carolina‘s special management zones are 


managed; revise sea turtle and smalltooth sawfish release gear requirements for the commercial 


snapper grouper fishery; and also some non-regulatory designations that will specify essential 


fish habitat and essential fish habitat-habitat areas of particular concern for various council 


fishery management plans. 


 


It does include a wide range of measures and that has been the council‘s intent with these 


Comprehensive Ecosystem Amendments.  This amendment is under statutory deadline for 


specifying an annual catch limit for the octocoral fishery by the end of 2011.  That is a fishery 


not undergoing overfishing, so as such it does have to meet some of the Magnuson Act 


requirements as well. 


 


The council did approve this amendment during the June meeting and submitted to the secretary 


for review, so it is currently under secretarial review.  The National Marine Fisheries Service is 


accepting comments on CE-BA 2 until November 25.  The regulations associated with the 


measures included in the amendment are anticipated to be implemented by the end of the year. 


 


I just wanted to run quickly through the actions.  There is only eight of them but again just to 


give you an overview of the final measures that were approved.  This will be modifying the 


octocoral fishery and how it is managed under the council‘s Coral Fishery Management Plan.  As 


you know, octocorals are commercially collected and sold live to wholesale and retail dealers 


and aquarium owners. 


 


They are primarily harvested in the Florida Keys region where they are largely caught in state 


waters.  They are included under Florida‘s Marine Life Fishery Program also where they are 







                                                                                                               Coral AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                October 25-26, 2011  


                                           


7 


 


managed by a limit on the number of commercial harvesters and also a recreational daily bag 


limit. 


 


Here the council has selected Alternative 3 as their preferred measure and so this will shorten the 


management unit for octocorals to include them under the Coral Fishery Management Plan in 


federal waters off of North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia.  This will remove protections 


under the plan in Florida waters and solely allow FWC to manage this fishery under their already 


existing Marine Life Fishery Program. 


 


Jeff and Henry are both heavily involved in that program and can tell us more about the Marine 


Life Fishery Program.  Effective October 31, FWC is making some changes to how they manage 


octocorals under their Marine Life Fishery Program.  They are implementing a quota of 70,000 


colonies and they are also extending management for octocorals into federal waters adjacent to 


Florida. 


 


They will also be maintaining the prohibition of harvest on octocorals in Florida waters north of 


Cape Canaveral, which is what has currently been in place under the council‘s Coral Fishery 


Management Plan, and also maintaining the prohibition on harvest within the coral habitat areas 


of particular concern. 


 


Aside from the increase in quota here, management for this fishery essentially remains the same 


yet under different management entities.  The council did consider extending the management 


unit for octocorals into the Gulf Council‘s area of jurisdiction.  This was particularly to maintain 


some essential fish habitat protections for octocorals.  


 


Also, the Gulf Council – as you recall there are two coral fishery management plans; one in the 


South Atlantic and one in the Gulf, and the octocorals did have a joint quota with the South 


Atlantic and the Gulf of 50,000 colonies in federal waters.  The Gulf Council is moving forward 


with removing octocorals from their coral fishery management plan, and this was as a result of 


FWC expressing an interest in solely managing this fishery.   


 


However, because the council with a previous action is moving to shorten the management unit, 


they had to select the no action alternative here for this measure.  As with the previous two 


actions in shortening the management unit, the council developed Alternative 3, which is the 


preferred measure here for this action, during the March council meeting. 


 


This will set the annual catch limit for octocorals equal to zero in federal waters off of North 


Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia, and again this is in waters where currently harvested is 


already prohibited.  The ACL was also based on a recommendation that the council‘s Scientific 


and Statistical Committee, the SSC, provided an ABC value of zero for this shortened 


management unit area.   


 


An ABC value is an acceptable biological catch recommendation that the SSC provides to the 


council and which they use to base these ACL numbers.  Action 4 is going to modify how 


special management zones off of South Carolina are managed.  Currently there are 29 artificial 
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reefs off of South Carolina in federal waters that carry the special management zone designation.  


They do encompass a little over 41 square miles in total, so these are relatively small areas.   


 


The council, based upon concerns that South Carolina Department of Natural Resources brought 


forward about concerns of commercial exploitation in these areas, specifically through the use of 


conventional spearguns, the council decided to move forward with Preferred Alternative 2 and 3, 


which will limit harvest and possession for snapper grouper and coastal migratory pelagic 


species to the recreational bag limit in these small areas. 


 


Action 5 will modify the sea turtle and smalltooth sawfish release for gear requirements for the 


commercial snapper grouper fishery, and these are regulations that are currently in place under 


Snapper Grouper Amendment 15B.  The current gears are very large and unwieldy and intended 


for use in the pelagic longline fishery, so the council is making some changes here for vessels 


carrying hook-and-line gear on board and not longline gear. 


 


They also want to comply with the Endangered Species Act biological opinion requirement, and 


so as such Protected Resources has endorsed this preferred alternative, which bases gear required 


based on freeboard height of a vessel.  The council selected Alternative 4 as their preferred for 


this measure and it will base gear required on freeboard height, so those vessels 4 feet or less are 


required a suite of gear identified in 4A and those larger than 4 feet are required a suite of gear 


identified in Subalternative 4B. 


 


Okay, the remaining three actions will designate essential fish habitat, and essential fish habitat- 


habitat areas of particular concern for the snapper grouper, the coral and the sargassum fishery 


management plans.  The Magnuson Act does direct the council to identify essential fish habitat 


for each federally managed species in order to prevent adverse affects on habitat.   


 


These are non-regulatory designations; however, they elevate the significance of these areas 


during a permit review for any type of non-fishing activity, and Jocelyn can tell us a little bit 


more about that.  Action 6 will amend the snapper grouper fishery management plan to designate 


essential fish habitat-habitat areas of particular concern for golden and blueline tilefish to include 


a regular bottom habitat areas that are already designated as essential fish habitat, so the HAPC 


designation will bolster this area during a proposed activity permit review. 


 


This action will also designate the previously designated deepwater marine protected areas as 


essential fish habitat-habitat areas of particular concern.  Action 7 will amend the coral plan to 


designate the deepwater coral habitat areas of particular concern, and this was something the 


Coral AP was instrumentally involved in their designation through the first Comprehensive 


Ecosystem Amendment, and this Act here gives them additional designation of essential habitat, 


which again will elevate the significance of these areas during any type of permit review. 


 


Action 8 will amend the plan for pelagic sargassum to designate the top ten meters of the water 


column in the South Atlantic bounded by the Gulf Stream as essential fish habitat for pelagic 


sargassum, and the Gulf Stream here being the most significant oceanographic feature supporting 


sargassum distribution, transport, and occurrence. 
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That is all I have for a review of this amendment.  I did want to point out that I know during your 


last meeting the Coral AP was grappling with providing many of the recommendations that are 


required under the Magnuson Act.  As you will see, those are no longer action items specifically 


included in the document; however, they are now found within the context of the discussion.  


 


The council basically referred to National Standard 1 Guidelines, which state that this is a part of 


the Magnuson Act, and they state that existing fishery management plans may already provide 


the information to designate these values, and so that was what was done here for maximum 


sustainable yield, overfishing levels, accountability measures.  It was determined that these 


values were already in existence in previous amendments. 


 


They were removed as actions and they are now in the considered but rejected appendix of the 


document and also within the context of the discussion, and I believe it is the second section.  If 


you have any questions, I will be happy to hopefully address those for you with the second 


version of the amendment. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Just out of curiosity, what were the drivers for the changes to the Sargassum 


EFH, the last amendment that you showed? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I know they had another alternative selected as preferred.  I think it was 


determined there wasn‘t adequate justification or rationale for the alternative; and if you will 


give me a second I will look up what that up.  I didn‘t list them all here. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I was just asking because for contacts from the regulatory side in like the last 


ten years I am not aware of any EFH consultation that we have done for impacts to sargassum, so 


I didn‘t know if there was some emerging issue or threat. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  The other alternative for that action would have been designating the top ten 


meters of the water column in the South Atlantic as EFH for pelagic sargassum; the difference 


here being bounded by the Gulf Stream.  I am not sure again other than rationale and they 


decided to go the route of Alternative 3. 


 


DR.  ROSS:  I have a question there.  How do you bound it by the Gulf Stream when it moves 


around so much, both the eastern and the western boundary, I mean it changes every day; how 


does that work? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I sure wish Roger were here to address that.  I don‘t know that it does move.  


 


DR. ROSS:  The suggestion I would have made that would have potentially accomplished the 


same thing would have been a bathymetry boundary like 200 meters or 180 or 150 meters even, 


because it moves inshore even of that and so does the sargassum with it.  As far as an offshore 


boundary goes, it might as well be the EEZ.  But to have it bounded by the Gulf Stream, every 


day that would be a different place, and also you couldn‘t actually know if you were in the Gulf 


Stream all the time unless you are monitoring temperature and comparing it to everything else. 
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DR. FEDDERN:  Does this mean that the Gulf Stream itself would be within that boundary or 


beyond the boundary? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I would read it as it is bounded by, it would be outside, it is up to considering the 


area that sargassum is normally going to be, which is in the Atlantic Gyre for the most part.  As 


far as the concentrations that they are trying to be able – if I remember correctly, the 


concentrations they are trying to be able to protect is the major areas of it. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Then how do you know if you are within the boundary or not unless you are 


anchored and can see that there is a current? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That is the point that Steve was making as well. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  There are also the rings that come off the boundaries that complicate things.  


Would it not have been simpler to just define sargassum itself as EFH and not try and define it 


by the water column? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I‘ll jump in real quick, since there was a gap.  That is kind of the same thing 


though too, isn‘t it; it moves around as well and you can‘t find it. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Well, sargassum is a mat; so if you see sargassum, then presumably there are 


going to be regulations associated with this, I would think, unless you just want to do it for fun.  


But if you see a sargassum mat, then the regulations apply now.  Then you get into the question 


of what defines a mat; is it any little clump, is it not, what about bycatch?   


 


I see why sargassum might need protection, but it is a very nebulous, and it‘s a very difficult 


thing to try and manage because it is not stationary.  It moves around and it is hard to define 


what it is.  This might need a little more discussion, I would think. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Duane Harris, council member from Georgia.  You will all recall the reason the 


sargassum fishery management plan came into being is because of a fishery that developed for 


sargassum off the coast of North Carolina.  The plan was developed to try to control that fishery.  


The council really would like to make the total allowable catch of sargassum zero, but the 


National Marine Fisheries Service wouldn‘t let us do that. 


 


We tried to define sargassum as EFH and apparently based on what you are all saying we didn‘t 


do a very good job of that.  Gregg is trying to look up the exact rationale for coming up with this 


language.  I am not sure that rationale is very good in any event, but nonetheless we will try to 


have an answer for you before we leave here today or tomorrow. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you very much,.  Also, Jocelyn, maybe you could help us out here, I 


believe sargassum is EFH for specific managed species, but the managed species is not its own 


EFH, so there is an issue relative to the declaration of an EFH for that purpose.  It is the intent to 


use the water column in which it is normally going to be found within the gyre and other areas to 


be able to designate that.  It does sound as though the bounding systems may create issues on 


where the application of that area is. 
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DR. VAN DOLAH:  I would appreciate a clarification.  It was my understanding that the current 


regulations do not allow the possession of sargassum at all.  This came up not too long ago off 


South Carolina because there was a proposal to culture sargassum and when we looked at the 


regulations at that point in time you couldn‘t legally have it to culture it.  Is that not in the current 


regulations? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  There is a prohibition on an area – and I will have to get that designation, but 


there is an area where you can still legally fish for sargassum as long as you meet certain 


requirements, one of which is having an observer on board.  Maybe what you are referring to is 


an area south of that line where you can‘t possess it, but I will check the regulations now. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  It would have applied to South Carolina waters; so if that line is north of 


South Carolina, then that probably explains it. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Correct. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  There is a considerable amount of attached sargassum in the Keys.  Now is 


that included in this?  Okay, so that is a different species then? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Well that is a good question that many people are trying to address, whether it is a 


different species or just a different life phase of it.  There are benthic species, but what they are 


attempting to work with here in my understanding and remembrance is the floating masses of 


sargassum that serve as habitat, food, refuge for open water and pelagic species. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  So if somebody wants to harvest that, they could do that as an attached 


species? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I am not aware that any attached – and I will defer to council staff, I don‘t believe 


any attached species are included as EFH in the sargassum plan.  Another point, if you could, the 


question came up; sargassum is only associated with a floating – it does not extend to any of the 


benthic attached species, is that correct? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  That is my recollection, yes. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Steve, I just wanted to read from the CFRs the rules on harvest here for pelagic 


sargassum.  It says no person may harvest pelagic sargassum in the EEZ between directly east 


from the Virginia, North Carolina Boundary and within 100 nautical miles east of the North 


Carolina Coast.  No person may harvest or possess pelagic sargassum in or from the South 


Atlantic EEZ south of 34 degrees nautical latitude north. 


 


There is a seasonal limitation; no person may harvest or posses pelagic sargassum in or from the 


South Atlantic federal waters during the months of July through October, so there is also that as 


well.  This prohibition on possession doesn‘t apply to pelagic sargassum harvested and landed 


ashore prior to the closed period.  
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DR. ROSS:  That seems a bit like it conflicts with this.  A hundred nautical miles off North 


Carolina is well within the Gulf Stream, which can be within 50 or 60 nautical miles of the coast 


quite a lot of the year.  It appears that we have got sort of conflicting – I think nobody is in 


conflict with protecting sargassum, per se; it is just how to define where it is and how it occurs, 


but it seems like we have got some contradictions that are confusing. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  If you are referring to the designation of EFH, that doesn‘t carry any regulatory 


designation associated with it.  As was pointed out by Anna, what that does is during the review 


process – and Jocelyn could probably explain this a little more – during consultations it carries a 


higher designation, if you will, and it is a concern, but we don‘t have any specific regulations 


that say you can‘t do something in that EFH area. 


 


DR. ROSS:  So it sounds like then if this is defining – well, even if this is cleaned up to cover a 


better boundary for sargassum, it sounds like if you are within – if you are inshore of 100 


nautical miles you can harvest it, in which case there is a huge area of sargassum that is open to 


harvest off North Carolina. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Regulations say you can‘t harvest within 100 miles? 


 


DR. ROSS:  Was it offshore of 100 miles, 100 miles out? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  What the regulations say is you can‘t possess it within 100 nautical miles of the 


North Carolina coast. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Okay, so it is offshore of 100 miles that you could, not inshore. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Correct, and again one other thing to point out.  This is CE-BA 2 that is 


currently under review.  We have already sent this.  This is under review by the secretary, so the 


council has no ability to make any changes to this document. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  I didn‘t read any of this and I am wondering why we are dealing with this at 


the Coral AP meeting.  Do you need our advice on sargassum? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think this is totally for our information, but it does bring up a point.  I think 


Gregg made a good comment – and, please, Jocelyn, please correct if I am misspeaking here, but 


with the designation of this as EFH we are defining the important habitat that is needed for the 


fish and not a regulatory guideline that has to be met wherein there is going to be enforcement 


issues come about through the designation of EFH.  There are other aspects in the regulation 


relative to restriction of harvest and so forth that do carry a regulatory and compliance issue, but 


this is kind of beyond that.  It is more or less stating those areas that are most important to the 


sustenance of the sargassum itself.  


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I didn‘t mean to derail the meeting agenda by bringing this up.  I just was 


asking for some clarification because in my ten years‘ experience doing essential fish habitat 


consultations we haven‘t had any type of federal action that would suggest that the activity 
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would result in an adverse affect to sargassum EFH, so I think we should move on and we can 


have further discussion at a later time if we want. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I guess in the spirit of moving on, but something related, for those of us that 


aren‘t resource managers, perhaps it might be good for the panel to hear a little bit about what it 


does mean for the habitat area of particular concern to be elevated to an EFH-habitat area of 


particular concern.  I would like to have some more information. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I‘m sorry, can you repeat your question.  Was it for the coral habitat area of 


particular concern? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Yes, what does it mean to elevate the CHAPC to an EFH- HAPC. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  The coral habitat areas of particular concern were designated under the coral 


fishery management plan so they are under the mechanism under the coral fishery management 


plan that if you meet certain criteria you can designate a coral habitat area of particular concern.  


That process and the criteria to establish coral habitat areas of particular concern happened 


before the revisions to the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the EFH provisions, which also use similar 


terminology habitat area of particular concern. 


 


It has been confusing between what is the difference between coral habitat areas of particular 


concern, which is a management action under the coral fishery management plan, and then EFH 


based habitat area of particular concern which is under the EFH provisions of the Magnuson Act.  


It basically helps alleviate some of that confusion so then we don‘t have to try to explain the 


difference, because there is EFH habitats within the coral habitat area of particular concern and 


there are habitats that are designated EFH and HAPC within the coral habitat area of particular 


concern.  It just allows us – it affords the protections – protections I am not sure is the best word, 


but the designation and allows some consistency in how we refer to the coral HAPC versus the 


EFH-HAPCs. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Jocelyn, could you or Anna just briefly explain how that changes.  You 


mentioned something about it changing the permitting requirements for non-fishery activities.  


How does that change those requirements? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Essentially what it does is how we describe the habitat and how we describe 


it and how it is designated.  It just allows us to refer to the habitats within the coral habitat area 


of particular concern as the EFH-based HAPC in addition to the HAPC as defined by the coral 


fishery management plan.  I don‘t think I am doing a good job of describing this so if anybody 


wants to jump in. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Again, remembering that EFH designation is not a regulatory process or a 


regulatory designation; and maybe on that aspect rather it is defining those areas that are 


specifically needed for that regulated species to sustain itself.  The area inclusion just in the same 


way that an HAPC, like the deepwater coral HAPC does carry extra weight, extra protections 


and so forth with it with the designation of an EFH-HAPC. 
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If there are activities that would be ongoing and at the review of those activities would go under 


greater scrutiny, potentially have a little less flexibility for the types or magnitudes of those 


activities in order to assist in protecting those, and that would be done through the consultation 


reviews.  Is that appropriate? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Yes, just to also add is that the coral habitat areas of particular concern are 


very large areas, and we know that it is not 100 percent coral within those areas.  Without having 


more detailed site-specific information, we also know that a lot of those areas haven‘t been 


mapped and characterized as well.  It allows us to refer to those areas as EFH-based HAPCs in 


the absence of having some information and sort of having that elevated level of review and 


scrutiny.  It allows us to use that through the consultation process. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Although this is really good.  At each meeting I need to come and get myself 


repositioned to make sure we have got it, so it is a very good discussion but I would like to move 


on so we will take one or two more final questions. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Just basically the coral HAPC had regulatory provisions with it; so that when 


the other HAPCs were designated in other plans that is not good, so they then modified that title 


to say EFH-HAPCs in order to distinguish between the two because there were different aspects 


to each. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just one of the other things kind of as a followup to Andy about the aspect about 


our recommendations and so forth being made, obviously this is well underway.  This has been 


ongoing for four or five years, so this one is down.  But the other aspect of it is that I know that  


our advisory panel definitely has made recommendations to other panels relative to our 


perspectives on those issues that they may be dealing with.   


 


Although in this case it is not for this specific action but if we feel that there are issues that may 


need to be addressed, that could be clarified and so forth, that we could make those 


recommendations to the other panels for considerations in other future actions.  What we would 


like to do is to start getting a few updates on some of the South Atlantic coral research activities 


that have been ongoing, and first we‘re very appreciative for Andy David to be present with us 


today and be able to give us an update and overview on NOAA‘s South Atlantic research for 


deepwater coral.   


 


MR. DAVID:  Okay, my name is Andy David.  I am with NOAA Fisheries.  I am with the 


Panama City Lab.  I guess I have been working on MPAs in the Gulf since 2000, and we started 


working on the shelf edge MPAs the South Atlantic Council was working on, and we started 


working on those in 2004.  More recently we have been moving out to deeper water and to more 


of this coral work. 


 


NOAA started its coral reef conservation program in 2000 and it has gradually expanded in 


scope and complexity.  It generally was a shallow coral program.  There was some mesophotic 


coral work but it was generally shallow.  We saw there was a need for deep coral work to be 


highlighted and focused upon, and so in 2008 it was determined the best way to go forward was 


to have a standalone deep coral program. 
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The plan became – it was a regional approach was what was decided to be taken and they would 


look at it three- to five-year effort in several regions in the country.  The southeast was selected 


as the first region for a deep coral program primarily because of the protections that the South 


Atlantic Council was extending towards its deep coral habitats, and the large amount of work 


that had been done by several people in this room; Steve, Sandra, John Reed, others who have 


done a lot of deep coral work. 


 


In early 2009 NOAA started its project in the South Atlantic.  They picked me to try to put 


together a team to do some work down here.  Of course, I am with Fisheries and they wanted the 


team to be principally NOAA.  The others on the team were John Tomchuk; he is with OAR in 


Silver Spring, and he was the co-lead on the team.   


 


George Sedberry from Gregg‘s outfit down at Grays Reef, he was on the team and his specialty 


was the biological diversity of the South Atlantic, having done a lot of work down here.  Andy 


Shepard over here was also on the team through UNCW and NURC and the CI at the time.  His 


specialties were data management and logistics, being able to put together the various cruises 


and equipment and gear we needed. 


 


The last member was Tim Battista, another individual from NOS in Silver Spring.  He is our 


mapping specialist.  Those were the group that we got together.  WE thought the – and being the 


first of these regions, there was a lot of growing pains.  We didn‘t really have a lot of clear 


directions at times as to what was expected of us and how we should proceed.   


 


But we knew that the council would be one of our main clients, so one of the first things we 


wanted to do was have a planning workshop down here in the southeast, get together a wide 


variety of expertise and management and scientists and state and feds and look at what the issues 


were that needed to be addressed and how could this little program try to do that.   


 


The meeting was held in Wilmington in July of 2009.  I think there were about 21, 22 people 


there.  There were a lot of recommendations that came out, some of which weren‘t directly 


applicable to what we could do in a three-year period with the funding we had, but there were 


several good recommendations.   


 


These are the top three; map and characterize the deep sea coral habitats in the proposed 


CHAPC; understand the species and coral habitat relationships and the factors that control or 


influence them; and then to conduct research to identify and assess areas impacted by fishing and 


non-fishing activities. 


 


It has been three years now, we have completed our field work, so what I want to do for the rest 


of the talk is go through the seven major cruises that we funded and executed in this program and 


a narrow overview of what we did on each one.  There are other talks in this section and they 


will go into, I am sure, much bigger detail on certain cruises or certain components of the 


project. 


 


Our first cruise was the Seward Johnson in 2009 and we also used the JSL.  This was a cruise 


that was I believe in the works before our deep coral program started up, but the folks in the CI 
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were very cooperative and we worked together to help fund the cruise and extend some of the 


mission and tailor it to meet some of the deep coral goals. 


 


Now you will see a series of maps like this.  The HAPC is in the fairly ugly color in the right of 


the map and the dots indicate dive sites for study locations.  All of this work, this was done in 


August of 2009, and this was our only submersible cruise.  There was a lot of benthic community 


sampling done with the vehicle and some other gear as well as plankton collections looking at 


connections between midwaters and surface waters and the benthic  habitat.  The Johnson Sea-


Link, of course, was the principal piece of equipment used. 


 


This work focused mostly of the Canaveral region in central Florida.  There were 22 sub dives 


that were MOCNESS tows.  There were CTD casts and a variety of other gears as well.  Steve 


Ross was the chief scientist on this mission, and we will have a series of photos from that cruise.  


There is the JSL being launched, some of the MOCNESS catches and the lower right there is the 


galathea crab and some Lophelia that was collected by the submersible. 


 


One of the other pieces of equipment that I should mention is this microlander.  This was a small 


device that was placed on the bottom by the submersible at the beginning of the cruise and it 


collected data continuously during the cruise and then was recovered at the end to get more  


longer-term data set. 


 


These landers certainly can provide a lot of good information for this habitat.  There is some 


bamboo coral and the lower left is a chained dogfish.  I guess he is the well-camouflaged little 


fish stretching out in the middle there and a golden crab.  Of course, there are lots of interest in 


the fishery species out there and golden crab being one of them. 


 


The next cruise was in 2009 as well.  This was intended to be an ROV cruise.  There was a 


problem with the ship‘s propulsion system.  We kept losing days, we kept losing days, there was 


a minimum number of days they would charge us for the ROV and we ended up not being able 


to make that work cost effectively.   


 


We transferred this second cruise to strictly a multi-beam mapping effort.  This was done off, 


again, that central region of Florida off Canaveral, off the Oculina HAPC in September, 2009.  


There were just under 600 square kilometers mapped.  Brian Costa was the chief scientist; he is 


from Tim Battista‘s office up in headquarters. 


 


I am going to skip out of turn a little bit here and talk about our other sole mapping cruise.  This 


was done on the Lost Coast Explorer in 2010.  This was a contract vessel and a contract mapper.  


The chief scientist was Dave Narr from the University of South Florida.  He mapped a large 


number of places for us.  He also did some mapping in the Gulf of Mexico as well as the South 


Atlantic, and these were to support these cruises. 


 


On that cruise they mapped nearly 7,500 square kilometers.  This little figure here shows just 


some of the mapping work that was done before our project started.  In ‘07 the Foster did some 


mapping as well as what we did on several of our cruises; the Nancy Foster in 2009, the Lost 


Coast Explorer, and there is one by the Ron Brown that I will talk about in a minute. 
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You see most of this work is off Florida.  This was where a majority of the work was conducted, 


both mapping and the dives.  My main digression during the talk is to speak for a few seconds 


here about the navy activities.  The U.S. Navy is certainly doing a lot of work in the South 


Atlantic and a lot of it coincides with the HAPC.   


 


They have been moved out of the Caribbean for a lot of their training and work, so this is one of 


the areas that they have chosen to move back to.  That reddish area in the middle, there are three 


boxes there.  Those will have a lot of focused activity there, but the total area of activity is really 


quite broad.  The yellow boxes are your shelf edge MPAs.  You can see there several of those are 


impacted. 


 


In the HAPC you know the shape of the boundary; it is in that area as well.  One of the things the 


navy did that has benefited us is they did a good bit of multi-beam mapping.  This is off 


Jacksonville, the HAPC again is visible.  One of their areas, the Charlie-Charlie box is coincident 


partially with the HAPC.  The undersea warfare training range totally encompasses the North 


Florida shelf edge MPA. 


 


It was nice of them to map this for us and now we have some more information about where to 


look out there, but we have some concerns about what they are going to do in these areas and 


how that might impact corals and habitat.  These are those same two maps just in a 


monochromatic view, the Charlie-Charlie range at the top and then the large U.S. WTR at the 


right. 


 


These maps that the navy provided us were over 3,000 square kilometers so it was a very 


significant area and we are happy to have it.  If you look at the little blow up at the lower left, 


that is just that small red box in the U.S. WTR, I think you will hear more about some of those 


peaks in the lower right of that expanded area, but you can see what are theorized as iceberg 


scour marks as running north-south down at that area, and a lot of exposed rock in the deeper 


waters.   


 


All right, so much for the digression to the navy; our next cruise that we are going to touch on is 


the Pisces in 2010.  This was in April of last year.  This cruise was significantly shortened by 


weather.  This was led by George Sedberry.  He was interested in continuing some of the work 


done on the 31/30 transect coming out of Central Georgia and South Carolina.   


 


We used an ROV from the west coast from the Southwest Fisheries Science Center.  It is a 


souped-up phantom, but with the weather and the current conditions we were limited in our 


number of days.  We only were able to make five ROV dives.  We did some benthic grabs, 


which was a new type of work for us on this program.  Of course, CTD casts were done on all of 


these things.   


 


There is the ROV; as I said; it is a large frame phantom.  We had currents 4 knots, 4.5 knots.  It 


is pretty hard to work with just about any vehicle in that current, but we did what we could.  We 


tried to move north to the Georgetown Hole to get out of the current, and that worked a good bit 


better.   
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We did find several species, of course, that you are interested in, the royal red shrimp, golden 


crab again.  That Leiodermatium sponge is one that is sought after for its biomedical 


applications. We did find Lophelia, the dominant structure-forming coral down there in several 


locations, and lots of exposed rock at different places.   


 


There is the snowy grouper, one of your species of concerns, as well as the misty grouper and 


more Lophelia, some charismatic little fishes.  It was a nice cruise; the current was a problem 


and weather was a problem.  Then the Ron Brown cruise last fall that was absolutely our largest 


effort as far as cost and the complexity of the cruise.   


 


That is the largest ship in NOAAs fleet and we used one of the premiere if not the premiere ROV 


in the world, the Jason II from Woods Hole.  This cruise covered a large area from slightly north 


of the Florida-Georgia border all the way down to Portales Terrace, and there was one dive in the 


Gulf of Mexico, say offshore from Naples, Florida.   


 


This cruise started in Pensacola and ended in Canaveral, so on the way out we wanted to make 


that dive on a spot that Steve was aware of off in the Gulf and it was a good shakedown for the 


ROV.  This was an ROV cruise.  There was a lot of benthic community sampling, a lot of multi-


beam mapping when weather was inclement.  The Jacksonville lithoherms, the Portales Terrace, 


the Canaveral bioherms were the principal focus of the dives.  We had nine ROV dives; they 


were very long, up to 12 hours a piece.   


 


There were otter trawls, UTD casts, a variety of other gear was employed.  Mapping was done 


when inclement weather permitted ROV dives and there were nearly 1,600 square kilometers 


mapped there.  Steve Ralston, Sandra Brooke were the co-chief scientists on this cruise.  There is 


the launch of the Jason.  It is quite an impressive operation; it comes with a 10,000 meter 


umbilical on their winch. 


 


They bring their own cranes; they bring their own control vans, two large vans bolted together.  


It is a very impressive system.  There is a little of the Lophelia in the Gulf of Mexico on the left 


and South Atlantic on the right.  The collecting capabilities of that vehicle were quite impressive.  


At the top there is the furthest north we went and the shallowest, and that was the Jacksonville 


lithoherms. 


 


At the bottom on the left is the Portales Terrace.  That was I think the deepest we were and the 


southernmost of our dives; and then on the right the easternmost, I guess, one of our easternmost 


sites.  We selected a picture of the two galathea crabs fighting over a fish that was stunned by the 


lights and became dinner. 


 


The collection capabilities again of that vehicle were quite impressive; high-definition video and 


still photography.  It has a large payload capacity which allowed us to put things on the bottom 


and then recover them later during the dive.  The upper left, the little white triangle is a marker 


for a fish trap that Steve put down.   


 


It was not down for very long; and when it was recovered, of course, it had collected or attracted 


a large number of golden crabs; not too many fish, I don‘t think we had any fish, but it certainly 
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pulled the crabs in.  The vehicle has bio-boxes that are thermally insulated so you can bring 


samples back and try to keep them alive.   


 


Steve and Sandra did that and had I think a successful metabolism study on Lophelia.  They 


could pick up quite large objects and place them in these boxes in quivers or just in a large tray 


on the front of the vehicle, so we have a large number of samples – these big coral samples for 


genetics and aging and a variety of other studies. 


 


This one really showed how well data management – the role that that plays.  The upper left in a 


photo by Art Howard shows the inside of this double control van with all the monitors.  The pilot 


is sitting closest to that wall of screens in the front and the chief scientist is the one obscured in 


the center there. 


 


In the foreground is Martha Nizinski from NOAA in the Smithsonian.  She is logging in a 


sample as the manipulator arms collect it, so we know what was collected when, where, some 


description of it.  When the vehicle makes it to the surface, those samples are recovered.  The 


tags and sample IDs were transferred to them so that they remain on track.  Everything was 


documented with photographs and well preserved and so again making sure that the samples all 


stay together as they should. 


 


Now we go to the two cruises from this year.  Again, we had the Pisces, and again we used an 


ROV from La Jolla.  They built a new ROV; they called it the HDHV, the high definition/high 


voltage.  This was 1,000 meter capable ROV that had done some work in the west coast and 


seemed to be productive, so we chose to use it.  It was cost effective. 


 


Again, we wanted to work off the east coast of Florida.  We revisited a site off Jacksonville and 


we again found the Gulf Stream screaming about 4 knots, 5 knots and on the second or third dive 


broke the cable on the ROV.  We did not lose the ROV but we did lose the capability to operate 


it.  Fortunately the guys brought a spare ROV and we used their other ROV for the remainder of 


the cruise.   


 


It had some depth limitations and forced us to come somewhat inshore from the CHAPC, but we 


did find some very interesting things with this.  Again there were eight ROV dives, benthic grabs 


and CTD casts.  I want to make sure I mention something about the benthic grabs in a couple 


minutes.  We did some mapping.   


 


We did about 112 square kilometers mapping with the ships ME70 system.  We were able to 


map in more places than we were able to dive.  The current didn‘t affect the mapping, thankfully.  


In the black boxes here, this is a map that Laura Crocker made for us, who has joined us in the 


back of the room from the NCCOS Lab here in Charleston.  We covered a good bit of the east 


coast of the state and we tried to map every place we were going to make dives.  


 


Now the benthic graphs that we did here – Jeff Hyland from the Charleston NCCOS lab was on 


the cruise as well – we are very interested in contaminants in the sediments out there and how 


those might affect the corrals and the infaunal community that was in the sediments both 
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downstream and upstream from the coral mounds.  Every place we dove we were able to collect 


triplicate benthic grabs for the infaunal community analysis.   


 


That may sound like it was a pretty simple thing, but I think Laura will attest from being on that 


cruise that it was very difficult to get those grabs to work in these depths and have that thing land 


where you need it to in those high currents.  Now this is a map that Laura produced for us with 


some help from Randy Cutter out at the NOAA Southwest Center.   


 


These are some Oculina mounds off Daytona that had not been well known before.  There were 


at least 75 new mounds that we mapped and many that we made ROV dives on.  This is looking 


from the south and the yellow line is an ROV track.  We landed in a shallow spot between these 


two sets of ridges and then drove up and over and down the crests of several of these mounds. 


 


There is the HDHV ROV before we snapped its tether in the current.  While they were working 


on repairing that. we made a dive in that north Florida, the shelf edge MPA.  Again kind of what 


we are used to there; it is very lush upper fauna; a mixture of deep and inner shelf fishes.  Once 


we got down to the Oculina, those new mounds off Daytona. 


 


There is one of the shots of the Oculina growing there; a beard fish.  There is Oculina in the 


Oculina HAPC growing on a derelict net.  Clearly that net has been there for awhile based on the 


size of the Oculina growing on it.  There is the benthic grab that I mentioned earlier.  The lower 


right shows – it is a nice shot of the fish, but it also shows how that bottom down there is almost 


100 percent coral rubble.  That is what makes up the features down there.   


 


All right, our last cruise for this mission or this program was on the Nancy Foster about a month 


ago.  We were in and out of Key West and we were trying to focus on the Portales Terrace.  We 


had the Kraken II ROV from the University of Connecticut.  We made 14 ROV dives.  The 


MOCNESS tows, CTD casts and we mapped a little under 375 square kilometers.  John Reed 


was the chief scientist on this mission.  


 


There is where we made the dives and there is where we made the maps.  Each night before the 


dives we had some rough bathymetry, but we wanted to get as high resolution as we could so the 


ship would make maps during the night.  They would post process them quickly and give us 


maps in the morning to pick dive sites from such as this one. 


 


This is one on the southern end of it.  Those two sinkholes sort of in a figure eight at the top 


there of the group, those were known, but the four below it were not known before.  There was 


this large feature offshore from the escarpment and that is where we made one of the dives and 


found a very large Lophelia reef that had not been known, and I don‘t believe Lophelia had been 


reported from the Portales Terrace before, so it was a nice discovery. 


 


There is the Kraken II ROV.  It is sort of midsize/midrange between the Jason, which is very 


large and very expensive, and the smaller ones which are much more economical but more 


limited in features.  The Kraken was a very nice midrange ROV.  There is some of the Lophelia 


that we saw.  That was an isolated shrub or bush out away from the large reefs. 
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Portales was dominated more by stylaster corals, although there were several of the other 


structure-forming species down there.  The control band for it, again sort of midway between the 


others and the golden crabs which we have seen most places, just some more of the fish.  There 


were very dense fields of the stylaster coral in some places, very encrusted with sponges. 


 


There is some of the dead Lophelia that was forming habitats in this case for a conger eel.  The 


growth of the Lophelia seemed to be somewhere as it was further up the east coast with a 


progression going into the current with the live stuff on one end just building upon itself.  To 


attest to how low the current was and how good the weather was down there; we have tried to go 


there three times.   


 


This was the first time that we were really able to get to the bottom and move around without 


just sort of hiding behind large rocks to get out of the current.  There was 3, 3.5, 4, 4.5 knots 


previous times.  We were out there for over a week.   We never saw a wave that was more than a 


foot or a current that was more than 1 knot on this cruise.  It was very nice.   


 


I show the man overboard drill there, because not only did we think it was nice, the captain of 


the ship was sufficiently confident that he could put his crew member in a survival suit and 


throw them over the side in the Gulf Stream and find them again.   


 


AP MEMBER:  Did he go real far away, though? 


 


MR. DAVID:  If I was the guy in the water I would have called it real far away.  It was half a 


mile maybe, but they did have a radio and a survival suit and it was broad daylight.  Again, we 


did see some interesting fish.  The Caribbean rough shark I don‘t think has been reported from 


down there before, and we were able to get down to 850, 875 meters on one of the dives off the 


edge of the escarpment. 


 


Now this is not a cruise to report, but this is a predictive coral mound that David Zinquonot 


produced based on a variety of parameters.  We have mapped a lot but you see there is certainly 


far more areas that have not been mapped than have been mapped.  One way to try to figure out 


where to go or where to map even is the use of these predictive maps. 


 


One of our funded projects is for Tim Battista‘s group in NOAA headquarters to use a similar 


approach as David Zinquonot did here, and using the maps that we have now produced on this 


effort and some of the video and grabs and such for groundtruthing and tried to improve upon 


these maps for predicting where one might find deepwater corals.  This is central Florida.  There 


is the Oculina HAPC is sort of the black-bordered area and, of course, central Florida is a hotspot 


for deep corals. 


 


To synopsis of what we did, that is the map, there is your HAPC.  All the dots are either an ROV 


dive or a submersible dive.  I think we were able to make good coverage of the area.  There is a 


noticeable gap at the Miami Terrace.  We tried several times to dive there.  We tried on the 


Brown, we tried on the Pisces.  We either had bad weather, bad currents, or both. 
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It is a difficult place to work as this Gulf Stream is really ripping through there.  Though we did 


have good coverage of I think of the whole area, we had seven major cruises, two were only 


mapping, two were only a vehicle to the bottom, and three had a combination of ROVs and 


mapping. 


 


We had 22 sub dives, 36 ROV dives, mapped over 10,000 square kilometers.  We found 


Lophelia shallower in and further south than had been seen before.  As the data continues to be 


analyzed, there is a possibility, I will say not a probability, a possibility of new species and this 


predictive coral map is under development. 


 


There were hundreds of hours of videos taken, hundreds of samples collected, thousands of 


photographs.  Corals and sponges were taken for a variety of purposes, growth, reproduction, 


genetics, taxonomy, biomedical applications.  There were MOCNESS tows; there were benthic 


community samples, otter trawls, CTD casts, plankton tows trying to look at the full water 


column in several places to get the ties between the benthic coral communities and the other 


areas. 


 


What our plan to do is give everyone another year to finish analyzing data and gather together 


the NOAA team and the PIs for a workshop next summer as well as representatives from the 


council and see how we can put this all together to provide you guys what you need the most for 


a final report to be pulled together late next year.  My last one is another Art Howard‘s very nice 


photos from the Ron Brown cruise, and that is my overview. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you very much, Andy.  It is impressive to see the amount of information 


that is coming out.  It is very heartening to see the amount of information that is coming out as 


well.  Definitely as much as we have learned, we kind of just keep reminding ourselves how 


much more we have yet to know and get in hand.    This is amazing.   


 


I remember a comment made by John Reed when he was doing just bathometer tracing of these 


areas and just overlay and overlay of the mounds that were occurring.  At the time the question is 


how many of these may be deepwater coral communities.  Over the various dives he took and in 


doing those, he was asked the question how many dives did you make on a mound that was not 


deepwater coral, and he said none.   


 


The extent of these things just continues to get brought forward, so I appreciate it.  That is 


fantastic information.  We are going to hear more, hopefully, as we continue on from the updates 


on the work that has been done over the past few years, and Sandra will be speaking to us about 


the Jacksonville Lophelia Site Research.   


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Steve, if we have any questions or comments, do you want us to hold that 


until the end? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  No, I apologize, let‘s have them – if you don‘t mind, let‘s have them now so that 


they are fresh in our minds and we can have them addressed.   
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MS. KARAZSIA:  Well, I just kind of had one overarching comment in that I think that the work 


that Andy presented on represents a considerable investment by NOAA, and I also think the 


work is of very high value to the Coral AP and the council.  I think that if others agree, that we 


should consider putting a summary or comments back to NOAA‘s coral program and letting 


them know that this type of work is the type of work that we need to continue our understanding, 


to help refine their management actions.   


 


Personally I think this work is of high value for the work that I do through the Essential Fish 


Habitat Consultations and I think for everyone else around the table.  As kind of like a followup 


action to this meeting, not only just for Andy‘s work, but if anybody else thinks that would be 


helpful for us to communicate that this work is of high value for us and we would like to see it 


continue. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Certainly, I believe that is something that is within the realm of the AP to either 


work with the – or request something.  Would that come from the council, we request from the 


council, or is it something that the AP could draft and have pass through?  I think the council 


would be definitely the entity that we would like to see it come from. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think as a recommendation from the AP to the council and it could move up 


the chain of command that way and distribute to CRCP.  Considering this wraps up the last year 


of their research focusing efforts in the South Atlantic, I think it would be timely to provide 


something like that to the council. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  That is real important right now because of what is happening with NOAA 


funding.  The timing of it would be as fast as you can because they are making considerations 


right now on FY-12 budgets that could eliminate our ability to support these kinds of 


expeditions, so the faster the better and the higher the better, so from the council to the 


leadership at NOAA, and the line offices would be very helpful. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I will offer to help get some feedback from NOAA‘s coral program and work 


with the council to see maybe what we can provide if that would help expedite getting something 


out, recognizing the urgency of this matter. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I wanted to just add one other thing here.  This certainly is a substantial investment 


by NOAA, but I need to point out here, too, that there were a number of other agencies that 


participated in this in collaboration with several offices of NOAA even before that deep coral 


program started; and are continuing that collaboration.  USGS, U.S. Geological Survey is one in 


particular.  What was the Minerals Management Service has been involved; the council has been 


involved in funding some of our work.  A lot of us are continuing different projects along with 


the NOAA Deep Coral Program and independently.  There are a lot of efforts going on out there 


and we need to make sure all of those are noted. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I agree, we can look at that relative to all the partners associated and which ones 


are – and even in updating from some of this information to the council itself, to the information 


that is coming back and the importance and significance of it I think is not a bad idea.  I think it 


is a good recommendation.   
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Jocelyn, I will be happy to work with you to try to format something and work with the council 


to be able to find out both how quickly we can do it, and the best appropriate format pathway to 


make that happen.  Are there any other questions or comments at this time?  Sandra. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I will be giving this presentation on our recent explorations of the shallow 


Lophelia ecosystem near Jacksonville in conjunction with Steve Ross.  Okay, Andy gave us a 


great background to the cruise during which we found this site.  As he said, there was the NOAA 


Vessel Ron Brown, funded by the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program, and we 


used the Jason ROV. 


 


It was multi-disciplinary.  We had all sorts of PIs on board; NOAA, USGS PIs and other 


academic institutions, and Steve and I were the chief scientists.  Again, déjà vu, we started off in 


Pensacola and made the shakedown cruise on the West Florida Slope with a site that we dived on 


earlier in 2009, I believe.  Then we went round – we got stuck here because of weather.   


 


Miami Terrace was one of our target areas, but as Andy said we have been having a really hard 


time getting there.  It is kind of a hostile environment.  We hung around the Portales Terrace and 


then we went up to Jacksonville.  Now Jacksonville is an area that we have been very interested 


in but it has kind of fallen through the gaps geographically. 


 


Most of the cruises have come out of Harbor Branch down here and have gone Canaveral and 


South; and then Steve‘s cruises have come out of North Carolina.  There hasn‘t been much effort 


in Jacksonville but it is a very interesting site; so this is one of our target areas.  Millions of 


cruise objectives, most of which, I am going to say all of which, played into the Deep Sea Coral 


and the South Atlantic Council‘s objectives.   


 


Mapping, exploration, identifying the physical environment, habitat associations with the reef 


and off reef fauna, population genetics, sponge taxonomy; sponges are a big sort of black bucket 


right now.  We are having a hard time getting them identified, but we are making some progress 


there. 


 


Reproduction, trophodynamics, paleoecology, now this is an interesting discipline that is kind of 


starting up; we collect the big bamboo corals and black corals and these things live for hundreds 


to thousands of years; and not only can we assess age and growth from these but they are a 


historical archive of past ocean conditions.  This is some work that we have been focusing on 


recently. 


 


Aragonite saturation state; everybody knows ocean acidification is probably going to change the 


aragonite saturation of the oceans, but we have zero data from either the Gulf of Mexico or the 


South Atlantic Bight, so we started to collect those data.  Of course, education and outreach are 


always an important component of NOAA efforts, so we had teachers at sea and a couple of 


websites going. 


 


This is the Jacksonville area – and thanks again to Andy for providing the background to this – 


these are data that he provided for us from that mapping effort, and then this is the NAR effort on 
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the deeper sites.  As you can see here, the boundary, this is the 400 meter bathymetry, this is the 


HAPC, more or less.  These deeper sites are already in the HAPC.  


 


A little bit of background on why we decided to go tromping off up the shelf here.  I saw these 


multi-beam data earlier on, several months up to a year prior to this cruise.  There is a 


consultancy firm out of Seattle that was doing some work for the navy and they asked me to 


come up and look at the multi-beam and tell them what they might see. 


 


I looked to the deeper stuff here and said, well, these are probably coral mounds, these look like 


coral mounds but it is too shallow.  Anyway, they put the ROV down and there are records of 


Lophelia, so I thought, well, this is a bit peculiar, it is way too warm.  When we had the 


opportunity to go and dive up here, we were kind of torn as to whether to risk a valuable Jason 


dive on this punitive shallow sight. 


 


In order to make that decision we did some CTD casts because Lophelia is bounded by 


temperature.  It is usually not found in temperatures warmer than 12 to 13 degrees in the field; 


and up on the shelf there at 200 meters where these coral records apparently came from, it 


seemed like it was way too warm. 


 


We did these CTD transects across the shallows from the deep area – this is the deeper 


Jacksonville multi-beam – up into the shallows here.  What we saw was quite surprising.  At 200 


meters – that doesn‘t show up very well, I apologize, but this is 8 degrees.  Basically the take- 


home message from this image is that at 200 meters it was 7 to 8 degrees. 


 


Just to put that in context further south, but that 8 degree line is at 500 meters.  This is very, very 


shallow for such a cold water temperature.  Given that information, we decided it was within the 


temperature boundaries of Lophelia, looked like good habitat and it had already been seen 


before; unsubstantiated record, so we decided to go for it.   


 


That little black dot there is the beginning – that is the start of our ROV dive, I think.  These red 


dots are previous JSL dives; there were only five of them.  Given the number of dives that have 


happened out there off the coast of Florida, that is a very low number.  This area is extremely 


unexplored.  There are indications from bathymetry that there are hundreds to thousands of 


mounds out there.  


 


These are our deeper water sites, found some beautiful Lophelia habitats, some nice rocky 


ledges; so we put in here and what we found was this.  Now, interestingly, you might find a few 


sprigs of Lophelia in areas that are sort of on the marginal end of that habitat boundaries, but 


what we saw was not these isolated small colonies necessarily, but there were thickets and rubble 


and large – I think this is keratoisis, a bamboo coral, and there are sponges in there. 


 


This wasn‘t just a one off a couple of sprigs of coral.  This was an established coral ecosystem.  


That temperature was obviously a permanent or long-term feature because this ecosystem had 


been established.  Not only did we find the corals, we found the other – well, this is corals again, 


this is a bamboo, little anemones, Lophelia, there is a sponge in there, glass sponge.  Again, 


foundation of coral rubble as you would expect on a bioherm long-term feature. 
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Not only did we find the corals, all of the structure-forming species that we would expect 


Madrepora, Enallopsammia, and Lophelia – there is Lophelia on this rock here, but we found an 


unusually high abundance of mobile mega fauna, particularly fish.  Now these guys here, 


blackbelly rosefish, there aren‘t a commercial fishery for them but they are fished in other 


places, and you see one, two, three, four and then five, a couple up there, six, seven. 


 


Anyway, there were a lot of these fish gathered around this one rock, and this was all over the 


place.  There were unusually high numbers of these things.  They were larger than you usually 


see.  There is a golden crab that is a commercial species, so other abundant fish.  This was 


unusual also, these are just little eels, synaphobranchus eels, dozens of them just poking out of 


these plumarellas, again, very unusual to see them in these high numbers. 


 


Actually, what we think is going on is that this slug of cold water that seems to be this permanent 


feature is kind of bumping into the bottom of the euphotic zone, it is 200 meters on a clear day, 


good weather, light gets down there, or at least it is below the high productivity area and we 


think that this is a high productivity area.  Of course, this is arm waving, the data may say that 


we are completely wrong.  We think that this might be what is going on here. 


 


Just a little tangential, but each of these dives that we do, we create a dive log under a sea desk 


format.  This is a project that was generated by Steve with partners to give to provide a quick 


look at all the dives that the ROV and sub dives that we do.  Not to belabor that point, but these 


are extracts from the sea desk log. 


 


We started off up here, and this is a picture of A, so it was a rocky ledge with a few sprigs of 


attached stuff, mostly corals.  Then we went down here, this is the ROV track – sorry, this is the 


ROV track.  Each of these colors represents a different type of habitat.  As we go down we can 


see the habitat types that we run into. 


 


Again, it is sandy and rocky but attached fauna, which implies that there are rocks underneath.  


This is that big rock that I just showed you that was down here.  Then we come up – this  


actually here, I haven‘t got it overlaid on the multi-beam, we didn‘t have this multi-beam when 


this log was generated, but this is coming up to a bioherm, and that is where we found these hard 


corals off of the top of the bioherm with more well-developed Lophelia colonies.   


 


Again, going back to Andy‘s talk, he described this Extreme Corals 2011 cruise on the Pisces 


with this little ROV, and they revisited the Jacksonville shallow side and they got multi-beam 


data for us.  Well, not for us but they gathered this multi-beam data.  This is their dive here and 


then ours is kind of faded into insignificance here.  It looks great on the computer screen.   


 


Okay, that is ours that I just showed you.  They did a much longer dive and came out over here, 


but it was a bit of a roller coaster ride apparently.  Again, they were dealing with really tough 


currents in the Gulf Stream.  But you can see here from the multi-beam, this was the top of the 


mound that we came up on and they also did – and then there are these other two mounds really 


close by, which are probably also coral habitat.   
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You can see how shallow this is, 240 meters and shallower.  These are images from their dive, 


from Andy and John, very well-developed beautiful live Lophelia here, anthelia, blackbelly 


rosefish. 


 


They also saw – we also saw galatheid crabs, eumunida picta, which are very common on 


deepwater coral communities.  Just in summary, very shallow occurrences of these deepwater 


species – coral sponges mobile invertebrate‘s complete community and not just the corals 


themselves. 


 


The presence of thickets and rubble indicates that it has been there for awhile; it is not just a 


vicarious thing.  They are probably maintained by this long-term oceanographic feature that 


brings cold water up into the shelf and keeps it there.  It is really not clear how extensive this 


feature is. 


 


There is abundant rugged bathymetry from the multi-beam but we don‘t know – but again this 


ecosystem is being maintained by the cold water.  It doesn‘t matter how good the bathymetry is 


or the substrata is, if it is too warm they can‘t live there.  We don‘t know how extensive that cold 


water temperature feature is. 


 


Unusually high abundance of mobile species, probably because it is up on the shelf, higher 


productivity; very large numbers of blackbelly rosefish.  They could become a fishing target and 


they are fished by hook and line, longline, or trawling.  Again this is potentially a fishing target.  


And, of course, we need more research.  We always need more research; get out of the office and 


go to sea and avoid the e-mail. 


 


What we were thinking, this is the – of course, as Andy said this is bang in the middle of the 


navy‘s area where they want to drop explosive things.  This is the current HAPC boundary, this 


is the extent of the multi-beam we have, and you can see all these bumps up in here.  This tiny 


little spot here is the multi-beam that I showed you just now and where our dives were; tiny, tiny 


little area.  All of this, this lovely ledge up here could be good Lophelia habitat.   


 


What we would suggest to the council or at least for discussion to the AP is that we extend the 


boundary of the HAPC to encompass at least what we know.  It would be nice to come up here 


maybe and come down, but again we don‘t really know how extensive this feature is.  While we 


are talking about boundary extensions, this is a bet tangential but Steve also has so suggested that 


– sorry, let me back up.   


 


This is multi-beam bathymetry, the Cape Lookout Mound, so we have jumped from Florida to 


North Carolina.  This is the current HAPC boundary, and you see these lovely mounds here.  


These are in the HAPC.  There is also the bit that the multi-beam extended out beyond that and 


he has identified some coral mounds up in here and just suggests an extension of that HAPC.  


There are coral records from up in here which is further north than the known coral mounds 


within the HAPC, so this seems like a good candidate for extension.  I think that is all I have.  I 


would be happy to take questions.  
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MS. KARAZSIA:  I just wanted to thank you for sacrificing one of your dives to take a closer 


look at that area within the navy U.S. WTR site.  That is really going to help us through the EFH 


consultation.  Then I didn‘t know if there was anything on the agenda.  Sandra raises some good 


points about finding large areas of intact habitat outside of the CHAPC boundary.  If we don‘t 


have a discussion right now, I think we should have a discussion at some point before we all 


leave Charleston. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  There is both discussion periods at the end of the summary of the reports as well 


as we have a discussion item regarding potential future CE-BA actions.  It is intended that 


through these that I think that we are looking for this type of information for the types of new 


information that may come out to at least allow us to consider what the hit list should be of 


potential activities and refinements and so forth that may be coming on.  As we go through those 


discussions we will be able to refine and define those for seeing what level of action we can do 


immediately or put into prioritization to allow for getting the information needed to make action 


on these, if it is deemed appropriate. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I just wanted to add after these updates are concluded I have got a platform I 


think that it would be appropriate to have some of these recommendations.  Our next ecosystem 


amendment, CE-BA 3, we have a number of various measures on the list.  It is very tentative; it 


is a preliminary list right now.  


 


Some of these HAPC boundary revisions I do have on there just from discussions with Sandra, 


Steve, and John Reed about some of their observations.  I think that would be a good timeframe 


on the agenda to hopefully get some good recommendations from the AP about – I don‘t know if 


the timing will work out.  


 


Andy mentioned the workgroup report is going to be finalized the latter part of next year, so 


perhaps recommendations on priority areas and whatever the AP thinks appropriate, we would 


like to include in the next ecosystem amendment if we can.  If not, there is obviously no statutory 


deadline.  We can hold off until the next CE-BA amendment if needed. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just to say that we will kind of table that a little bit until we have that discussion 


on CE-BA 3 because we can discuss the timing aspects of it and how it may roll into it and when 


might be the best path from their inclusion or whether it is initiation of another process. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:   Quick question for Sandra and Steve or anybody else who might know.  


Where is the relationship to the Jacksonville site or where is the majority of golden crab fishing 


activity right now; how does it relate to that? 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I am not sure that the golden crab fishery goes that far north.  I think Canaveral 


is its furthest extent. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Gregg, do you have potentially any thoughts or understanding of that for us? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  The bulk of the fishery is down off of Canaveral south and more off of 


Miami/Fort Lauderdale, out of that area.  But there has been activity, and we have been 
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encouraging expansion into that northern area which is north of Canaveral, but there has not been 


much actual fishing activity in that area yet. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Sandra, I had a question.  In the areas that you went through, knowing that we 


have this now cold water slosh if you will, up onto it that is sustaining these things; was there 


any evidence in any of the things that you saw of areas that looked like they may have been more 


productive; either live that are now just the rubble zones that may indicate a prior existence of 


that zone.  It is hard to think that is not a dynamic situation that is coming and going.  Was there 


any indication of areas that may have been but no longer were showing live growth so it may 


indicate some motion of that zone? 


 


DR. BROOKE:  You are absolutely right; the boundaries are going to be wobbly; and, of course, 


dead coral is a natural part of these coral ecosystems.  But I would say no, I don‘t think we got to 


the boundary.  I don‘t think we got to that wobbly edge.  The CTT transect was further south and 


it was cold.  Now, of course, that could change.   


 


My answer is no, I don‘t think we found it.  Now Dave and Andy may have.  They were further 


north.  But it is hard to tell sometimes because if the habitat changes, then the community 


changes, but the short answer to your question is, no, I don‘t think we were on the edge of it. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Just to add briefly to that; in addition to the work that we and Andy and et al have 


done there, there is oceanographic literature that helps support what is going on here in terms of 


a more or less permanent upwelling, but the oceanographers never put this together with any 


benthic biology observations.  


 


To them it was a matter of mapping water mass distributions and temperature anomalies and to 


some extent primary productivity.  But there is clearly a strong benthic link here and it is 


supported by some oceanographic literature that goes back quite a ways; long-term research on 


the Gulf Stream and upwelling. 


 


It was a total disconnect there that is now tying together nicely to help support our observations 


of what is going on.  And clearly as Sandra said, this area is not – it is not like we see a lot of 


small Lophelia patches, and they may have been there a few years and they may only last a few 


year.  This has been going on with this dense rubble field and the development of mounds for a 


very long time; if I had to guess, hundreds to several thousand years at least. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I had noticed that some of your molecular genetics work was incorporated in 


this cruise, and my question is; is collections and that type of analysis fairly standard on these 


deep cruises or was this something new? 


 


DR. BROOKE:  No, it is pretty much standard.  There was a paper that came out last year, this 


year, Charles, last year – anyway, looking at population genetics of Lophelia from the Gulf of 


Mexico into the South Atlantic Bight and over in the Northeast Atlantic.  I know it was a 


combination of samples, thousands of samples that have been collected over the last – since 2005 


probably.  Collections for genetics are routine part of the cruises, yes. 
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DR. GILLIAM:  I just think that is going to be vitally important, it seems like, as we move 


forward, we identify more and more of these areas.  Although I am sure we would like to 


designate as much as we can, at some point we may have to prioritize and look for sound science 


to support some of these boundaries, and certainly looking at genetic diversity and sources of 


genetic diversity might be an area that we might have to look at in the future as we extend or 


modify these boundaries. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Actually just a quick response to that.  The interesting thing that came out of 


this paper was that we had assumed that the Gulf of Mexico, given the loop current, would be the 


source of some of the propagules coming into the Atlantic through the loop current and into the 


Gulf Stream.  That actually turns out not to be the case.   


 


We are not quite sure where those propagules are coming from, it is probably the Caribbean, but 


the Gulf of Mexico is a somewhat isolated basin as far as that connect with the South Atlantic, 


and then the South Atlantic is different from the North Atlantic.  It is not the way we expected it 


to be.  These things may be more isolated than we thought. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Any other questions?  What I would like to do is propose just about a ten-minute 


break. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  One of the things that I kind of realized, as we were going through this, that we 


obviously have new members present, and a little bit of background probably was appropriate 


before we even started our discussions regarding why we are doing it and how we got here.  I 


apologize for not having done that, but what I would like to do is just spend a couple of minutes, 


literally, in going through and reviewing the process.   


 


The focus on deepwater coral, the needs and importance of deepwater corals has been a focus for 


the council for many years.  A lot of the research that we hear being talked about today and 


presented today is based on the efforts of the council to bring that focus to deepwater corals and 


the needs for the research and monitoring of it. 


 


I wanted to take just a minute and outline very briefly what the basis for much of this work was.  


Back in the early 2000s and so forth, and obviously deepwater corals initiated back in the ‗80s 


with designation of the Oculina HAPC and work associated with that, and during the early 2000s 


came the greater, broader understanding of both the extent and importance of deepwater corals 


throughout the South Atlantic region as well as other areas off our coast.   


 


With that understanding and grading almost explosion that it seemed like for a period of time of 


the awareness of the extent of the deepwater corals, the council had a strong desire to make sure 


that there was work being done to both better understand what the relationships were, what their 


ecological importance was as well as gathering information that would be necessary for their 


protection. 


 


The council, besides meetings here with the advisory panel, also convened a group of scientists, 


researchers, agency individuals and so forth to review the present state and knowledge of 


deepwater corals, identify explicit and information needs for it, and develop a research and 
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monitoring plan for the South Atlantic region that would provide the information necessary for 


appropriate management and protection of the areas. 


 


That is what was produced in 2007, the South Atlantic Fisheries Management Council‘s 


Deepwater Coral Research and Monitoring Plan.  I just wanted to kind of – for the background 


aspect of it, because one of the things that is always extremely gratifying is to see a very focused 


and positive and effective effort ongoing to these things. 


 


As we look through this plan that was made in association with a Coral AP members, Habitat AP 


members, and scientists, researchers and agency individuals back in 2007, this was essentially 


the foundation of much of the work or the basis for developing the plan of attack, and what we 


are seeing now is the implementation of that plan of attack. 


 


Let alone it is nice when you see a plan and you start to see what the goals and purposes and so 


forth are of them and later on looking at it in review and realizing that all you are doing is just 


hitting every nail on the head during the process to – that is not what I wanted to do.  This is just 


going to be a real quick synopsis of the goals and objectives of the 2007 Deepwater Coral 


Research Monitoring Plan for the South Atlantic Region. 


 


The goal as it‘s stated there is refining existing proposed and designated new deepwater coral 


HAPCs – obviously, that requires a lot of new information – and increasing our understanding of 


deepwater corals‘ ecological role and function in the South Atlantic Region.  This was 


accomplished or laid out to be accomplished in a two-phased approach, the first being mapping 


and describe known unexpected deepwater coral ecosystems in the South Atlantic. 


 


It is kind of like it seemed as though we had enough information to realize we had more a drop in 


the bucket than half a bucket of information.  The second phase is determining the ecological 


role of deepwater ecosystems in the South Atlantic region.  One of the things that I think we 


have already seen through some of the information, this obviously isn‘t something that was 


approached in a first one than the other, but definitely an integrated approach to add to this 


information. 


 


Under Phase 1 the first objective was to map the distribution of the deepwater coral ecosystems 


in Southeastern United States, and obviously with Andy and Sandra‘s work they were showing 


us an amazing amount of additional information that has come out.  Really, since 2007 the 


amount of information is just phenomenal and that knowledge that we have gained from that. 


 


The second is describing the physiographic environment for the deepwater corals and third 


objective is inventory of biota.  Again, we are seeing that these things are constantly being added 


on, and each of the cruises that we have heard described and the efforts we have heard described 


are incorporating all these objectives into their activities. 


 


The second phase relative to determining the ecological role objective is to describe logistic and 


coordinating efforts that could improve the efficiency and effectiveness of deepwater coral 


biological studies.  Again, these activities themselves attest to that and I think Andy will speak to 


some of that as well as he discusses the other NOAA-based programs. 
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Describe the population dynamics movement, habitat and associations of both economically and 


ecologically important species in the deepwater coral ecosystems; describing the food web 


dynamics of the ecosystems and describing relationships amongst the deepwater coral 


ecosystems composition structure and distribution, both abiotic and biotic factors.   


 


Number 5 there is describe reproductive strategies, commutagenic cycles, sex ratio, fecundity, 


larval development modes.  Of priority structure-forming groups including scleractinians such as 


Lophelia and Enalopsammia, which I probably didn‘t say correctly, I can never get that one out.  


Objective 6, describe the patterns and process of colony growth and mortality calcification, 


carbonate energy budgets and the importance of structure-forming species and determining how 


they are affected by environmental factors and stressors. 


 


Objective 7, describe the genetic characteristics of structure-forming coral populations; and 


finally Objective 8 was determine the nature of patterns and processes of communities of 


microbial coral associations.  The full research and monitoring plan is up on the council website.  


If you haven‘t had an opportunity to review it, I suggest you do.   


 


I think considering the time and really the scratching of the surface, it seemed knowledge that we 


had, I think it was an extremely powerful document that got put together that has focused and 


resulted in a lot of efforts to bring the necessary information to the table, such as we are hearing 


about today to help us best optimize and manage that resource. 


 


As Jocelyn said, I agree this is not only everybody, I think all the cooperative agencies and 


individuals in this really have done a phenomenal job in optimizing the funds, the resources, 


coordination and so forth to bring out the level of information that we are getting.  It is really 


amazing when you think of the objectives that we just quickly reviewed and hearing about the 


information that we are hearing, all we are doing is just pinging on every one of these objectives 


all the way through.   


 


It is just a very, very, as I say, gratifying aspect to see this level of success coming through from 


this monitoring program.  Just as I said in a nutshell I just wanted to kind of remind you and for 


those that may not have seen it before what the overall basis of this.  Obviously, this was all the 


information that was both desired and needed for assisting with the generation of the Deepwater 


Coral HAPC as well, and looking forward to using the additional information for refinement of 


that as well as refinement of the management.   


 


If there are any questions, I am going to refer them to Roger, who will answer them by phone.  


No, any council members have any other comments or questions regarding the initial research 


and monitoring plan?  I will turn it over to Steve, who will be giving us an update on the Snowy 


Wreck MPA observations. 


 


DR. ROSS:  For the verbal record, I am Steve Ross, and Sandra and I are going to give an update 


on the Snowy Wreck, specifically the Wreck itself, but also a little bit of an overview of the 


whole shelf edge MPA process and concentrating on this one off North Carolina, which is the 


northernmost of the shelf edge MPAs designated as most of us know mainly for snapper grouper 


resource. 
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This mostly was developed within other APs of the council, not so much this AP, but I 


participated in that process.  Just to zoom in on that a little bit further, the Snowy Wreck – this is 


sort of washed out in the screen, but the Snowy Wreck itself is there in the outer quadrant of this 


MPA, which generally runs a little bit past 250 meters. 


 


It is about the outer end, I don‘t have that exactly what it is, it is somewhere around 75 to 80 


meters I think up at this end.  Along with our deep coral research we started a comparative shelf 


edge program mostly off North Carolina so that we could compare the deepest snapper grouper 


communities with the offshore deepwater Lophelia type communities.  


 


At the time that we published our paper, this was the only documentation of fish resources within 


any of these shelf edge MPAs.  Even though there were some more data available, this was the 


only published information.  There were two options for the Snowy Wreck box, and I believe the 


one that it ended up being was this inshore line that went out to the Snowy Wreck something like 


that. 


 


We also compared the reefs in this box to those further south in this area.  One observation about 


this box, which I have made several times whenever I get the opportunity, is that 80 percent of it 


is probably sand.  This is an example of the sand habitats that are in this sort of mid-shelf area, 


and this is what we would call the upper slope probably – there is this sand around the Snowy 


Wreck itself, so it is deep carbonate sands that occupy most of this habitat. 


 


The prime reef habitat is in a fairly narrow band not out here, but following this 80 to 100 meter 


contouring and continuing on down here, so that is where actually most of the reef habitat is in 


this vicinity.  Looking at actually some pictures from the Snowy Wreck, we were able to make 


one ROV dive here funded by NURC; it was in August of 2004, we had one 97-minute dive. 


 


It is an extremely difficult place to work and it was at the outer depth limit for the phantom 


ROV.  We had very strong currents, fairly rough seas, and a difficult time maintaining our 


position.  Based on what we thought we knew from the fishing community and what we saw in 


that ROV dive, we expected that this was a fairly small wreck.   


 


The captain of the ship at that time had been a former snapper grouper fisherman and he had 


fished this wreck a number of times and he said, yes, it is pretty small.  We estimated it to be 


around 120 feet long.  It has no known identity for anybody that I have been able to talk with in 


the archaeological community.   


 


They don‘t know when it was sunk, what kind of ship it was, what its name is, or even what type 


of ship it was.  There were some artifacts on this ship that allow it to be dated.  In talking with an 


archaeologist later, it is somewhere around – anywhere from the late 1800s to the mid 1900s, so 


it is not particularly a modern wreck. 


 


It has got an old style engine telegraph and compass binnacle, so it is sort of in that time period.  


Anyway, you see the wreck could have been down anywhere from 50 to 80 years, but it is 


completely covered by anemones.  This is a deepwater galatheid squat lobster.  Usually what we 


see, this is probably one of the dominant invertebrates on Lophelia reefs.   
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There is another one here and several corals.  Anywhere there is a hard substrate, lots of 


anemones, there are lots of particulates in the water column so it is a productive area, and we are 


going to come back to that little sprig that doesn‘t show up well in this slide.  A couple other 


views of the structure of the wreck, as you get to the upper structure there is lots of fishing line 


all over the wreck, so it has been heavily fished.   


 


What apparently happened when it was open to fishing is that once it was discovered, apparently 


by accident by a snapper grouper fisherman, it was fished down to the point where it was not 


practical to fish anymore.  They would take all the big fish off and they would leave it for a 


while and then they would continue to check it periodically; and as the population built up again, 


they would fish it heavily again. Apparently it was hit multiple times over the years that it was 


open to fishing and fish apparently recruited fairly quickly back to this habitat. 


 


That is a point I think we want to consider later in this talk with a recommendation I have.  Deep 


sand all around the wreck, here again more fishing line; cancer crabs, large crabs around the base 


of the wreck, lots of fish on the upper structure.  Now, this is kind of embarrassing.  This is 


where I have to turn in my credentials as a budding coral biologist. 


 


My colleague wanted a slide for a talk of productivity on this wreck, and so I sent this slide and 


Dr. Brooke immediately responded that this wreck has Lophelia on it.  I said, no, it doesn‘t, it 


just has a snowy grouper.  But, growing out of the back of the snowy grouper is a nice sprig of 


Lophelia.   


 


After 10 years of working in Lophelia habitat, I missed it, and then we looked at other pictures 


and lo and behold it is here and here, and there is a large bush of it here, and it occurred in that 


previous slide with the little sprig.  So it is not well developed on this wreck, but it certainly 


occurs, and indicates there is some fairly long-term low temperature structure here, shallower 


than we expected it to be. 


 


Again, lots of incrusting invertebrates, anemones and these flytrap anemones are again 


something that we see on the deeper reefs particularly.  So Lophelia is scattered all over this 


wreck.  Some of the fish, snowy groupers, again a large population of snowy groupers has 


recruited to the wreck; conger eel.  In this short ROV dive we have only identified seven species 


of fish actually on the wreck. 


 


There are likely more, but it is fairly depauperate, but one thing that is interesting about this 


wreck in this depth range is that it is a mingling zone for fish coming down off the shelf edge and 


fish coming up from the upper slope, so we get a mixture of somewhat shallower fish and deeper 


fish, so it is an interesting area. 


 


This is about the maximum depth extent for snowy groupers that we know of in the Southeastern 


U.S.  They go to about 300 meters, which is only 30 or 40 meters deeper than this wreck.  One of 


the most interesting things we saw on the dive was this guy nail this big hake here.  That was 


impressive.  The new data that we have collected is somewhat off the top of the screen.   
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We were able to multi-beam this site with a cruise.  Sandra and I have a new project in the Mid-


Atlantic on deepwater canyons, which is also coral focused, but it is in Norfolk, Baltimore and 


Washington Canyons.  On our way to that site, we needed to conduct some multi-beam tests and 


so we gave them this as a target and were able to collect some fairly detailed multi-beam 


bathymetry.   


 


What we thought was a 120-foot wreck turns out to be nearly a 400-foot wreck; a lot of it buried 


in sand at this end with a strong current scour.  This is a hole around the wreck on this side, and 


mostly the Gulf – this is north up, so the Gulf Stream is coming across the wreck like this.  You 


can see it scoured out an edge of from about here to here is about 400 feet.   


 


This is showing the vertical profile of the wreck, which covers about 70 feet, but some of that is 


current scour.  At the tallest there is about a 50-foot profile, and it appears at the base of the 


wreck that a substantial portion of it is under the sand.  This is a much larger feature than what 


we thought.  These three red dots represent three different points in our 2004 ROV dive.   


 


We started here in what we thought was sand off of the wreck and it was not; it was sand 


overwashing part of the wreck.  We moved over to this part of the wreck which was high profile, 


and we worked along this edge, only this edge.  We never got up here.  We were not able to 


because of the currents.  We worked back through here and then ended up in the sand again.   


 


Our view of this wreck was fairly restricted.  We had a fairly well-known archaeologist on this 


cruise because there is an important archaeology component to the Canyon‘s Project.  He helped 


us date this wreck approximately.  He said as far as he knows there is no known record of it.  It 


doesn‘t mean it can‘t be found, it is just nobody seems to know where this thing came from.   


 


It could be a World War II wreck, but most of those are documented at least with some kind of 


approximate position.  It is somewhat of a mystery, which adds some significance to the site 


archaeologically. We have a few recommendations to end up this talk.  We could consider that 


this wreck has some coral resources and we might want to note that under the coral HAPC, but it 


is also already protected under the MPA designation, so that might not be necessary.   


 


We certainly feel that with the limited investigation that we have been able to do, that this wreck 


should be further investigated.  Even a short cruise here would add substantial data with the right 


amount of tools.  Even a three- or four-day cruise on this restricted site would be very 


worthwhile, I think, in terms of documenting the snapper grouper resource, but also trying to get 


a handle on archaeology and the benthic encrusting invertebrates like Lophelia on this wreck. 


 


Doing that, it would very easy to put down a one-year environmental monitoring package, which 


would give us temperature records to see what is going on with the wreck.  We did have a very 


short project funded by NURC to put an acoustic monitor on this wreck, and we tried to do that 


in 2005 but our ROV dive failed.  We were unable to do that.   


 


But this wreck is quite isolated, so of any of the places that we might be able to acoustically 


monitor grouper spawning, this would be one of the prime candidate sites, and that has never 


been done with snowy grouper to my knowledge.  This recommendation I think should be 
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considered by the larger council in that if you wanted to rebuild snapper grouper resources, 


particularly something like snowy grouper, you would put artificial reefs in a place where habitat 


is limiting.   


 


You would not put them in a place where habitat is not limited, which is on the shelf where most 


of the artificial reefs go.  It seems likely that we could substantially add habitat in a place where 


habitat just doesn‘t exist.  Hard bottom in this depth range from about 150 to 250 meters from 


North Carolina to at least Georgia is fairly limited; at least from what I have seen. 


 


This is an area where snowy groupers will accumulate significantly if there is habitat.  


Particularly if you placed artificial reefs within a protected zone, this could have a substantial 


impact on the population.  I think that would be worth considering, and it certainly would be an 


interesting experiment and might add to our management of that complex.  Just briefly that is 


what we have on the snowy wreck.  We think revisiting it seems like it is more important than 


what we had thought. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thank you, Steve.  Are there any questions or comments at this point? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Have you thought about what type of artificial reef, like structure or the 


design; what do you think would fit well in that site? 


 


DR. ROSS:  There really isn‘t any magic there.  High profile is what you would go for in almost 


any habitat to attract snapper grouper, something substantial.  It would have to be fairly 


substantial in those currents because there is a fair amount, as we see with this wreck, a fair 


amount of sand overwash.   


 


It would have to have a reasonable amount of mass and a reasonable amount of profile.  I know 


those are vague terms, but in this kind of depth you could go with a really large structure.  Some 


of these large surplus ships that are coming available, this would be a great area for that, old 


Liberty ships, but something large I think would be a good thing. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Have you found any orange cup coral on those wrecks that are out there? 


 


DR. ROSS:  No, but that doesn‘t mean it doesn‘t occur, and I don‘t think Sandra – well, I 


probably shouldn‘t answer that question, obviously.  I don‘t know what is on there, I don‘t think 


so. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Are you talking about Tubastrea, is that what you were referring to, the 


Tubastrea?   


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Yes. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  No, I didn‘t see any on there.  Tubastrea, it‘s a warm water species, I don‘t 


specifically know the depth range.  I think it has been found on – Dave probably knows more 


about this, but it has been found predominantly on artificial substrates in shallower water. 
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DR. FEDDERN:  How shallow? 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I think in the photic zone as far as I know.  Dave, do you want to address that? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Yes, from my knowledge, in Southeast Florida, I know Ken has done some 


work.  It has only been – well, you probably know as well, Henry.  It has only been seen on 


artificial structures, but I don‘t think anyone has even looked deeper than maybe 30 meters or so.  


Whether it goes deeper than 30, I am not sure, but I don‘t know if anyone has actually seen it on 


a natural reef yet. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Not in Florida, they found it on limestone and ships, but in the Bahamas you 


find it under cuts in the natural reef.  


 


DR. BROOKE:  Yes, just going back to the artificial reef question, Jim Oppenborn off of St. 


Lucie County has been putting down these large tetrahedral structures in his area and he has been 


incidentally trying to get artificial reefs in the Oculina Banks for a while, but that is a whole 


other discussion.  In talking to him, he has ostensibly created a group of spawning habitat with – 


it is either a wreck or some of these artificial tetrahedral structures off of St. Lucie County.  


Those have been successful and they have got Oculina growing all over them, so they are good 


coral substrate also. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  To kind of work towards – as Steve said, obviously you want to put the habitat 


where habitat isn‘t, that is when it is most beneficial.  The idea of siting it in those areas seems 


reasonable if the state or entities have the ability to be able to have that occur.  It is not quite if 


you build it they will come but something will.  There are abilities to be able to target these 


things a little bit more towards the types of size range, reliefs, and so forth that would be more 


beneficial to certain groups.  It does seem as though an approach for consideration, for sure. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I just wanted to say I talked to the FWRI – I forget his name, but anyway it is 


somebody that is in charge of the artificial reef program – about putting artificial structures 


within protected areas.  Apparently there is some sort of problem with that, because they are paid 


for by public funds and so the public wants to have access to them as a fishery resource.  I don‘t 


know, this would have to be through some other mechanism than the artificial reef program 


because it is not going to fly to protect them.  That is my understanding. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That may be dependent on how those artificial reefs are placed.  A lot are privately 


funded aspects that are using permitted.  Now whether it comes into play because they are 


publicly permitted areas, although we have management practices that restrict access, restrict 


gear and so forth within those, it seems that with an appropriate potential management response 


to that that may be a means of allowing that to occur.  Ken, you had a comment? 


 


DR. BANKS:  I just had a question for Steve about have you looked at the snowies and their 


feeding behaviors and gut contents to see if they are feeding within the artificial reef structure or 


are they making excursions out away from it. 
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DR. ROSS:  No, I haven‘t.  We weren‘t able to collect any fish from there and that would be a 


really good question for any of these reef habitats is to see what kind of excursion there is for the 


large predators.  All we saw was that one feeding incident where the snowy nailed that hake that 


was very close to the wreck.   


 


I have seen indications that snowies move considerable distance as adults, and they probably 


feed as they go opportunistically, but there is a little bit of information on their feeding habits.  


They are more difficult to work with because when you bring them up from deep water they 


evacuate the stomachs and blow them out, so the data that you get are not as good.   


 


I was going to make an observation, too, just as an addition to that.  In the Gulf of Mexico one of 


the shallowest deep coral sites is around 300 meters, and that is also a concentration area for 


snowy grouper.  There is relatively little habitat in the Gulf of Mexico in that depth range as 


well.  It seems like wherever you can put structure and benthic productivity, these fish are going 


to go their preferentially whenever they can, down in this 250 to 300 meter depth range. 


 


DR. BANKS:  One last question or a comment.  I think before you did artificial reefs in a place 


like that, you really have to understand the reef sediment or soft bottom interactions and energy 


flow to make sure you plan it well and not just dump a lot of structure on soft bottom, ruling out 


soft bottoms value like we tend to do in shallow water. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think part of that is also, as Steve pointed out, as you say is the placement.  We 


don‘t have a lot of space in between the reefs, so that the artificial reefs become close to the reef.  


But in areas that are open like that, yes, that is a good consideration, to make sure that there isn‘t 


a conflict or minimization of the interaction and use of those.  I had one thing relative to – and I 


apologize, Steve, if you had already discussed it – for your environmental monitoring aspects of 


it, how were you foreseeing that to be accomplished and what information are you trying to get 


from that effort? 


 


DR. ROSS:  The most basic and probably most valuable factor would be benthic temperature.  


That is extremely inexpensive and easy to put down in an ROV dive.  If you thought you were 


never going to be able to get back, there is a way to trigger that to come to the surface 


independent of an ROV. 


 


I think we have been doing a lot of work with benthic landers, some of which are large and have 


a whole array of instruments on them, and that is another possibility as well; remotely deployed 


benthic landers that would be near the site.  That is fairly straightforward.  If you get one cruise 


out there, there are a variety of topics that you can touch all in one place.   


 


Just going back to this map here again and looking at that scale issue that Ken pointed out; there 


is a lot – as far as we know, there is a lot of open substrate territory out about here that would be 


valuable, and I agree with him in terms of making sure we are not covering up something else 


that is important.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  Are there any additional questions? 
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DR. FEDDERN:  Has anyone identified that snowy wreck as far as what it is and what it was 


carrying? 


 


DR. ROSS:  No, and that is why it has some I think increased archaeological interest.  When we 


thought it was a very small wreck, there was a chance it could have been a private vessel, but at 


this size it was not a private vessel.  It is unlikely a 400-foot vessel would be, so we don‘t know 


its cargo, its date of construction, any of its provonauts.  That makes it a little more interesting 


from the archaeologist‘s point of view, perhaps, too. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, thanks Steve, really appreciate it.  Next we are going to hear an overview of 


NOAA‘s Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program Data Management Plan from Andy 


Shepard. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  This is a good thing to wrap up with on this South Atlantic Program.  The 


slide you can see first is a NOAA slide from NOAA Fisheries Service.  I don‘t know if 


everybody knows but the Deep Sea Coral Program has been moved from the Coral Reef 


Conservation Program to NOAA Fisheries in recognition that a lot of the results from these 


expeditions are intended to be of use to scientists and managers. 


 


Having said that, the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program, which I am going to 


call Deep Sea Coral Program for shortness of breath, recognized right away that as we – and this 


is based on many years of experience of dealing with people like Steve and a whole slew of 


science partners who traditionally when they go out on these expeditions they work around the 


clock and they collect all kinds of information.  Frequently this information, some of it is 


archived, but frequently it is kept in-house for the research publications, rightfully so, that need 


to be done, as a major outcome from these activities.   


 


Concurrent with that, the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program also realized that it 


had to have some obligations.  I am going to go through those obligations and the ways we are 


addressing them in terms of providing public access, working with the scientists to garner fast 


turnaround products. 


 


And I am not going to go into any detail about the SEADESC products because we are talking 


about them in other talks, but that kind of product that would be of immediate use to the 


management community.  I am going to jump to the last slide because by the time I get there you 


will understand it, maybe.   


 


This is Tom Horrigan‘s attempt to summarize the whole mess.  The idea of this whole mess is to 


come up with a national system, because the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program 


is not stopping now, it is going to other regions.  Its plans are next to move to Alaska, I believe is 


the next major region of emphasis.  It is going to go to the northeast; it is going to go to the 


California coast eventually, assuming funding stays – what is that?  Just speak up. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  The west coast is right now and it is going in Alaska the first – 
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MR. SHEPARD:  Okay, west coast and then Alaska.  It is trying to come up with a system that 


can be applied across all those regions.  As you can imagine, there is tremendous variety of 


ecosystems.  We are looking at a tremendous variety of types of approaches that are taken to 


going out there.   


 


It is a real challenge for a program like this that wants to be national and has a variety of 


different approaches and ecosystems, to pull it all together into something that can be used 10, 20 


years from now and built on over time.  I will go back, but you are going to see these various 


pieces as I talk about them.   


 


I will end with that and hopefully you will see how it is all connected, starting with the mandates 


and then our data management objectives and then the products that we are looking at and then 


this concept of an agreement, so to speak, with the scientists who are working this program.  We 


are calling it the Data Management Guide from the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology 


Program, but we have actually been applying this already on individual cruises like the Ross and 


Brooke cruise where we set up a signed agreement between the program managers and the 


scientists to say here is what we expect and here is what we are going to deliver, and everybody 


understands before a cruise goes out.  They don‘t always listen, but I hope they understand. 


 


Again, I am not going through the authority in any great detail here other than to say again what 


drove them.  The bottom line there is that sound scientific information needed to conserve and 


manage deep sea coral ecosystems.  That is a little different than the objective, say, of a Dr. Ross 


who might go out and really be interested in the science of these things and want to produce the 


kind of paper that Sandra mentioned on the genetics of these things.  That is critical, a critical 


product, but there are all kinds of maybe interim products that could be useful on a fast 


turnaround time for managers as they have to make decisions.   


 


I have been on this data management team now for about a year and we meet way too much.  


Every two weeks or so we have a meeting to try and stay on top – thank God, because it is a 


good way to communicate and keep evolving these things, because this is fully intended to be a 


dynamic effort. 


 


We are constantly changing the products, the expectations.  We are trying to come to something 


as fast as we can.  The South Atlantic was the guinea pig in this.  I mean that in the kindest way, 


you know, the little cuddly in a way.  But they have been essential; the science team and the 


South Atlantic Council and the South Atlantic Region has been essential to us getting much 


closer now I think to an integrated system. 


 


What our objectives in the data management team were, number 1, we wanted to create things 


that would inform management.  Two key things were the habitat characterizations and a real 


tough one, but it looks simple up there, but locations and abundance density of corals and 


sponges.  That is much harder than you would imagine, and the commercial species, the finfish, 


for example, and shellfish. 


 


We want informed analyses, we want to have these data be available to feed things like the 


habitat suitability modeling that you saw in an earlier talk.  I don‘t like to put myself in this term 
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because it means I have got even more regulations above me, but NOAA is making some sincere 


efforts now to abide by a data management plan, an enterprise-wide data management plan, and 


they are pushing that. 


 


They are pushing that but basically at the line office level; I think less at the AA level, the top 


levels right now, but there is Larry Robinson, who is the new assistant or Deputy AA, whatever 


those acronyms are, is now in charge of a science integrity policy, and a big part of that science 


integrity policy for NOAA has to do with data management. 


 


They are very sincere about, number 1, public access, another big bugaboo for working with the 


science community that has to publish or perish, but it is a big deal for them.  Metadata and 


record keeping, God I hate the word metadata; I can‘t emphasize that enough.  I have had to 


create these records now for some of these cruises and it is nightmarish, but also I greatly 


appreciate what it is for.   


 


Once you get into it, you realize how important it is as a legacy tool for people to understand 


what that data and information was that you collected and how you collected it.  You know, how 


can I repeat it again?  The basis of good science is being able to replicate, and these kinds of 


things are important for that. 


 


Then they want a national system with science rigor and merit; a loaded statement, but there are 


all kinds of parts to that.  One of the big ones is taxonomic identities.  Looking at pictures is not 


the best way to identify things, but when you are working in deep environments like this it is 


hard to collect all the voucher specimens you would like to have in hand; not to mention get 


these all identified by the proper sources.   


 


It is a real challenge within this to create a national system that you can go to and count on.  


Then consistent habitat classification schemes, there never has been that.  Each individual 


investigator has a way of classifying the habitat and a way of describing it, and coming to some 


kind of system that would have common language is a real challenge, but this is what we are 


shooting for.  We have a series of program-wide products.   


 


I am going to divide these into immediate and longer term, and I am not going to put days on it, 


because, boy, that has been one of the things we have argued about enough, but let‘s just call it 


immediate and long term.  The immediate products – dive sample and video annotation logs are 


a critical part. 


 


I put this all together into kind of a logbook, but it is really just a Nextel spreadsheet.  These are 


real important pieces of information especially for the kinds of expeditions you have seen.  One 


of the most critical pieces of the puzzle in all this is the video annotation logs.  The intent is to – 


and in brackets you are going to see here the archive, where we intend to keep things. 


 


Right now these things are going into the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program.  


They are really not NGDC; they are really not – again acronyms – National Geophysical Data 


Center; NODC, National Ocean Data Center.  These are like national NOAA archives for data 


sets and you are going to see those acronyms. 







                                                                                                               Coral AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                October 25-26, 2011  


                                           


42 


 


When you see DSCRTP, it means that they are archiving them at the national office.  They have 


a data manager there.  The multi-beam bathymetry and back-scatter data and various derivatives 


from that are going to the National Geophysical Data Center.  The video and still images, the 


NOAA Central Library right now is the place that we are intending to archive that, along with a 


little different kind of metadata record called a marked record, which is a library metadata 


record. 


 


The dive track files are being kept so that when Steve or Sandra shows you a track that consists 


of many thousands of points of latitude or longitudinal XY, or whatever in a depth, those kinds 


of dive track files have to be all – they are not really immediate.  You have to clean them and do 


some work to get them correct, but once they are processed and cleaned they are stored at the 


DSCRTP. 


 


Center data files, as you have seen already, CTD files are a critical piece of information as we 


move forward especially with using things like suitability map modeling to extend our big 


picture of things when we can‘t go everywhere with an ROV.  Those sensitive data files will be 


kept at the National Ocean Data Center. 


 


The cruise report with summaries for ancillary studies, which means basically when Steve goes 


out and he collects this specimen, where is it going and what are those people doing with it,  


whether it is genetics or isotopic analyses, or anything else, there are summaries in there and a 


cruise report; that will be a PDF type thing kept at NOAA Central Library; and on the coral reef 


information system, which is called CORIS.  We want to keep a copy in each of those places. 


 


Then the metadata records, anytime you put anything in NODC or NGDC, and NCL for that 


matter as far as a marked record; you have to have a metadata record.  You are required to have a 


metadata record and it has to be FGDC compliant.  Do you want me to spell that one out, 


probably not, but for geospatial data it is the accepted national standard for what a metadata 


record has to look like.  Those are the immediate products that we come off -- almost come off 


the ship with, except for some post processing, maybe a month or so after the cruise.   


 


Then there is this process products that are longer term, starting with one category is the dive 


summary and site characterization.  I am not going to spend any time on this because later there 


is a talk on the SEADESC log, so that is exactly what we are talking about.  I cannot emphasize 


enough, this is like one of the – this is not a brilliant idea, it has been done before, but to make it 


consistent and do it routinely is a tremendous sacrifice by the science community and a 


tremendous contribution by the science community to management.   


 


It takes time and it takes effort, and they are sacrificing time that they have to do on science 


publications, just going straight forward to science publications.  When it is done I think you are 


going to have a really good tool for knowing what is there.  I mean just knowing what is there, 


what is living there, even ideas about why it might be there, it will be a great tool for you being 


able to do that in deep water areas.   


 


It is a site characterization that goes with it, so not just that dive but also a series of dives in an 


area trying to characterize what is in that area.  You get a much better picture that is relevant to 
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the management community.  Now this NOAA Deep Sea Coral Geodatabase is built on a USGS 


product that was done, but it is going to be new.  I guarantee, Steve, it will be new.   


 


They are not going to be able to stick it right into – Kathy Scanlon did a database of coral records 


mostly from museum archives; that is where they got most of their information.  They did a few 


cruises.  We can add much more information to this, but it can‘t be exactly what that was.  They 


are still working on this National Geodatabase, but what it should do is tell you where things are 


by species or the lowest taxonomic information we have.   


 


It should be available online as well, and it includes sponges, which as Steve said is a real 


challenge as far as being identified and quantified.  Science publications are a big one for them, 


too, and that is further down the road.  We are talking about, with science publications, maybe 


two years out.  Some of those other things we are shooting for may be 180 days after a cruise is 


done.   


 


I only bring up this one issue of video annotation because it is such a critical part of the puzzle.  


As you have seen, the pictures are a thousand words.  They are also a key source of the data that 


we make these assessments, both habitat characterization and locations and density estimates of 


corals and sponges.  There are many challenges to it. 


 


For example, I am not going to read them word for word, but you saw slides of Lophelia.  


Lophelia doesn‘t lend itself to counting the way a Gorgonian does.  It is weedy is a good way to 


put it.  You just don‘t drive along and say there is a Lophelia.  Steve could do it with those little 


sprigs, but when you run into these Lophelia mounds, it is a much different environment and it is 


not the kind of thing where you can just count them. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Actually, I didn‘t. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  Sandra caught it; Steve missed.  That is a big challenge in determining how 


you go about dealing with those kinds of ecosystem differences.  As I said, how to record a 


substrate and classify these habitat types, which scheme do we use?  That can vary by how you 


collect your video.  When you see how some of this video is collected, you can see there is a big 


difference in what information you can pull out of it. 


 


The validity and certainty of the taxonomic identifications, that is a real challenge.  When you 


are driving along with your camera pointed up and you are 1 meter off the bottom versus 3 


meters off the bottom, there is a big difference in what information you can pull out of that 


video.  Then just differences in methodology; some people point it down and some people point 


it up, and they have different objectives for those kinds of deployments and those types of 


configurations. 


 


What we have to do is we have to set up some criteria and understanding of when Cruise A 


comes back with a set of video, what was it for and how accurate and how useful is it at a certain 


level of resolution?  In this case I didn‘t create this slide, Peter Etnoyer created this slide, and 


Peter has been working with deep sea corals for a while and using various kinds of video. 
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He puts the accuracy low at the bottom, high at the top, and then difficulty easy on the left and 


hard on the right.  It is easy and low accurate to just say presence and absence, say, of dominant 


species.  It is hard and higher accuracy, a desired accuracy to get a density; a density by species, 


say, and at a significant resolution, 50 meter scale, not a 100 kilometer scale. 


 


The reality is it is somewhere in between frequently.  Frequently it is going to be a categorical 


abundance or a numerical abundance for some things and not for others.  The reality right now is 


I think we are somewhere in the middle.  I think the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology 


Program would love to say we want to be upper right in everything, but that is not really the 


reality at this stage. 


 


You talk about the methods to do these things; again the accuracy low to high on the left, and the 


spatial scale you could think of easy and coarse or fine and harder.  You have these different 


approaches you could take, and in reality what we are doing and what we are coming to is trying 


to get everybody to put all those approaches on an ROV.   


 


Andy David showed you the torn umbilical.  Well, that camera had everything that system had 


everything but it was the phantom that replaced it that didn‘t.  You end up with these kinds of 


challenges where things don‘t work and you don‘t have enough lasers or you don‘t have enough 


high-definition cameras available to do the work.   


 


Again, we end up frequently somewhere in the middle, but we are shooting for the upper right.  


Here is a picture that I got from Oculina.  This is work we had done in Chapman‘s Reef.  This is 


a picture with a straight-down camera.  It was a still camera with a strobe and it is shooting 


straight down; very good for doing percent cover. 


 


So if you looked at this picture and you are driving along – and I am going to show you the video 


that coincides with this picture in a second that was looking up and out – you might look at that 


and say, well, it looks like it is about 70 percent sand and some dead coral, maybe a little hard 


ground in there.   


 


I wouldn‘t necessarily look at this and characterize it as a living coral reef.  But when you look 


up, that is what we were running into during that same timeframe as we were moving along the  


transect.  Steve can attest when you are in a Lophelia environment, a lot of the time it is like that, 


and it is not unusual for a downward-looking still camera to grossly underestimate.  I don‘t mean 


that either one is right, but I just mean it is frequently the case that when you are driving along 


with your camera up, you have a better overall sense of where you are of place and what is 


around you, but it is not easy. 


 


Now what do I do percent cover on that one; how do I do that?  Do I just flatten the whole thing 


out like a Mercator projection and say this is what the coral cover is?  You can‘t really do that 


either, so it is a challenge that we are faced with that I think we are coming to some good 


conclusions with this video annotation log.  I put a draft on the CD.  That is just a draft.   


 


We are still refining it and working with it and going back and forth.  I just want to emphasize 


none of this stuff yet has been finalized to the point of where – it will be finalized when Steve or 
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Sandra apply for money and then they are given this thing and say here is what you have got to 


do, here is what you have got to do. 


 


That is what the coral conservation program wants to get to.  It will be within this guide, so this 


guide will go out before people get money and it will tell them specifically what they have to 


deliver.  Then Steve or Sandra can say, no, I don‘t want to do that and not take the money or not 


do the work, if that is the case, but that is what this agreement will hope to do. 


 


As I say, it serves as an agreement with the investigators to ensure the data that is needed is 


shared and the information is on schedule and it serves both their needs and the management 


needs.  I want to emphasize that, the Deep Sea Coral Program I think has been very good, 


especially the lead, Tom Horrigan.  Van has been involved with this, too, and Andy David has 


been involved with this. 


 


It has been very good at adapting and being flexible and trying to – as well as the scientists, 


obviously.  There we are, that is what we are trying to pull altogether.  I think we are probably 


very close to being able to put this package together, thanks to the South Atlantic Region, for the 


next regional assessment.  That is it; I don‘t know if you have any questions.  


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Andy, I applaud the effort to make sure all this data gets in an accessible 


suite of data bases, and I know it is difficult to get to some of those stages, but this is the right 


way to go, for sure.  My question is, I think one of the first and perhaps most useful products out 


of all of this will be to at least identify the location, by presence and absence, the simplest of the 


layers, if you will; where these reef habitats are in one integrated data base. 


 


This is what we tried to do on the shelf with the historical SEAMAP bottom mapping kind of 


thing.  At its simplest, it is here or it is not here or there is no data here.  I have seen some really 


great stuff this morning and it is scattered.  It is detailed where it is, but to get that available at a 


regional scale I think would be a really useful first product. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  The SEADESC log is one of those approaches.  Right now the SEADESC logs 


are PDFs.  They are just putting them in documents, but our intent was to develop it as an online 


relational data base or a GIS or Google Earth mapping presentation.  That is the long-term intent 


for it.   


 


We are doing a lot of down the line—in fact John Reed has got some money to do historical dive 


logs based on Harbor Branch Oceanographic, and I think that is being funded by the council.  


Yes, and Steve is going to tell you about his logging effort that he has done over the years for 


Ocean Exploration funded as well as USGS and MMS and council dives.  I think in the long run 


these things should be put into a say a Google Earth type presentation where you could access 


these things.  Then there is the habitat suitability model here.  I think down the road that needs to 


be informed.  That habitat suitability map you saw was wrong, but it was a good first cut but it 


doesn‘t do the trick.   


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Just a follow-up comment.  Maybe I just didn‘t know where to look, but I 


know we just finished a GIS mapping effort for South Carolina Coastal, primarily shelf waters, 
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but out to 200 meters, looking for readily accessible LAT/LON data on presence/absence of reef 


biodel.  It wasn‘t readily available or obvious to find for us.  Maybe it is there and we just didn‘t 


know where to look.  It is that kind of thing that would help inform where critical habitat is and  


needs to be avoided in some of these CMSP efforts that are likely to get underway in the region. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  Yes, when I said that it was going to be at the DSCRTP; all those video 


annotation logs will have position information.  I will show you the log and they should be the 


kind of things you can ingest into your effort. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Other comments?  Obviously things that you pointed out for some of the 


difficulties in doing some of the assessments and grading and so forth, it is very similar to what 


we often deal with even in much more shallow habitats, and the challenges still exist in the same 


aspect of trying to be able to get the appropriate information as quickly; different purposes for it.  


 


A lot of it is getting as much information and optimizing field time in the same manner.  The 


idea and the ability to accurately get that information from remote, whether that is a photograph 


or other means, is still a challenge.  I also wanted to ask if that fish slide in the second to last one 


was photo shot.  That was one of the more disturbing fish shots I think I have seen in a long time. 


 


DR. ROSS:  That is actually a new record of goosefish from this area, called Sladinia.  It is 


previously known from South America.  I don‘t know where that picture came from.  


 


MR. BLAIR:  Andy, I know that you didn‘t want to put timelines to a certain extent on this 


thing, but obviously this is a huge undertaking, a lot of integration and so forth, and development 


yet to occur on it.  What is the conceptual framework for when these elements are more readily 


accessible and out on the net or other aspects of that? 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  I think that is a good question.  Just because I say that some of these things are 


already at NODC or NGDC, I think there needs to be some communication with the council 


more routinely about when these things get posted and what they are.  We really don‘t have that 


yet.   


 


I think one of the recommendations to the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program 


that I will make when I get back is that we need to have a routine communication when things 


get posted, maybe a list serve, I don‘t know, or just go to Anna and say things are posted.  . 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I was just going to add that would be really helpful.  If there is anything I can do 


to help facilitate that greater communication so we will have better understanding of when they 


are available and posted, that would be great. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Part of my point was thinking of the effort that the council already has in its 


mapping efforts and so forth, the IMS to be able to have those in some manner connected to or 


integrated into that might be part of the issue of being able to make these things even more 


readily accessible, as well as reflecting council effort and support for these products. 
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MR. SHEPARD:  Yes, there is no reason – I don‘t believe there is no reason that the council‘s, 


for example, GIS site couldn‘t use any of these things, including the bathymetry and back scatter 


that is collected.  If it goes into NGDC, it should be suitable for your ingestion as well in your 


system.  The other point I was going to make is that obviously there is a timeline here for 


everything to be drawn together in the synopsis, but that doesn‘t help you on a more routine 


monthly kind of basis. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, that kind of wraps up our research updates, and I think we have had a fair 


amount of discussion, including a lot of potential things that may come out as action items or 


recommendations that I think we could make.  Unless there is any explicit comment or question, 


what I would suggest is allowing us to go to the next presentation that discusses the 


Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3; and give that as the kind of background and 


basis for the vehicle that may come into some of the recommendations as well as whether or not 


some of these recommendations are appropriate for this Ecosystem-Based Amendment or 


perhaps a future one.   


 


I have initiated a list and definitely want to ensure that we have got everything on there; but if it 


is okay with the panel members, I would suggest we have the next presentation on the 


Ecosystem-Based Amendment and then discuss a series of potential recommendations that have 


come out of these research updates we may amend as the meeting goes on and see how that may 


fit into that framework.  Is that all right?  How long is your presentation? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I guess it depends on how we proceed with any recommendations.  We have 


probably eight different items on the list for CEBA 3. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, maybe it would be better than to go ahead and break for lunch and we will 


bring this in to start off the afternoon with that.  I will take a recommendation for time.  Is an 


hour going to be sufficient? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, an hour, whatever. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Well, if we are doing this and kind of going along I think we are going to have 


kind of a busy afternoon, too, so I would say if we can, to the greatest extent, let‘s be back at 


1:15.   


 


The Coral Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council reconvened in the 


Hilton Garden Inn, North Charleston, South Carolina, Tuesday afternoon, October 25, 2011, and 


was called to order at 1:15 o‘clock p.m. by Chairman Steve Blair. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, we need to get back together, please.  We do have a full agenda that as 


always it seems to get more full.  We want to go ahead as we had a lot of discussion this morning 


and I think some good ideas for recommendations that we may be interested in bringing forward 


to the council.  What we are going to look at now are items for consideration in the 


Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3.   
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We feel that this is essentially going to be the vehicle via this amendment or another that will be 


the essential vehicle for potential implementation of recommendations that we may have after 


vetting and through the council as well as any follow-ups and additional information that is 


needed. Kind of with that, Anna, in the process of doing it, not just what is in the Comprehensive 


Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3, but even the process or the thoughts the council has for 


utilization of the CE-BAs for the process for these implementations would be appreciated. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I have got a few slides here.  I have mentioned earlier this morning we are just 


getting started with this.  CE-BA 2 was formally submitted in June and now the council is kind 


of setting sights towards, well, what types of measures do the APs recommend that the council 


consider addressing in this next amendment.   


 


The idea behind these ecosystem amendments, they are comprehensive in nature so they are 


addressing issues that go across fisheries.  It is not specific to coral and not specific to snapper 


grouper management, but an amendment that kind of deals with the whole holistic approach, a 


whole number of measures. 


 


That is kind of the approach we are taking here with this next amendment as well.  There are a 


number of items currently on the docket for consideration here.  Some of these have been 


discussed in previous amendments and others, as we have heard about earlier this morning, have 


been brought forward by the latest and all of the really cool South Atlantic Deepwater Coral 


Research that has been going on for the past several years. 


 


What I would like to do is just review this list with you, and I also should let you know we don‘t 


have a formal document yet.  This is very much a working list.  We are seeking the Coral 


Advisory Panel‘s guidance in further developing the list, adding additional measures for 


consideration.  The council is kind of leaning toward some guidance at this stage.   


 


The bulk of work on this amendment will take place next year in 2012.  Just to give you a little 


bit of an idea of the timing that we have thus far, the council is looking to approve a 


comprehensive list of measures to take out for public scoping during the next council meeting, 


and that will be the first full week in December in Raleigh.  The public scoping process is one 


initial step in the development of a document, and so public scoping is scheduled for the last 


week of January and the first week of February in a number of different cities already scheduled 


from North Carolina down to the east coast of Florida.  I believe we already have our schedule 


listed on our website.  I am not sure; I will have to verify that. 


 


That again is with the understanding that the council would approve a list for this next 


Comprehensive Ecosystem Amendment for public scoping process during the December 


meeting.  Obviously, the advisory panel will have several opportunities next year to provide 


input and weigh in with the specific actions and alternatives and analysis that will in the future 


be developed here. 


 


We don‘t have plans yet for a meeting, but we can talk about that a little bit later as the meeting 


progresses for next year.  It may be that we need to convene based on the timing of this next 


amendment more than once during the year.  Also, because this is structured to incorporate many 
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different measures, it is important to note that our Ecosystem Committee will work on measures 


respective to deepwater coral management and also any habitat impacts. 


 


This would include the any boundary revisions that the AP recommends proceeding with here 


and also any habitat impacts that may be associated with the commercial wreckfish fishery.  Our 


snapper grouper committee will be addressing measures specific to snapper grouper 


management, including powerhead prohibition off of North Carolina and added protections for 


speckled hind and Warsaw grouper, which may include possible marine protected area 


expansion. 


 


MR. McFALL:  Why is the powerhead ban just being considered off North Carolina? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  The council has received a request from the North Carolina Commission to 


consider this off of North Carolina.  Currently they are only prohibited in federal waters off of 


South Carolina, and at the time that designation was put into place none of the other South 


Atlantic states had requested it be considered.   


 


Basically the North Carolina Commission has come forward with this request.  They have 


developed an issues paper about the situation and they have asked the council to address the 


issue.  I will mention that in a future slide.  It may be that they will be looking to other South 


Atlantic states as well, but right now in this preliminary stage what we have is the North Carolina 


request. 


 


I have just covered this primarily, but just to give you the idea of where this measure on the list 


of items for consideration comes from, it is the North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries 


Issues Paper that was coincidentally developed by Brian Cheuvront, who is now a South Atlantic 


council staff economist, but previously in his position at North Carolina DMF he developed an 


issues paper about this situation. 


 


This was in response to concerns of depletion of larger snapper grouper species, primarily 


through – I guess there was a 2010 spike in the numbers of use of powerheads by commercial 


fishermen off of North Carolina.  That is a concern that they have requested the council consider 


taking action, and that is what is going to be done here. 


 


I am sure you are all familiar with this measure.  This comes from the first Comprehensive 


Ecosystem Amendment, so in CE-BA 3 we will be revisiting an issue that surfaced in CE-BA 1 


and trying to assess whether gear impacts from the commercial wreckfish fishery jeopardize the 


integrity of deepwater coral habitat.  As you know, the wreckfish fishery is a bottom-tending 


hook-and-line fishery.   


 


The technique is using a 30 to 50 pound sinker, cable and terminal rig while motoring against the 


Gulf Stream to try to maintain a constant position on the bottom.  Now this is a gear type that is 


allowed within the HAPCs, and currently it is unknown whether or not this gear type and 


technique has any impact on bottom habitat. 
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We do have some submersible dive observations that have shown wreckfish associated with 


deepwater coral mounds and hard bottom habitat within Lophelia communities.  Also, we know 


from dive records that wreckfish have formed dense aggregations and spawned within the Miami 


Terrace HAPC. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Unless you have got other corroborating data, we don‘t know that they are 


spawning aggregations.  There are definitely persistent aggregations much denser than we have 


seen anywhere else, but I am not aware that anybody has shown that they are actually spawning 


at this point unless you have other data. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, thank you.  I think there is some concern about implementing a 


prohibition off of one state and not considering the entire EEZ of the South Atlantic, even though 


this has already been done in South Carolina federal waters.  This isn‘t necessarily a question for 


the Coral AP but more for public scoping purposes.   


 


I think there is some interest in determining whether public input would lend towards the council 


possibly addressing this off of other states as well.  Okay, in addition to the commercial 


wreckfish fishery gear, we will also be considering whether other recreational deep-drop 


fisheries incur bottom habitat damage through gear impact. 


 


There isn‘t a whole lot of data on these two issues, and again this is preliminary at this stage.  We 


don‘t know what we can determine from these two issues, but we do have them on the list right 


now; and for public scoping purposes, there is some interest in collecting more information about 


these two issues. 


 


Okay, moving on through the analysis of Regulatory Amendment 11 and finding that the 40 


fathom closure that was implemented under Snapper Grouper Amendment 17B is no longer 


necessary; in this next ecosystem amendment we want to consider measures for protecting two 


mid-shelf species undergoing overfishing, and that is speckled hind and Warsaw grouper. 


 


The council has already had some preliminary discussions about how to provide additional 


protections for these two species through more targeted marine protected areas, expansion of 


current marine protected areas, and a possible spawning season closure for speckled hind.  Andy 


David will hopefully talk about this in a little more detail. 


 


They have been doing some work on the marine protected areas collecting post closure data.  


They actually have data going back since 2004.  Many of their findings and the project they have 


been doing out of the Science Center there will come into play with some of the management 


considerations here and if the council chooses to consider expanding some of the currently 


designated MPAs. 


 


The next few slides kind of touch on what we were discussing this morning with the latest in 


deepwater coral research, and so again we are seeking the Coral AP‘s guidance here.  From a 


timeline perspective, we are not sure if these will be more properly placed in this upcoming 


amendment, which as mentioned the bulk of work does take place next year.   
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It will likely not be a quick and easy process, but again we need to rely on the final workgroup 


reports and so it may be that recommendations are better suited for the following ecosystem 


amendment, which would be CE-BA 4.  It will be helpful from the AP just to provide perhaps 


some recommendations here with the next few slides and there may be some additions you 


would like to see added to this list as well. 


 


Again, just a recap, as we have heard, NOAA‘s Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology 


Program has focused the last three years of research focusing their efforts in the South Atlantic. 


There does seem to be some compelling evidence for expanding and refining some of these 


HAPC areas that were designated in CE-BA 1 and even earlier. 


 


Now, it is important to note that when the HAPCs were approved by the council in 2009 and 


later implemented in 2010, they were done with the understanding that once more data was 


collected the council would likely need to revisit many of these areas to better capture the coral 


habitat, so that is what we would like to do here. 


 


Regarding the Oculina HAPC, as Andy David did mention, the deep sea coral expedition in June 


discovered new mounds in areas far north of the current HAPC boundary.  Scientists were able 


to map several areas of the outer continental shelf between St. Augustine and Cape Canaveral 


and discovered the new mounds just off of the Daytona area, which are north of the current 


HAPC. 


 


According to Andy, this is a measure the AP may need to wait to receive a final recommendation 


from the deep sea coral report, and it may be that specific recommendations from the AP are 


premature at this stage.  As presented, a shallow water Lophelia site was first examined during 


the Pisces Deep Sea Coral Cruise in November of last year.  As you recall, they stated this does 


represent the shallowest known community of Lophelia in the southeast region, and it does lie 


outside of the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC. 


 


As Sandra presented, based on new multi-beam data from a 2010 research excursion, a 


recommendation has surfaced to consider refining this boundary as well, the Cape Lookout Coral 


HAPC, to expand the areas north of the current boundary.  Again, we are looking for a 


recommendation.  If this is something to pursue in this next ecosystem amendment, it would be 


helpful to have guidance from the Coral Advisory Panel here.   


 


Lastly, on our docket of items for consideration in this amendment; Steve presented on the 


snowy wreck marine protected area observations.  In mapping the area, discovering that it is 


much more significant archaeologically and perhaps there is occurrence of Lophelia and the need 


for greater analysis and a greater survey of this site; also in the hopes for getting a deepwater 


ROV to the site to collect more data.  I would recommend that the Coral AP deems appropriate a 


recommendation to the council that this is a significant observation that would serve well to get 


some more attention on this area.   


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I am a little confused by the second bullet; the wreck is larger than the 


current designation of forage.  What I saw in Steve‘s presentation was the wreck was well within 


that MPA. 
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MS. MARTIN:  That is misstated.  I guess the Snowy Wreck Marine Protected Area is larger; 


the wreck within the MPA is more – 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  What I think you are trying to say or is trying to be said in this bullet is that 


there is critical habitat outside of the current designated area, no?  So what are you trying to say?  


That may be what that says, but that‘s not – 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, it is incorrectly stated.  Again, this is very preliminary.  As this 


development is progressing we don‘t have a whole lot of information yet so this was something I 


put together and not Steve.  It is an incorrect bullet; I do apologize for that. 


 


DR. ROSS:  If you don‘t mind, I will just clarify that quickly.  The wreck is larger than what we 


thought it was.  The boundary around it completely surrounds it with quite a lot of extra territory. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Those are all of the slides I have, Steve.  I guess I was hoping for this to be a 


platform to build off of the discussions earlier in hopes for some recommendations and some 


guidance to the council on what they would like to see in this developing amendment; and if we 


can move forward with any of the HAPC designations, that would be helpful here. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that kind of summarizes a lot of what our discussion was and the points 


that we have; and although I will entertain any suggestions for a path forward from here, but it 


may well be easiest just to use this as the kind of draft platform to be able to make notes into that 


to help develop and send forth the recommendations. 


 


I think from the list that I had it encompasses most of what we had talked about for wanting to 


make comment or potential recommendation.  There may be one or two others, but I think if 


everybody is okay I would just as soon make comment into here and we can have a draft list of 


recommendations that I will be happy to finalize tonight so that we can distribute tomorrow for 


approval by the panel.   


 


MR. SHEPARD:  As far as the Oculina is concerned – and I think we are going to talk about this 


some more, but we should also refer to the upcoming sunset on the OECA and the eminent need 


for the work that that has suggested in order to make those decisions in 2014, I guess. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I guess a couple comments.  The comment I made in Andy‘s presentation 


to try to compile and distill a lot of these records that are there even in terms of just 


presence/absence data for the critical species, it seems like an essential effort to really do a 


decent job in trying to define or expand the boundaries of these existing sites, and that is not 


going to happen before December.  I‘m not sure – and we‘ve already heard a recommendation 


that any recommendations to that effect should probably wait until this report is out.  I am a little 


confused as to what we think we would do as an AP in terms of making specific 


recommendations to be applied between now and December or to be submitted between now and 


December. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Good point, and I don‘t think that necessarily we would have all the information 


in hand, but I do think that the AP has a number of issues that it wants to make sure that the 
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council is aware of that we feel need to go into future amendments, and each of them, obviously 


as time goes on will be dependent on having that information necessary.  I will defer to Anna and 


the council as the best format to do this, but I think it is important for us to list out those topics 


and areas of concern and some of which may be ripe for inclusion; others may have to fall to a 


subsequent amendment. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I heard a rumor that government was planning to zone the entire ocean or at 


least the part of it in the U.S.; is there any substance to that?  If it is, then it might be more 


complicated to make any changes to zoning in the future. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I think I can respond to that.  I am not sure exactly what you are referring 


to, but there is an Obama Initiative that is facing some negative pressure to initiate 


Comprehensive Marine Spatial Planning, CMSP.  There was a large meeting that I attended in 


D.C. that was hosted by the White House and the NOC, National Ocean Council, to begin that 


process.  They had a fairly ambitious schedule set aside.  


 


It was supposed to be from the bottom up, according to the NOAA Administrator and others, but 


when you got into the details of it, it was clearly the top-down approach and didn‘t even include 


within the regions council representation.  There were a lot of concerns there, but it is not to zone 


the ocean so much as to look at appropriate uses in different parts of the ocean.  This one is 


spinning I think out of control a little bit, and I am not sure where it is going to go over the next 


year. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  The Marine Conservation Institute was involved in that battle, the National 


Ocean Policy, and it sort of went through its principal but our understanding at the moment it is 


dead in the water, and there is not a lot of support for it.  I don‘t think it is going anywhere right 


now. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  To inform that process, the designated entity in each state was mandated by 


their plan to be an elected official, i.e. the governor of each state.  We already know two or three 


governors are likely to say, not only no, but heck no, in terms of participating in that process.  I 


think Sandra is right, this one is not likely to fade away, but it certainly is going to stumble for a 


while. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  I know the reason Ken Nedimyer is not here today is because of some zoning 


issues going on.  I think they have of the Marine Sanctuaries down in the Keys today, Ocean 


Reef to talk about zoning.  I don‘t know if it is Key specific, but I was told by a friend of mine at 


the Nature Conservancy – he actually asked me to speak last week at this reef resilience meeting 


and one of the big topics was this zoning.   


 


I don‘t know where it stems – you know, Australia has a similar – they have a zoning thing off 


their coast.  I saw a presentation kind of like three years ago.  I don‘t know if that is where it is 


coming from.  I think they want to design it something similar to that from the people I talked to. 


MR. BLAIR:  I am unfortunately not as – more information is here than what I have, but that is 


definitely something we will need to understand better as we go forward and what the 


implications are. 
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DR. BROOKE:  Jeff, Australia sort of spearheaded the CMSP or Ocean Zoning, or whatever 


acronym it has now, and that sort of the principal of that carried over to the U.S. and drove the 


National Ocean Policy Principle.  I think what you are referring to in the Keys is Key specific 


and driven by the Sanctuary.  This policy certainly hasn‘t gone outside of the White House at the 


moment, as far as I know. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think maybe if we either roll through – I mean, I have got one, two, three – well,  


maybe the other way to do it is to discuss maybe simply the basis of which bullets we want to be 


able to include and then we can potentially scope out.  One of the thoughts that came to my mind 


as well is with the sunset of the Oculina closed area in 2014, is there the availability and 


potential for consideration for extension of that sunset, if desired? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  The sunset provision was extended indefinitely in 2004 and so there isn‘t that 


clause anymore, but there is a requirement for this evaluation planning team to provide an update 


to the council.  The first update was provided to the council by this collaborative planning team 


in 2007, with the understanding that a new update regarding how effective the regulations have 


been, and this is specifically for the experimental closed area within the Oculina HAPC.  The 


next update of that evaluation report is due in 2014. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  It has been many years since the Oculina Evaluation Team has assembled, 


and I am wondering if maybe as an outcome of this meeting we should reconvene and talk about 


issues related to this. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, certainly.  I will just segue I guess off of this specific agenda item.  I had 


hoped for John Reed to be here.  He has been doing obviously a lot of research on the Oculina 


area, and to talk a little bit about his involvement in the evaluation report.  I know there were a 


lot of planning meetings involved in that, preparation for that update and report to the council.  


 


I had hoped to have him talk a little bit about that and Roger Pugliese as well, who was 


instrumentally involved in coordinating a lot of those as well, and Myra Brouwer.  But, yes, I 


think it would be helpful to have some recommendations from the Coral AP.  We do need to 


look towards getting the ball rolling on updates I would say during next year, 2012.   


 


The report is due in March of 2014, and the Coral AP as a whole was not on the planning 


committee, just several individuals from the AP, and so it may be that the AP wants to 


recommend additional folks to represent that collaborative planning team.  


 


DR. BROOKE:  I was involved in that process, and it was a lengthy and somewhat painful 


process.  What came out of it was that we came up with a whole bunch of research needs for 


Oculina and we couldn‘t get the funding for them.  Having said that, there have been bits and 


pieces of research that has happened since 2004.  There has not been a coherent plan like we 


have had previously, but I think it would be useful to get the people that were doing that together 


in one place and hash out the draft of the report, because it has been very sort of spotty.  I think it 


is a good idea. 
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MR. BLAIR:  That is something that could initially be done through – at least coordination with 


the original members, finding out what information can be brought to bear now and from that 


determine the need or how quickly we need to get an actual physical meeting together.  I think 


one of the bullets that came out from the beginning aspect is the HAPC issues.  


 


There were multiple issues that we kind of had some sense for, associated with the boundary, one 


of which was consideration of expansion to include areas that have been identified as having 


significant deepwater coral resources.  To that we had explicit areas – it is kind of one of the 


things what we know is we are going to keep learning more areas, but we do have some areas 


that we have explicitly identified that can be put into it.  The recommendation in general should 


be to incorporate the information both available now and from the final report from the 


deepwater coral work into an evaluation for the needs of modification of the HAPC to 


encompass known areas of deepwater coral resources.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think it may be helpful to have that recommendation in the form of a motion; 


and perhaps when we do receive the final reports, that the Coral AP will come back together and 


revisit those to provide – I mean, I think that will be the vehicle for providing some specific 


recommendations, which arguably are a little hard to do at this point.  It seems premature. 


 


DR. ROSS:  What final report are you talking about? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Andy David mentioned the Deep Sea Coral Working Group. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I don‘t think there is going to be any more information then than there is now, and 


we actually have more information for that shallow Jacksonville area than we had for a lot of the 


deep area that we ended up protecting in the first place.  We have multi-beam maps where we 


didn‘t have in a lot of other sites.   


 


We have two ROV dives that document extensive corals; and there would be no reason to 


believe there is not more there.  We have oceanographic data that supports that and that is more 


data than we had for a lot of the other territory, and it is the same data we are going to have a 


year from now.   


 


There may be some other expeditions that go there, but right now they are not on board.  My 


recommendation would be more specific that we recommend that the boundary be expanded to 


the west and that we submit a map with a proposed boundary in it, which the starting point 


would be the map that Sandra showed.   


 


There was a suggestion in some of the discussion around the room that could even be expanded 


to include the multi-beam area to the north that shows an extensive ledge and reef system.  I 


think that is easily as defensible as what we did before, and I think that would be a specific 


recommendation.  It would not be vague; it would allow discussion of an actual recommendation 


that had some facts behind it. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Just a point of clarification.  If we introduce this for this CE-BA 3 in December, 


we still have time to accumulate extra information to support those things, but we would have to 
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have those issues on the docket for discussion at December session; is that all we have to have 


for December? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, I am sorry, I should have clarified that.  The idea behind the public scoping 


is to take out some ideas for consideration that the council is looking to include in this 


developing amendment.  It isn‘t a definitive list; it is more an opportunity for the public to 


comment and provide input that they want to on these proposed measures. 


 


Certainly, we wouldn‘t have analysis and too many details at this stage that we could provide.  


The idea is that in December our council members would have this list of items that they do want 


to take out for this scoping process.  Again, public scoping is kind of the first step in the 


amendment development process.   


 


It can be a very lengthy ordeal as you are all, I am sure, familiar with, but it is kind of the first 


step in what will become a more defined document and amendment.  There won‘t be any actions 


or alternatives that we take to the public for their input, not at that stage.  In the future, once there 


is more meat in the amendment and specific alternatives and rationale, there will be public 


hearings and additional opportunities for the pubic to comment on those measures once they are 


more formed. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I was just going to say if the AP likes that recommendation of a more specific 


document, we could bring up those two maps that Sandra showed and make the 


recommendations for Jacksonville and Cape Lookout simultaneously with the committee 


agreeing that we have at least a starting point to throw out as a recommendation.  My 


recommendation is that it would be better to be more specific than to vaguely say that we would 


like to expand it somehow. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I agree, and I think that I also want to keep us flexibility that we don‘t put 


ourselves specifically to that, so I agree that we should be explicit about the areas that we know 


need inclusion, but by the same token leave a little bit of flexibility if new information comes 


out.  If we are scoping in December for CE-BA 3, the anticipated aspect could be or the earliest 


part would probably be the end of 2013 and possibly longer for that, correct?  Is that the line of 


thought at this time? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  It is hard to anticipate the end, but I think it wouldn‘t be that long of a tenure of 


development of a document.  I think the council in the future would look towards these 


ecosystem amendments as clarifying to the public how the process works so that the public 


scoping would take place in the beginning of the year, the document begins to develop, the 


council will choose preferred measures for specific actions and alternatives during the June or 


September council meeting for an eventual finalized document within one year.  I don‘t think we 


are there yet.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  I just realized I gave it a two year; I really did mean to give it a one-year 


turnaround so that it is a one-year aspect.  The other aspect is if we go down and we feel we have 


information appropriate, if we find out that there are some things that end up coming in to snag it 
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a little bit, there really isn‘t any – or let me ask is there a significant issue if because of those 


reasons this has to drop to the next amendment?   


 


In other words do we lose anything by trying to move it down the road with the hopes of being 


able to have the information finalization; but if there is a snag along the way, there really isn‘t 


anything of great impact to the process to say that we have to pull it out of 3 and put it to 4. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I don‘t see that as being problematic.  No, I think that is certainly a route we 


could take. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, so we can shoot for it as soon as possible; and if something comes up to 


delay it slightly, then we can still deal with that.  What I think I would ask for then is the explicit 


– either names or designations for the areas that we want to have included with a basic comment.  


I don‘t know how we want to do this, if we want to get some wordsmithing or I will try to 


capture it and bring it back tomorrow to everybody for final approval or comments. 


 


Recommend that there be a review of the boundaries of the present Coral HAPCs to be modified 


to include areas that have been identified as deepwater coral resources, and we will insert 


explicitly the names of the areas that we want and areas where multi-beam mapping indicate 


presence of deepwater resources.  That leaves us the ability to be able to kind of work with it if 


any additional information comes in.  The question at this point would be what is the specific 


area title that you want to have to include those specific areas that  -- 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I was going to suggest that I actually kind of liked Steve‘s idea to go back 


and look at these areas just to see what we are talking about.  As he mentioned, there is no other 


data than what they have available, so perhaps we can not only identify the general areas but 


kind of see what he was suggesting in terms of a modification of those boundaries. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right, and I think that we are working to make that inclusion in this. 


 


DR. ROSS:  That yellow line was mine and Sandra‘s first cut at this, but also –  


 


(Off-the record discussion.) 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It would look, in that case, for this region; the 200 meter contour would be a good 


confining element for it.  It looks like that ledge is – and I agree, there are buffer areas and so 


forth you need, but at least there is an element and either we explicitly come up with 


latitude/longitude confining aspects with it.  I am just trying to figure out how best to incorporate 


it here. 


 


Whether we want to use it right now as a designation of an area without the explicit boundary per 


se, we could say approximate the 200 meter contour, and I, in consideration of the information to 


the north and the break in the determination of the information in the yellow box, would agree 


that we would extend it to the north to be inclusive of the northern boundary of the next area to 


the north. 
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DR. ROSS:  If you want we can redo this map and I can provide that to the committee, unless the 


council wants to do that on their own, but I would I guess bring this boundary up to here and 


then back down to there. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Is there any way, Anna, that you might propose as far as what would be the most 


explicit?  I mean if we do that I think it is pretty easy.  We can extend out at latitudes north and 


south to the 200 meter contour.  That would make the easiest expansion of that area – or to 


approximate the 200 meter contour.  If we can get the northern latitude/southern latitude, that 


might be the easiest way to make that recommendation with the other, okay? 


 


DR. ROSS:  Do you want me to construct a map or to just pull – 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think if you pull the latitude/longitude, it is easy enough for us to do the – if you 


would like to go ahead and expand and overlay that onto the graphics that you have got, that 


would be nice. 


 


DR. ROSS:  We can do that.  I will get a northern border and southern border latitude and then 


we will just say approximate. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, approximating the 200.   


 


MR. McFALL:  You know, we keep expanding these boundaries as we identify where these 


resources exist.  Isn‘t it fair to say that anywhere you have got a hard bottom structure out here, 


you have the potential for these resources to exist?  Why do we not just go in from the 200 meter 


contour all the way out to the EEZ within the jurisdiction of the South Atlantic Council?  Why is 


that not a consideration? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I will take Sandra‘s response and then we can discuss this. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Yes, I just want to make a quick comment.  When we defined these boundaries 


originally, Greg, we thought that the corals didn‘t come in further inshore than 400 meters.  We 


thought we were pretty safe in saying 400 meters defines the western boundary.  Then there was 


consideration for the golden crab fishery and then there was the edge where we were pretty sure 


there was no corals further out.   


 


This was originally done under the – again, I will leave Steve to speak to this, this is more a 


legislative thing, but it was originally done in the Coral Fishery Management Plan and we drew 


the boundary where we thought corals stopped.  It goes up to the edge of the EEZ further south.  


But this is a new discovery that they are further inshore than we thought, so that is why it is 


popping inwards. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  To this point in time we think that this is a locally explicit event.  This is a living 


document to a certain extent.  As we do get more information, it may be that we bump it to 200 


meters from that region north, but right now this is the area that we do in consideration of 


potential inferences to other fisheries that will still have to be evaluated.   
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With consideration to this, I think it might be better to be kind of an impacted verse, if you will, 


in the sense of trying not to necessarily eliminate fishery or other activities in the area when we 


don‘t have at least relatively good information that there is a potential need for that restriction.  


What  I would suggest is we do these – we will do a final wording on them tomorrow after 


everybody does and we will do a voting of the advancing of the recommendation or not 


tomorrow, if that is okay. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That is helpful.  I definitely want to leave with specific motions if those do come 


about.  It sounds like that will be one.  It will be helpful to have a motion and the Coral AP 


endorse it as such. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just in case there is any other input to it, what I have got is my first cut at it is 


recommendation that there be a review of the boundaries.  We don‘t want to say review; we want 


to say modification, right?   


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  If we are talking about expansion, I think we should say expansion. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Expansion of the boundaries of the present CHAPC to be modified to include 


areas that have been identified with deepwater resources, specifically the area approximating the 


200 meter contour between latitude X to the north and latitude Y to the south and areas where 


multi-beam mapping indicate presence of deepwater coral resources. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Get the ―and surveys.‖ 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Multi-beam mapping and surveys? 


 


DR. ROSS:  ROV surveys. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Steve and/or Sandra, could you put together an initial cut at what that final 


modified format would be that would be inclusive of the additional ROV survey and multi-beam 


areas that are outside the existing HAPC. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Yes, Steve would love to do that. 


 


DR. ROSS:  What exactly do you mean by that? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  By that I mean we are stating in this that we want to include the areas of multi-


beam mapping and ROV surveys that are not contained presently in the HAPC and expand the 


HAPC to include those areas.  I think it is important for us to see what impact that is having on 


the shape of the HAPC.   


 


Not so much because of the shape, but for potential interaction that may be coming with other 


fisheries and so forth.  I don‘t have in my mind all the extent of the various areas that have been 


mapped and how we are stating that we are modifying it throughout its area.  It may not be that 


significant, which is fine.  It may be in some areas – because of other activities that are ongoing, 


may be significant, so I think it would be good as early on as possible to have a snapshot of that. 
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DR. ROSS:  Are you looking for a paragraph of what this means to the expansion? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right, and the potential draft shot, just in the same way that we are showing how 


this is; what other areas that are not in the HAPC are there that ROV surveys and multi-beam 


mapping would indicate they should be within the HAPC. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Sandra would love to help me do that.  North Carolina? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right, so those are some of the other additional areas that we would like to have 


included in there. 


 


DR. ROSS:  You can‘t really see – the projector doesn‘t really project details very well, but there 


is a strip of small mounds up here. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Where? 


 


DR. ROSS:  Right above this black arrow and there is a submarine landslide here, but between 


the landslide and the existing boundary there is some series of small 10 to 15 meter mounds. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Do we anticipate it to be in areas other than the Stetson Terrace Area and Cape 


Lookout? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  What about the Oculina area off Daytona; would that be something covered 


that is different since that is an Oculina Coral HAPC? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think what I have gathered from Andy David, who seems to be the one that 


was on the June Deep Sea Coral Expedition with John Reed – correct me if I am wrong – it is 


preliminary at this point.  It appears we would have to wait for some recommendations from 


them.  Anecdotally John Reed has indicated this is of interest and possibly expanding the HAPC; 


not the experimental closed area within the HAPC but the overall HAPC north to incorporate 


that area.  But, again, we would certainly have to have the data, the rationale, and the guidance 


from the Coral AP, and I don‘t think we have that today for here right now. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I would like to have Andy come forward and kind of just brief us a little bit on 


what he feels might come from that.  Again, we have the wording in the recommendation to 


allow incorporation of that; however, if we already know, we want to be as explicit of the area as 


possible.  I think this would be helpful. 


 


MR. DAVID:  For the Oculina areas, where I said that it is going to take a while for us to make a 


recommendation, that is because that is going to go through the full NOAA process, where as an 


individual I can‘t tell you to do that.  You can ask John Reed; he doesn‘t have those limitations.  


Just like we won‘t say at this point something for the Jacksonville area, but those areas, we will 


certainly address them when NOAA does generate their final report, but that is not something 


that I can speak for the agency on. 
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MR. BLAIR:  But that information would be available for our review at least as far as the data 


and so forth for our consideration at a point possibly prior to that. 


 


MR. DAVID:  Absolutely.  Those maps are available now. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Somebody had a map of that area in one of the presentations.  Was that your 


presentation?  Can we take a look at that again just while we are talking about it? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  As we look at those maps, I am adding the specific to the regions of concern. 


 


MR. DAVID:  When you are talking about the Jacksonville site, you already have the deep MPA 


out there that incorporates a good bit of that USWTR area, so that already has some additional 


protection.  There is those areas again, and the upper corner is the shelf edge, that deep grouper 


tilefish MPA already incorporates that.   


 


As a suggestion for a name to use for this, since the navy has already designated these areas, that 


upper one is the Charlie-Charlie Box and the other one is the USWTR, and I think both those 


designations are in the federal record with the geographic delineations in there.  But now if you 


wanted to go to the – 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  Forgive me for being confused, so this is the Jacksonville – this is the same as 


the Jacksonville area that we just discussed?  A section of this already is under some type of 


management authority in terms of an MPA? 


 


MR. DAVID:  It is your North Florida Deepwater Grouper MPA. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  Okay, so how does that then interact then with our potential recommendation 


to expand the boundaries?  We can expand the boundaries of an HAPC to include the boundaries 


of an existing MPA? 


 


MR. DAVID:  The MPA already has no bottom-tending gear restrictions.  You can troll on the 


surface but you can‘t fish on the bottom there.  Then the Daytona area is a couple slides further 


down.  All right, that is a large-scaled map of the Daytona Oculina and the Cape Canaveral 


Oculina areas.  Those are the two places that we mapped and did dives; and if you go to the next 


one, is that the slide you were referring to earlier?   


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Right, and that is shallower than the existing coral HAPC and north of the 


Oculina. 


 


MR. DAVID:  It is north of the current Oculina HAPC and west and shallower than the current 


CHAPC. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  So currently this area doesn‘t have any special – no protection. 


 


MR. DAVID:  No protection and it is open to fishing. 
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MR. BLAIR:  Andy, what is the approximate depth of that? 


 


MR. DAVID:  Those were in the probably 85 to 110 meter range, pretty shallow for a deep coral 


area.  It is essentially an extension of the reefs that are in the Oculina HAPC. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  You have seen Oculina there and John is pretty sure that these are Oculina 


pinnacles.  Is this enough information, Steve, to maybe just put it on the list of items pending any 


further information from presumably John‘s analysis of the ROV?  Is that what we are waiting 


for, Andy, John‘s analysis of those sites? 


 


MR. DAVID:  From NOAA you are waiting for vetting up the chain.  Certainly John can – I 


mean he is a member of your panel.  If he would like to make a recommendation, there is 


nothing stopping him from that.  The surface of all these mounds was 100 percent Oculina 


rubble.  It looked very similar to Justin Chapman‘s.  It‘s that shape of a rise, steep on one end, 


tailing off down current, live Oculina in the high current areas. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Was there live?  You showed some live there. 


 


MR. DAVID:  Sure, but don‘t get me wrong, this is nowhere near what Justin Chapman‘s were 


like, but you can see it is a trawl.  There is a lot of rubble and there isn‘t a lot of standing dead 


heads, so it has been worked over, but they are nonetheless Oculina mounds. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  And most of the HAPC is rubble, actually, so it is no worse than what we have 


already protected and at least there is some live stuff there. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Andy, you said there is an apparent indications of active trawling or trawling that 


has occurred in the past in these areas. 


 


MR. DAVID:  When you see trawled areas in the existing Oculina HAPC and you have got fresh 


trawl marks in the bottom and things you have put on the bottom that are now destroyed, you see 


a very similar landscape to what you see on these mounds.  To say they have definitely been 


trawled, unless you see the trawler there, that is a pretty definitive and difficult to make 


statement. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That is fine, just that there is apparent impacts from ongoing fishing, which further 


puts the pressure towards the need for protection of some of these areas. 


 


MR. DAVID:  There is line on the bottom; there is gear on the bottom. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Again, I in no way want to speak for Andy, but the difference is what he can 


provide in a report that has been vetted through the process versus information that is being 


presented to us, and I am not aware of any process that would preclude us to have parallel paths.  


While they are going through the process of finalization of the report, we can be utilizing the 


information to put into place additional protections as we would recommend to the council.  
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The idea is some of these are a considerable expansion so that I would like to be able to see what 


modified or additional areas would be inclusive of that we may otherwise go forward with, and 


to what extent is that necessary immediately versus two weeks to a month down the road?  Is 


there any level that we can make a recommendation as it is.  Obviously when we are altogether, 


this is when we want to vet this stuff, but it could be done through electronic processes as 


necessary until we meet again. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Certainly, I don‘t think we have to have a formal convening of a meeting to 


have a Coral AP recommendation, so we can communicate and as necessary.  I see this as a 


working list at this point.  Nothing finite needs to happen; we are kind of just getting started here. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  As far as who is fishing n this area, the rock shrimp fishermen are trawling 


south of here, right, as far as we know; and the royal reds are fishing in deeper water.  Is 


anybody trawling in this area that we are aware of? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I‘m looking for Gregg.  That is one of the things that will have to be determined.  


Just in the same way with the original HAPC, there was a lot of work in trying to determine to 


what extent integration of process and activities could occur.  I don‘t know, per se, that that 


should limit our ability to make a recommendation as to what should be protected.   


 


The manner in which it is protected, just in the inclusion of the nine allowable fishing areas in 


the southern portion of the HAPC for Stetson-Miami Terrace may be something that gets 


incorporated in this and still allows us to be able to protect the areas, or at least that would be my 


hope. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  Two things.  One is that, yes, they do trawl north of the current Oculina 


HAPC, because I have seen VMS records that showed those tracks all along up the west side and 


north of the HAPC.  I don‘t know that those tracks extended as far up as the Daytona mounds, 


but it sounds like they may have found them.  I don‘t know, and I don‘t know if those are old or 


new or whatever, but it is something that is worth investigating. 


 


The second thing is that I don‘t know that is the only activity we are concerned about there, too.  


Even if they aren‘t rock shrimping up there, what you are trying to do is prevent obviously future 


rock shrimping, but there is also scallop dragging that has occurred through these areas, so you 


want to be careful of both. 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  One question that I keep having over and over is if we miss this December 


timeline to put these things on the table, are we done for that amendment or do we still have 


opportunity after that to still put stuff on the table? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  No, we are certainly – the AP would not be done.  The nature of the council 


having these amendments, they have to be a very transparent process so the public scoping is the 


very first opportunity for the public to weigh in and provide input.  Certainly, the Coral AP could 


come back after that point with more measures to include on the list knowing that council staff is 


going to take this out again for public input in the form of hearings and comment during all of 


the council meetings  The December cutoff is not a cutoff per se, but it is an opportunity for the 
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council to approve a list to get this process started and to take this out for scoping, so it is initial 


step and it is certainly not binding. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Our charge right now is based upon available data, that there are resources 


adjacent to or near these current boundaries that to us, as a panel, have the resources that would 


justify expanding the boundaries to include these new areas.  As a panel our charge is it seems 


like that because these resources exist, that we are recommending that the council consider 


expanding these boundaries.   


 


It is not within our charge to weigh the pros and cons of the expansion, but as an advisory panel 


these resources exist, we think the evidence is appropriate then to now recommend that these 


boundaries – okay, well, than having said that, I don‘t know why we wouldn‘t recommend 


expanding these boundaries. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  No, I think you are right and I would not doubt that the information will come 


back to us if there are conflicts or potential conflicts in the areas to see how many of those can be 


resolved or what type of tradeoff would occur to allow compatibility as much as possible.  But 


you are right, we get the information, our charge is to protect the resources, as I see it. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Then I recommend that we recommend moving forward in expanding these 


boundaries to include these. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We will; and as I said, I drafted it, I will do a little bit of wordsmithing on it and 


the intent is let‘s go through – I think we have discussed other items, let‘s get some draft 


recommendations for those as well so that we will refine those and then we can vote on them in 


the morning.  Another point just to add on that as a matter of fact I think it would be appropriate 


to add on to that recommendation an assessment of the VMS tracks in these – or available tracks 


relative to the potential modified area. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Just to clarify, you have got three areas now so far, the Jacksonville, North Carolina 


and Oculina in our list? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I actually have Stetson-Miami Terrace just in general for that northern area, the 


Cape Lookout area and I am considering – we can decide whether we want the Daytona-


Jacksonville area, i.e. Charlie-Charlie and USWTR, so that would be – and that is just because 


we have those explicit areas. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I was a little confused by that list.  The first thing you mentioned, Stetson; can you 


read off Stetson-Miami. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I was thinking of Jacksonville.  It is part of that; it is adjacent to the present 


HAPC. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Which is the Charlie-Charlie thing, so it is only three areas now on the docket; 


Oculina, Jacksonville Shallow, whatever we call it, and North Carolina, Cape Lookout. 
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MR. BLAIR:  But it would also be inclusive; do you want to do the Daytona-Jacksonville 


together? 


 


DR. ROSS:  No, they are two different things.  Daytona is Oculina and that is way far south of 


Jacksonville, and they would be totally disconnected.  Jacksonville is Lophelia related. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right, but this is talking about modification of coral HAPCs in total. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I know, but what I was saying is that we have got three of them, three modifications 


now so far that we have discussed, right?  I am just trying to clarify that, Oculina, Jacksonville 


and Cape Lookout. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, all right, I am going to make that Oculina instead.  Right, it was Daytona is 


what I had it down as; Cape Lookout, Oculina/Daytona and Jacksonville area, which is the 


Charlie-Charlie unit. 


 


(Off-the record discussion.) 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Those are the Daytona Pinnacles, that is Oculina; extension of the Oculina 


HAPC; Jacksonville is an extension of the CHAPC. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Correct, and I am not distinguishing at this point, although I did initially have a 


name of one of them.  I am more in the area listed as Cape Lookout, Oculina/Daytona, and 


Jacksonville Area.  Okay, make sense? 


 


DR. ROSS:  One reason I wanted to bring that up is that I don‘t know that we want to open -- no, 


we don‘t want to open that up there, but there may be a forth one that Sandra would bring  


forward in her talk tomorrow. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That is fine because the way that this is worded we can add it as additional 


information comes forward on it.  That is part of the intent of the wording.   


 


DR. ROSS:  Okay, I just wanted to make sure that wasn‘t a closed book.  That is it for 


expansions. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Yes, just to drag Andy David back into the fray again, what about the lithoherm 


down on the Portales Terrace? 


 


MR. DAVIS:  It‘s inside. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  It is inside.  Okay, thank you. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That will be something to the extent that we have to double label an area that 


already is under protection from another management plan, that is what we will work through. 
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DR. GILLIAM:  Jocelyn, was that recommendation you wanted the panel to move forward in 


terms of bringing together the Oculina group that you mentioned earlier? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  The Oculina Evaluation Team; it seems like with there being a deliverable 


due in 2014, that the group should get together.  Membership should probably be evaluated as 


well; I‘m not even sure who is on the team. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  That is something that the panel recommends that the council facilitates. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I believe we would make a recommendation for reconvening of the Oculina 


Research Team for – 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  The Oculina Evaluation Team. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I have the last report in the briefing book from the 2007 update before.  It is 


quite a collaborative team so it may be that a subset of the AP wants to get together and provide 


some recommendations for new folks to be involved.  I am not sure that all of the players in the 


first report are still in the realm of coral research.  Maybe there are some more folks that could be 


appointed to the panel.     


 


MS. PUGLISE:  Would it be possible – do you have that list in front of you to read who is on it? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  There is different sub-teams; are we looking for the whole team?  


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think this would be – so there are three parts of this report.  There is a law 


enforcement component, an education and outreach component, and the research component, 


which is what this group would be kind of focused with.  I can just pull it up here and display it 


for everybody. I think there is some specific table for the research folks.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  I throw out a rough verbiage for a recommendation for reconvening of the Oculina 


Evaluation Team to determine status and review/modification of membership as needed in 


preparation for the 2014 Assessment Report.   


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Just for clarification; what is due in 2014? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  From my understanding of the previous discussion, it is a periodic report that is 


required as part of the – or that was mentioned as part of the association with the Oculina closure 


area, that there would be periodic reports as to the effectiveness of the closure on the Oculina and 


associated area.  I would be happy to defer to council if there is a better explanation for that; just 


the idea of what is due in 2014 from the Oculina Evaluation Team and the issue. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Anna has a good handle on that. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  It is up to the folks that are on the planning committee as to what goes in this 


report, but the deliverable as a report on the effectiveness of the regulations that are within that 


experimental closed area.  I think one component would need to be an update on what has taken 
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place since the 2004 report that was delivered in 2005; and so an update on what has been 


accomplished; and then as the evaluation team sees fit, other components assessing the 


effectiveness of the regulations.  I believe there is some liberal flexibility there for the folks 


involved in the evaluation; no specific mandate for the part of the report. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Do we actually need a recommendation to the council to reconvene the Oculina 


Evaluation Team or is it kind of implicit in the process with the closure? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think it would be helpful for the Coral AP to have a formal recommendation.  


There has been so much focus on meeting the mandates of the Magnuson Act, that surfacing that 


this is an upcoming deadline, I think will help to put that on the table, and so that makes it more 


aware.  I know they do know it is up-coming, but I think that would be a helpful 


recommendation from the AP – endorsed by the AP that this is important. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  From what I remember, there isn‘t really like a leadership structure on the 


team.  Everybody is just a team member, so it would be helpful if we had some council support 


to help put a meeting together and get the right people on the phone or in the room to determine 


what needs to be produced and what it takes to get that done. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  Related to that, on Page 64 of that Evaluation Report it lists the types of 


groups that this committee should include.  I think we should leave it open for this group.  I think 


it should include some new faces.  I think this is an opportunity to do that; including law 


enforcement, research scientists, commercial fishermen, recreational fishermen, et cetera.  It is 


important to note the council is at stake here.  They have to deliver this.  The Evaluation Team 


has to give it to the council, but the council is on the hook to make sure this is done.  I think 


starting as soon as possible is probably a good idea.  They don‘t want to have to rush on this.  


 


MR. BLAIR:  Are we okay with just having at this point for that recommendation that they 


reconvene the Oculina Evaluation Team to determine status as well as review/modification of the 


membership as needed in preparation for the 2014 assessment report.  I know that there was a 


consideration in some of our discussions about the potential vulnerability of some of the 


Lophelia areas, especially with the presence of a potentially commercially viable fishery with  


blackbelly rosefish, even though it is not necessarily presently exploited. 


 


Some of our discussion was to potentially make a recommendation, I guess through the council 


to the Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel, to consider and assess the vulnerability of the blackbelly 


rosefish, and I would say at the same time to the habitat committee relative to potential impacts 


in the habitat area.  Are there any other inclusions or comments on that? 


 


DR. ROSS:  Would this be just an initial assessment or would we be recommending going to a 


fishery management plan? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I will defer again to Anna, but I would believe in giving it to the Snapper Grouper 


Advisory Panel it would be with the intent that they evaluate it as for its potential need of 


inclusion in the complex and any protection measures that would be needed.  We could maybe 


have that specific verbiage in there. 







                                                                                                               Coral AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                October 25-26, 2011  


                                           


68 


 


DR. ROSS:  We might additionally recommend that we could provide a background talk to 


support that recommendation as needed, a review of their status and the region; which they won‘t 


have access to right away. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Ultimately here we are talking about inclusion of this within the management 


complex, and the Snapper Grouper AP weighing in on this as coming from the Coral Advisory 


Panel; is that what I am understanding? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think the intent is this area is within the area that we are considering for 


expansions of the HAPC.  It is an unknown area that has a potential fishery that may be utilized 


by commercial and/or recreational fisheries that are apparently within the same as the deep-drop 


areas. 


 


As it becomes known, if it is not that well known and that is why it is not exploited, we want to 


ensure we kind of get ahead of the curve because we know what some of the fishing impacts can 


be in an extremely vulnerable area like the deepwater coral.  It is really suggesting or asking 


them to review it relative to their knowledge of their fisheries as to what level, if any, protection 


and regulatory process it might need.  It would be also consideration of adding that to their 


complex.   


 


DR. BROOKE:  Just in addition to that; there is the consideration of the fish itself.  They are 


slow-growing, long-lived and would be pretty easily overharvested, I would imagine.  I am not a 


fish person, but they have the life history characteristics that mean they could be overfished 


relatively quickly, and right now there are no regulations stopping their harvesting. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Recommendation to the Snapper Grouper and Habitat Advisory Panel; consider 


and assess vulnerability of the blackbelly rosefish, commercial, recreational exploitation, 


inclusion of potential regulatory and protection measures, and the Coral AP will work with the 


Snapper Grouper and Habitat APs to provide specific background and supportive information 


regarding the concern.  Then we also had the discussion about a potential recommendation for 


the snowy wreck. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I had several recommendations I think at the end of that talk, and, of course, the 


premiere one is a short expedition to gather additional data on the wreck.  That is probably the 


most difficult recommendation to pull off and maybe would provide the most data.  My thinking 


there is that this wouldn‘t necessarily be an extensive thing.  A three- or four-day cruise for a site 


of that size would be sufficient to give us quite a lot of data that we don‘t have now. 


 


In addition, that cruise could have multiple objectives like gathering additional genetic samples 


from those waif Lophelia colonies to see how they fit into the overall population structure in 


planning an environmental monitor, in planning an acoustic monitor, none of which would cost a 


lot of extra money; and there are ways to bring those up without having to do an ROV cruise to 


retrieve them. 


 


All of that would provide quite a lot of data for that slope-shelf interface area.  I think part of the 


justification for that would be potentially leading toward the evaluation of whether deepwater 
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artificial structures are worth considering.  This would be further background data that would 


support or allow that to be evaluated better.  I suppose most of these recommendations sort of 


hinge around additional data. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Would it be reasonable or is this something we could put into basically a single 


recommendation relative to additional work that the council or the panel feels is appropriate to 


occur at the Snowy Wreck inclusive of additional ROV/HOV investigation, environmental 


monitoring, acoustical monitoring.  And the aspect for the artificial reef, I think we could use 


more refinement in what that really is supposed to do; otherwise, it is stated simply as a 


management question, it seems like. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Those three middle points could be rolled into one recommendation that are all 


related that would feed into the last bullet as a point for consideration.  The acoustic monitoring 


potentially, depending on what kind of monitor you put down and who analyzes the data, could 


also provide some additional vessel activity information that might be useful in terms of seeing 


whether vessels are stopping there and staying longer than they should be. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I will kind of work on this one, but the recommendation will be to provide support 


for continued investigation at the Snowy Wreck MPA inclusive – and this is bulleted, inclusive 


of ROV/HOV investigating for additional mapping purposes; another bullet for environmental 


monitoring, another bullet for acoustical monitoring.  These activities would provide needed 


information for the support for additional management considerations, inclusive of, we can say, 


additional habitat enhancement such as artificial reefs. 


 


DR. ROSS:  It may not be relevant to the council, but if archaeological documentation is worth 


doing at the same time, that is another reason for going there.  That may be outside the purview 


or interest. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I am just hesitant or I am struggling with as a panel recommending the 


deployment of artificial materials.  I just don‘t know – is that a management direction that the 


panel views as a direction that we want to go?  I just don‘t know if I am comfortable with any 


recommendation that moves towards the deployment of materials as a management. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Well, deployment of materials in a blanket sense is not appropriate, but artificial 


reefs are included for specific fisheries as EFH, if I remember correctly. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I was just going to say the way I understood, it would be like on an 


experimental basis to see if it is something that could help provide additional substrate, not like 


filling that whole box with artificial structure but something on a very experimental, uncontrolled 


basis.  That is the way I understood it. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I just wanted to clarify why I made that recommendation.  That was to bring up 


discussions like this.  I am not a fan of artificial reefs and never have been.  I don‘t think it is a 


foregone conclusion that they increase populations, and that debate has been going on for 


decades.  Of all the places where you could have an impact on fish that are continuing to be 


hammered, this would be the one place where that might be effective. 
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I don‘t think anybody has looked at that seriously, so as an experiment it may have some serious 


management payoff, but I would be hesitant.  I mean I made that recommendation as if we 


should just go out there and start throwing wrecks down, but I think it is a worthy topic of 


looking at with a different kind of recommendation of what I put there. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  What I just banged out real quickly as part of one of the bullets is potential for 


habitat enhancement activities in – I said non-reef regions, but really in support for deepwater.  


And here it is kind of interesting because now we are really looking at these more for habitat; at 


least in our concept in assisting snowy grouper as opposed to necessarily assisting deepwater 


coral. 


 


DR. ROSS:  It might do both. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right, it may. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I don‘t think that is a major consideration.  The other nice thing about thinking 


about that here is of all the places you could conduct this experiment within an MPA would be 


ideal because whether you have poaching or not, you at least might have minimal impact. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  I think the precedent for it, too, in that I know, for example, in the Keys there 


has been work – and it is not putting down giant wrecks.  It is settlement plates and artificial 


structures to try and bring back coral recruitment in areas.  I am not saying it is the same thing, 


but I would think of it more that way than the kinds of artificial wreck reef programs where they 


go out and sink a bunch of ships to try and give people a place to fish.   


 


I would definitely consider the wording that Steve is putting in and suggesting as being an 


important twist.  The last thing in the world we want to do is imply that we are going to use these 


things to suck big fish away from the places they fish.  That is not going to fly.  It is basically an 


enhancement activity. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I think actually that is what I am against is the fact that – and maybe I was 


wrong at the beginning, but is it being proposed as an enhancement activity, I think it is a 


slippery slope to start thinking that we can enhance fish populations by just thinking that we can 


deploy material to do something that the natural environment is struggling to do.   


 


I struggle with that as being a management tool, and we are not doing a very good job managing 


our population so we think we can deploy artificial material to – I don‘t know, I guess that is 


what I am struggling with.  I think there is a lot of research and science that can be conducted 


with deploying materials, like you said as recruitment plates and things like that.  Maybe I am 


still not completely further – 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Anna or Gregg could maybe correct me if I am wrong, but I believe there is 


a deepwater MPA off of South Carolina specific for this kind of thing; a place to put artificial 


material to act as a fish refuge that would not be fishable. 
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MR. BLAIR:  I agree with you, David, I think that in going along with Andy what we want to do 


is have our verbiage here that it is strategic and specific for purpose, and not simply placement of 


material.  Our discussions are already on the slippery slope of what which side of the slope you 


want to go to.  But I believe the council has, through its management actions, recognized that 


there is existence of and potential role for artificial reefs in a management strategy.  If I 


misspoke, please correct me. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  To Bob‘s point that is correct; the marine protected area off of Charleston, off of 


the South Carolina Coast is specifically for deployment of artificial reef structure.  That separates 


that one from the other marine protected areas, but it is one of the eight. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  I guess I was thinking in terms of the coral more than in terms of the fish, to 


tell you the truth, even though it is an MPA that is in place for the fish.  I don‘t disagree with you 


that there is not a lot to show that so far, but I do think there is some background for it.   


 


If you provide hard substrate in a place that shows evidence of having coral recruitment in the 


place of sand up until then, and we have put some reef balls, for example, in the Oculina area in 


an area that was sand in between – sand and rubble, but in between the mounds, and just recently 


we went back with the ROV and they are starting to show recruitment to those things, and any 


live coral we can get is a good thing there.  I don‘t know what kind of dent it would make here. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I understand your hesitation.  I don‘t like the things either; they are basically 


fish in a barrel.  In terms of management actions, the council has decided to protect an area that 


is essentially already an artificial reef.  It is a wreck; it is not a natural habitat.  This is an area 


that is not supposed to have substrate on it.  


 


We humans artificially put substrate on it, and it has got a ton of fish on it.  Is it going to matter 


that we take that area and put more substrate on it?  I really understand your hesitation; I am 


wrestling with it too, but again if you go back to what Steve said, I don‘t think this should be a 


general strategy.   We have allowed the fishermen to overfish so now we are going to dump 


artificial substrate to hopefully bring them back.   


 


I don‘t think that should be a strategy, but strategically this might be one of the few places that it 


could work to our benefit, at least to try and figure out whether we are enhancing the populations 


by putting the stuff down there.  From the wreck, it appears that they are being at least locally 


enhanced.  As far as the Oculina is concerned, we put reef balls down.  The snowy grouper 


immediately went in and hung out.   


 


The coral has been a little more reticent, and actually last time we went out there in 2008 we 


couldn‘t find most of them, so we don‘t know where they have gone.  We don‘t know where the 


reef balls are.  I hope they are still there.  The blocks that were put next to Jeff‘s and Chapman‘s 


have showed quite a lot of recruitment and little fish around them, for what it is worth. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  To move forward, I think, as we said, it is in the wording and we can finalize it 


and I think maybe even decide to what extent we want the aspect to be in it.  At present the 


general format will be recommendation to provide support for continued investigation of the 
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Snowy Wreck MPA, inclusive of ROV/HOV investigations for mapping and archaeological 


benefits – I will come up with some wording with that – environmental monitoring, acoustical 


monitoring and potential for strategic and appropriate habitat enhancement activities in non-reef 


regions of the MPA; these activities that support the need for information and understanding for 


appropriate management actions and activities. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Are we closed on this issue, because there was just one other thing that I 


wanted to bring up, a recommendation. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That is fine.  If there are no comments, which I am fine with that, we can move on.  


I think I have relatively extended the notes that I had for what we wanted to include. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  This isn‘t a recommendation specific to CE-BA 3 or CE-BA 4, but it is 


something that I think Bob Van Dolah brought up and somebody else brought up.  It would be 


helpful – and I am not sure who exactly we are making these recommendations to or who would 


be doing the work, but it would be really helpful to have some sort of a composite map that 


shows areas that have been mapped, areas that contain coral and areas that haven‘t been mapped.   


 


I suspect that that would be a huge undertaking to put together a map like that but I think several 


different programs would see a lot of value in having that map and having it be sort of a living 


product that is updated when new information becomes available.  If there is ever an opportunity 


for us to put together something like that, I would certainly support that. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I second that.  I am very visual and I need to see where these things sit in 


relation to each other; because I get mixed up with all these acronyms and locations as well.  I 


definitely agree that some type of tying this all together in a spatial sense in a map would be very 


useful. 


 


MR. McFALL:  Anna, do you know what the status of the ARC IMS project is that Tino and 


Roger were working on for so many years?  I mean, wouldn‘t that serve the purpose that we are 


talking about? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I wish Roger were here to talk about that.  We do have accessibility to serve up 


those various forms of files from the IMS server.   


 


MR. WAUGH:  Roger would have to be the one to give you the current status, but he did say 


they are making progress, and it is something that we talked about being able to use with the 


council.  I don‘t think we were talking about December.  I think we were talking about the March 


meeting when the council gets together to look at all the public input that system would then be 


ready to do this type of mapping and show all the areas that have been mapped and that have 


regulations and what the regulations are. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Even if it is just at like the presence/absence level, not density and 


abundance, and just something really stripped down and in easily digestible, shareable format 


like a KMZ or shapefile, would be really useful. 
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MR. BLAIR:  Steve might be able to address that a little bit in his upcoming presentation at least 


and with that in mind kind of discuss that a little bit as well.  One other thought that I had relative 


to a consideration is we kind of saw the relative anomaly of the location of the Lophelia in the 


shallower waters.  Is it something that is of even a feasible process, do you think, to try to have 


an aspect for better understanding of the location of that 8 degree thermocline to better at least 


anticipate where we may need to be moving or looking? 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Yes is the short answer.  There is some oceanographic data that Steve was 


looking at and that can be further mined, but it is very sporadic.  There are instruments that can 


be deployed, and we had actually already started talking about the possible funding stream 


through the navy, through a cooperative grant, but that really hasn‘t gone anywhere.  As soon as 


we found that site, we started trying to figure out how to get back to it.   


 


I think that is a very important site for a number of reasons.  I mean there are various ways to 


skin this particular cat.  If we can come up with funds for an ROV, then maybe NOAA could 


kick in ship time through cooperation or something.  The short answer is yes; that temperature 


and the bathymetry is what is driving the presence of Lophelia there.  We don‘t know for sure 


how far the Lophelia goes until we know what that temperature is, so, yes, it is very important. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I would just like to add to that.  In the same way that we made a recommendation 


for a short expedition to the Snowy Wreck, a targeted expedition of some sort here to do CTD 


transecting, which is relatively inexpensive, or even something a little more involved would be 


useful.   


 


We are working on a manuscript from that area that hopefully will pull together a lot of the 


background oceanography data.  But the hypothesis is that this nutrient-rich upwelling is causing 


a plume, which triggers a primary productivity hotspot, and that has been noted in the 


oceanographic mapping.  It is just that the connection to the benthos hasn‘t been documented.  It 


sort of has maybe a wider importance and implication than just the locations of this cold water 


fauna on the bottom; because that productivity gets distributed in a broader area and those 


upwelling spots have been targeted in a number of papers as being important for I think in 


relation to secondary zooplankton blooms and larval fish transport and survival.   


 


Doing a little more work there in cooperation with some physical oceanographers would have 


maybe a broader payoff.  That kind of stuff gets into things that are fairly expensive, but not 


necessarily so, especially if there are cooperative resources through NOAA ship time or various 


partners that we have got in the scientific community. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that kind of one of the aspects that come out with just the whole aspect of 


how much in our first kind of modification of the HAPC that we are seeing these things that 


come out to play, and that seems like kind of a big flag or red light sticking out that, this may 


help us at least understand what potential areas we may need to look at or what other areas may 


become involved in the future.   


 


I agree, I think it is a good aspect again as a recommendation to investigate and support 


temperature studies, to define the potential limits of Lophelia.  I don‘t even think we will have to 
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put – we could put the actual 8 degree C thermocline in there if you want, but relative to its 


importance in defining the geographic extent of Lophelia.  If that is in essence acceptable, I will 


try to reword that or if anybody has anything they want to add to it. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I had one thing I think we should add to that, and that is to fill in these blanks with 


additional multi-beam mapping.  That is like a short cruise on the Nancy Foster, and that should 


be fairly easy to do.  This area is extremely rich in hard bottom and corals, so that would 


significantly add to our data. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Are you saying as a separate or the continuation? 


 


DR. ROSS:  No, along with everything else that we are proposing to collect; filling in the 


remaining multi-beam map would be important. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I am just thinking of this as a logistical aspect of it when we are talking about 


attempting to define the 8 degree C – 


 


DR. ROSS:  That can happen at the same time. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, but it is going to probably be over a much greater area than we would be able 


to multi-beam. 


 


DR. ROSS:  No, this area – I mean this was done in a few days, the colored area.  I can‘t 


remember how long it took Dave Naar to do that but that was  -- 


 


MR. DAVID:  Well. that is the combination of what we did on the Brown and what Naar did on 


his cruise. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Right, I think we did these outer strips on the Brown.  That was done over two 


nights, I think, and I can‘t remember if we did anymore, so barely a full day, and then he maybe 


had two or three – we are talking a few days. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I guess I am thinking more extensively and this is the area that we found this to 


occur.  What other regions have this similar type of bathymetry and upwelling process outside of 


this explicit region that might identify additional areas.  I was actually thinking of a broader scale 


approach, or at least in consideration of what we think is the best region to be at least evaluating 


whether this is truly an anomalous area or whether this is indicative of some other combination 


that we can identify later. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I think this oceanographic feature is being deflected by the Charleston Bump, or 


it is the Charleston Bump that is driving the deflection of the stream that pulls this upwelling up.  


That is my understanding.  It is the proximity to the Bump that is driving the upwelling; is that 


right? 


 


DR. ROSS:  North of the bump, but not this one.  This is south. 
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DR. BROOKE:  Yes, I know it is, so this has nothing to do with the deflection around the bump? 


 


DR. ROSS:  No.  I don‘t think so, but that is an important point, though, because this particular 


one may be fairly predictable because of where it is and the fact that the Gulf Stream is most of 


the time pulled fairly far offshore here.  From the Charleston Bump north it meanders in a 


somewhat unpredictable fashion, so upwelling occurs anywhere from the Charleston Bump north 


and at any time.  There have been documented numerous cold water intrusions under the Gulf 


Stream and associated upwellings and plankton blooms, but they are highly variable. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  This is obviously more persistent.   


 


DR. ROSS:  It appears to be. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I guess the question then would be in doing this should we be defining the 


geographic region where we want this to occur; and if so we should probably put that into the 


recommendation. 


 


DR. ROSS:  That would be useful, yes.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  Then I am going to ask for assistance and give me that geographic range that we 


want.  It makes sense; we can‘t do it all from North Carolina to Key West. 


 


DR. ROSS:  No matter what we choose, we are going to be guessing at the area to do that and 


the other problem is we are going to have to – I mean, the best recommendation would be more 


than one time a year.  The best recommendation would be quarterly whether that is feasible or 


not.  CTD transects from 80 meters out to 500 meters would probably take 12 to 14 hours of 


work, one transect. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Well, how about at this point with this on here, kind of think about it, chew over, 


mull over it; and tomorrow hopefully we will refine it to what we either think is appropriate or 


pass on it, make the decision then.  Are there any other considerations for recommendations at 


this time?   


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I don‘t have a recommendation; I just have a question that came to mind during 


these presentations.  I don‘t know what word to choose, but what is the relationship for the level 


of communication between the council and the navy in terms of what we are doing here with 


these areas and then seeing overlap with – and I would assume potential use conflict with navy 


activities.  That exists in South Florida as well, so what happens between the navy and the 


council at these locations? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I just wanted to say that Andy David has been instrumental in helping to 


bridge a communication gap between us and the navy, and as you can see from the presentation 


there has been a lot of information sharing, and probably through that a lot of trust has been built.  


I think we need to be really careful and look to Andy David to make sure that we can continue 


that relationship. 
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DR. GILLIAM:  Does that relationship include strongly suggesting that the navy not do 


particular activities that affect the habitats that we are discussing within these boundaries?  I 


struggle with seeing navy activities in the same areas that we are spending so much time trying 


to identify the areas that we believe have protective needs.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  We have a number of presentations to go through.  I don‘t think that we should at 


this point in time be constrained in where we feel we need to have protective measures. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  No, that wasn‘t my direction at all; I was just curious.  I guess there is 


communication? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Dave, we have a Habitat Advisory Panel in a few weeks and Roger has invited – 


the name evades me at the moment, but there is someone from the navy coming to talk about 


proposed activities.  I am not sure what; it is preliminary at this point, so he has certainly been 


involved with communication with them.   


 


Obviously, when the AP is making these recommendations, they will be presented to the Habitat 


Advisory Panel as well.  It is not something that is not occurring.  I don‘t know to what extent it 


is occurring, if it is adequate.  I am not sure, I can‘t answer that.  Roger could do a better job of 


bridging that gap right now than I could. 


 


MR HARRIS:  The navy has been to the council meetings on a number of occasions and made 


presentations on various subjects.  Of course, we make recommendations back to the navy.  We 


all know that if it is in the interest of National Defense, our recommendations might not carry a 


whole lot of water, but I do think they are interested and concerned and they certainly listen to 


our recommendations.  They are going to do what they have got to do and we just have to 


continue to do what we have to do and hopefully we can meet somewhere in the middle. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  What we are going to do before we get into the discussions and so forth, would 


anybody care for a short break?  We will keep it to ten minutes.   


 


(Whereupon, a recess was taken.) 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, we are going to get started again. One change has occurred.  The second 


presentation, Optimization of Surveillance and Enforcement in Remote Marine Protected Areas, 


will be presented as part of tomorrow morning‘s presentation, just to let you know.  Other than 


that, the rest of it should be the same.  We will start off with Steve Ross discussing the Mapping 


and Characterization of Habitats on the Continental Slope off the Southeast SEADESC Project. 


 


DR. ROSS:  This discussion is about a project that has been ongoing in the southeast for a 


number of years.  I think we started somewhere around 2004 or 2005 maybe.  It actually was 


born at sea on one of our cruises and culminated in 2007 with this hard copy and electronic 


report, the cover which is shown there.   


 


The objectives of this project were to bridge a gap between researchers and managers and 


amongst researchers to try to get data distributed quickly without – the real impediment there is 
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often that researchers do not want to give up anything until they have published, and so we are 


sitting on tons and tons of data that nobody has access to.   


 


I was visiting coral sites so I said, gee, I know John Reed and other people have been here, but I 


have no idea what they saw, I have no idea where I should dive, and so we came up with an idea 


of quickly characterizing submersible and ROV dives into a two-page format that would 


basically capture all the metadata from a particular cruise and dive and roughly characterize the 


habitat without giving away the scientific secrets that everybody wanted to protect.   


 


It was sort of a compromise.  It was never meant to be a final, detailed mapping of the bottom.  


We always expected that individual researchers would go back and do additional analysis.  It was 


meant to be something that could be repeatable, as with moderately trained personnel and rapid.  


With the emphasis on those things, it has a number of constraints. 


 


I will talk a little bit about this project.  The 2007 report characterized I think 66 Johnson Sea 


Link dives in the Southeastern U.S. from North Carolina to South Florida from the years 2000 to 


2004.  Recently, after this project ended, I had been continuing the project, although it was 


started as a committee activity, not necessarily run by me, but I continued to keep it going until 


the council added some additional money to it, and that is what I am going to try to report on 


here is what we are doing with this project now. 


 


Here is what we have accomplished in the last year, and we have got maybe I think a little bit 


less than six months left.  We have incorporated a software developed by the French research 


outfit, eFimer, called the Daily.  A Daily allows you to synchronize underwater video in a GIS 


map so that you can look at where you are in a GIS setting and follow video at the same time, so 


it allows for a simultaneous ability to classify habitats.   


 


It is not used very much in this country.  The Europeans use it more frequently.  It is very 


expensive.  We feel that it has been worthwhile.  It is a fairly steep learning curve, but it has been 


very useful in terms of speeding along our video classification.  We have completed an in-house 


fish ID guide to help with our technicians in identifying the dominant fish. 


 


We are working on a sponge ID guide and a coral ID guide.  Right now these are in-house 


products.  Potentially they could go to a wider audience with some clean up.  I will show a little 


bit of an example of what that looks like.  As part of this project we were documenting – this  


gets to the mapping issue that several people brought up – we documented the dominant 


Scleratinian Museum records in this area and evaluated them, and that paper has been accepted 


for publication.  In addition, we picked one coral mound to pick apart fauna and habitat 


relationships in a much more detailed way than we have done with things like SEADESC.   


 


That paper has also been accepted and is in press.  I will show a couple of examples from both of 


those.  During the course of the project, we had a variety of meetings with a number of people on 


technical issues.  We found a number of problems with the original, not the original reports so 


much, but the original process, in terms of cleaning up submersible tracks. 
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We fixed those and automated them with the help of some mathematicians at UNC-W.  We had a 


number of issues with video analysis that required several meetings.  We have also been 


involved with the Deep Sea Coral Program at NOAA, which has an interest in doing something, 


which we are still calling SEADESC but a broader and actually now a national interest in 


bringing something like SEADESC into the Deep Sea Coral Program, so that every cruise and 


every ROV or submersible dive is documented in the same way.  


 


We are still working on that.  The two-page dive summary is still part of that but it has been 


expanded – I think Andy touched on this – to include much more detailed video annotation from 


these dives.  In the new part of the project we have so far completed 46 dive logs and I have a 


summary of those.   


 


This is just an example of the cover page for the fish ID guide and the number of species that we 


have in there.  There are several underwater photos of the fish and pointing out their taxonomic 


characteristics.  One thing I will point out is that we have placed a heavy emphasis on collecting 


material as we do video analysis so that we can document the video identifications.   


 


This has been a weak point in a lot of studies.  It is difficult to prove that you actually saw what 


you say you did.  Here is a listing of the dives we have incorporated in the new project and some 


that are remaining to be done.  Sandra generously contributed work from her 2005 and 2007 


projects where she was the lead PI, and she has been a big supporter of this process.   


 


We incorporated a number of her dives.  Most of these, even those four that say in progress, are 


actually I think now close to final review.  As time allows, we are going to try to incorporate – 


the 2010 dives here, I should say, came from the cruise that Andy David noted under the Deep 


Coral Program that she and I were the lead chief scientists for. 


 


Those are already done and in the program.  The 2009 cruise, those dives remain to be done and 


we will be working on those.  In addition, I fortuitously ran across a whole pile of old data from 


Charlie Paul, who is a geologist who did a lot of work on the Jacksonville area.  He published the 


first paper in 2000 on the Jacksonville lithoherms area. 


 


He was the one that proposed that there were as many as 22,000 individual mounds in that 


region.  Charlie‘s data was stored in a warehouse at MBARI, where he ended up when he moved 


from Chapel Hill.  A forklift backed into the pile of data and scattered it all over the floor, but he 


gathered it up and sent it all to me. 


 


This is quite a treasure trove of historical data that will document an additional number of sites in 


the Jacksonville area.  We hope to incorporate that.  Unraveling that box full of information is 


going to take some time, but we intend to tackle that at some point.  We have added 46 dives, as 


I have already said, to the existing 66 logs that were in the original publication.   Most of these 


were from off of the Florida East Coast.   


 


We hope to incorporate 44 more dives, so altogether we will more than double the existing 


documentation.  There is quite a bit of other data that could be added.  Originally SEADESC was 







                                                                                                               Coral AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                October 25-26, 2011  


                                           


79 


 


focused on underwater observations that actually could document the bottom, but it was also 


envisioned as an ongoing project that could incorporate a wide variety of historical data.   


 


This doesn‘t show up very well in this kind of format, but this is one of Sandra‘s 2005 dives, I 


believe, off of that Portales Terrace.  The format includes a large area map, a dive track map that 


is color-coded for habitat, standardized habitats, metadata on the dive itself, some additional dive 


data like temperature, starting and ending locations.  Geo-referenced photographs, these have the 


lat/long and it is noted on here where that photograph comes from.   


 


There are three more photographs on the second page.  If we know of literature – we didn‘t do an 


exhaustive literature search, but if we knew of major literature that was relevant to that area, we 


listed it, a brief biological summary of the video tape, brief physical summary and additional 


comments like the video tape sucked or something like that. 


 


Here is a slightly better one from a more recent dive.  I think this was a 2010 dive on the Ron 


Brown, and you can see this map is now a multi-beam shaded bathymetry map, much higher 


quality.  We have higher quality photos even though a lot of the Ron Brown data were somewhat 


marginal, we do have more clear photos.  These are a bit dark, same general format. 


 


We now have the ability to add multi-beam data to all of the historical sites with one exception.  


We have got multi-beam data on all the deep sea coral sites that we have worked on except the 


Savannah Banks.  The museum project that we did was to accumulate data on four hard coral 


species, Madrepora, Lophelia, and two species of Enallopsammia.   


 


From any major museum holding that we could find, that turned out to be basically four 


museums out of maybe eight or ten that we contacted.  I have a particular dislike for the dot 


distribution maps that are showing up everywhere.  They have marginal utility.  A lot of them are 


based on records that are not well documented, of unknown historical significance, and a lot of 


missing data and a lot of wrong data. 


 


What we set out to do was in this paper to determine what kinds of errors and problems there 


were with these sorts of data; and once we sorted that out, what their utility might be.  In the 


project we found 345 records of these four species, most of which were located at the 


Smithsonian, University of Miami Marine Lab, the Peabody Museum at Yale, and the Harvard 


Museum of Comparative Zoology. 


 


Most people, when they grab these kinds of data and plot them, simply go to the internet and 


grab the online available data sources.  Quite a lot of records are not available by internet 


because they are not catalogued and entered by the museums yet.  Most of these records were of 


dead material – I will show an example of that in a moment – and we could determine from the 


museum specimen with some degree of accuracy whether the specimen was collected alive or 


dead.   I think that is important or at least I think it is important when you come to using these 


kinds of specimens for modeling. 


 


These are a lot of the records that have gone into the kinds of habitat suitability modeling that 


Davies and Ganaut have published.  Most of these records were collected by mobile gear, 
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meaning trawls and dredges.  In relation to that the average – well, let me back up a second.  


Quite often you can‘t find the two points for a mobile piece of gear in these records.   


 


If you only have one location and you don‘t know whether it is the start of the end, it is almost 


impossible to find those data.  For a number of records where we could go to old cruise reports, 


we did a lot of investigation trying to find these things.  The average length of a trawl was 11 


kilometers and the range was 8 to 38 kilometers, and that sounds like a lot and it is.   


 


We actually had one record that was at 46 kilometers, which I think is probably wrong.  But what 


happened a lot of time in these exploratory surveys that people were going to take two hours to 


put down a trawl, they would tow it for two or three hours at 2 knots, so you cover a lot of 


territory.  Sometimes if they were going with the current, they went even faster.   


 


When you are considering these dots and what they might mean to the distribution of corals, 


what does it mean to collect a fragment of dead coral that might have occurred anywhere over 20 


kilometers?  I am not sure that means a whole lot compared to a submersible record that was 


collected at a single point and was live. 


 


These are the kinds of things I think that this information needs more evaluation. That is why I 


have flagged this bullet in red.  Just blowing up that central region, I am not sure that these 


colors show up very well but we were able to determine that some of these corals were collected 


alive and some were definitely collected dead. 


 


The stars, which don‘t show up well, are known coral sites that we have visited with 


submersibles.  Most of the dots don‘t correlate with that because they were collected with trawls.  


Most of our dives were accomplished in very rugged habitat, which was pretty much 


untrawlable, so the trawl gear avoided those. 


 


Most of the records in the region fall under the current axis of the Gulf Stream, and most of them 


fall within the known boundaries of the CHAPC.  But note here that is the shallow Jacksonville 


site and that is the offshore Jacksonville site here, and here and here are the Jacksonville sites we 


have dived, and that is the one we talked about today. 


 


We have a string of records that go inshore, and normally I would discount these.  I would say 


they are very questionable, but because of what we have seen in this area it could be that these do 


point to the occurrence of corals over a pretty large distribution.  With other information, these 


become more valuable.  I know I am spending a lot of time on that. 


 


Just real quickly, this is a blur of colors.  We picked one isolated coral mound where I think we 


had nine submersible dives.  All those submersible tracks are shown here.  We color-coded 


habitats, cleaned up the dive tracks, plotted the distributions of animals – the  dots on these maps 


are different sizes – and we modeled a variety of different aspects of the coral mounds based on 


mostly multi-beam bathymetry like slope and rigosity, bathymetric position indirects and 


correlated those with the animal distribution.  These are the kinds of details now that we expect 


other researchers to go into that are not part of a broader data base. 
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So just a few recommendations on this project to end; we are continuing to add new data.  


Originally this project was to include Oculina dive data, and we did include some Oculina data in 


the original test project, but we since have not been using Oculina data.  We could go back to the 


original dive logs and make some substantial improvements like underlaying those with real 


multi-beam bathymetry, which before we didn‘t have, so those maps are not very attractive nor 


as useful.  We could enhance the photos as well.   


 


The data base itself could use some improvement.  It is not necessarily the most user-friendly 


data base, so we could spend some more time with that.  The museum specimen evaluations 


could include additional species.  For instance, we didn‘t look at antipatharians, and it could also 


include sponges, so there is a lot of information to mine there.  But I would caution the same way 


with those as I did with those four corals that that information requires a lot of scrutiny.   


 


I should have added also that we actually visited the two major museums and handled each 


specimen.  If we couldn‘t find it, it was lost.  Interaction with the museum curators and 


photographing all those specimens was quite useful.  We would recommend republishing the 


SEADESC report at some point. 


 


I think hard copies have value but certainly an electronic version would be good.  One aspect of 


this project which we have not been able to deliver on was a demonstration web version that 


would allow some interactive manipulation of these data.  For some personnel reasons we simply 


haven‘t been able to pull that off.  We have substituted other data in place of that. 


 


However, that still is a valid way to go, and at some point we could see even things as fancy as 


fly-throughs.  Other people have done that kind of thing.  In a nutshell that is the project.  I think 


we ended this phase of the project in next March. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Steve, is there a spatial component like do you have shapefiles or KMZ files 


for different dive tracks? 


 


DR. ROSS:  Yes, this is all done in Arc GIS.  The analysis goes is actually done in Arc GIS, but, 


yes, there are shapefiles for all of the dive tracks.   


 


DR. BROOKE:  I am not a GIS person or a Google Earth person, but it seems like if Roger‘s 


project gets on track and becomes available, there might be a good place to interact the logs and 


also what we were talking about the law enforcement meeting as a forum for the regulated areas. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Steve, I guess after March, is there any perspective at this point or is it final? 


 


DR. ROSS:  That depends on money.  It may be to the council‘s interest or NOAA‘s interest, or 


we are not sure who is interested in continuing this.  Originally this project was a partnership 


with NOAA OER, which at that time was OE.  They had a vision of continuing this into the 


future and it replacing what they were using as an at- sea documentation.   


 


I think while that stalled out at one point, they have sort of come back to that within the Deep 


Sea Coral Program to be that documentation, but money just didn‘t continue from that source.  I 
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think there has been a lot of interest in it.  Certainly, the Deep Sea Coral Program is going to 


move parts of it forward under their own momentum at different parts of the country.  For this 


region it is unclear; there is still a lot to do. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, any other comments or considerations?  I‘m trying to consider if we have a 


recommendation that we could put forward on this.  I guess, Andy, I might ask you is the aspect 


that Steve just said relative to this potential for it, how does that integrate into what you 


presented earlier? 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  I think the recommendation that I have or the action item I have is to make 


sure that the ones that the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program is co-sponsoring, 


at least those get forwarded to the council for this region, or at least you are made aware of 


where they are archived.  When these projects get done – as these logs get done and they are 


archived – in the case of what I proposed before, we were looking at putting SEADESC logs in 


the NOAA Central Library, but we need to let you know when those things get archived. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Which ones are you referring to because the ones we have already done will go to 


the council? 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  Yes, the ones you have already done, but there are also ones that are coming 


that are being funded out of the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Right, and my thought was that they would also go to the council, but I didn‘t see 


any reason not to think that. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  There will be other ones done by other investigators, too, so if Steve will 


continue to do that; that is great.  We want that, but we will also make sure that the other ones 


that may or may not remember to send it to the council.  I think John Reed will and there are 


some that will, but maybe there won‘t be, too. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  A question for Andy; is the format going to be standardized, because the one 


that I have seen from John doesn‘t look like the ones that Steve has produced? 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  No, I would say that they are still – everybody has got a better idea of how to 


do this.  What worries us is that what Steve proposed as that rapid turnaround product turned into 


what they are calling Level 1 and Level 2.  Level 2 starts to have video annotation analysis as 


Steve put forward.   Plus, it started to change between different people, so you saw different 


categories, for example, of different fields.   


 


My recommendation to the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program is that if you 


want the web version, if you want a relational kind of data base where you can search and call up 


things and add things and have it accessible to a broad public audience, you have to have some 


standard structure in that and make it not standardized, but make it compatible so that they can 


create this national archive or resource.  That recommendation is before them.   
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I give the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program an A+ for intent and the amount of 


time and effort they are putting into it.  I give them probably a C in terms of being able to look 


ahead in terms of that kind of approach, being able to get ahead – and that is not their fault 


necessarily.   


 


It is a matter of resource and then having the people on staff who are IT people, who as anybody 


knows who has ever developed an IT product, you have to have all your requirements all laid out 


ahead of time and then you develop the product.  Now they are trying to do it kind of after the 


fact and it is going to be difficult, but we need to do it. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I have got a placeholder recommendation; because we talked about this before, 


about the council working with NOAA to ensure that there is the information exchange 


necessary that can benefit the council‘s mapping procedures and IMS.  I have that as an 


additional one that we will finalize for tomorrow.   


 


Especially also if that wording is needed, per se, or again if this is something that we know is 


going to occur and is absolutely necessary, but it will be there as a placeholder.  Thank you 


Steve, I appreciate that very much.  Next, Andy David is going to be speaking to us on a couple 


of topics regarding the South Atlantic MPAs and Deepwater Corals HAPCs, Characterization of 


Benthic Habitat and Fauna, as well as the second item that was on the list, Synthesis of 


Information on Octocoral Fishery. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Steve, I just wanted to clarify that Sandra will be providing your update on the 


SERMA Project tomorrow morning, correct? 


 


DR. ROSS:  Yes. 


 


MR. DAVID:  This will be quick, no slides.  I didn‘t really prepare a lengthy presentation for 


this.  All right, for the first one, which is the Deepwater MPAs, we started work in 2004.  We 


have had one cruise every year with the exception of 2005, when our ship time was a week after 


Hurricane Katrina and NOAA decided to send the ship over to the Gulf Coast and rescue people 


rather than take us out chasing fish. 


 


But what we have done is at the point we started, you had all the proposed options for the Shelf 


Edge MPAs, we were able to look at all of the ones between Jacksonville, Florida, and North 


Carolina.  The options off St. Lucie and the Keys we did not go to; they were just logistically too 


far from the other ones. 


 


We looked at all the options you had, which I believe was 11 options to start with, and then you 


increased the Jacksonville one to 6 options by itself.  We tried to include ROV dives in all of 


those spots with the intent that the ones that were not selected for closure would be our control 


sites, so we would have before and after a closure and open and closed areas. 


 


These were all ROV dives.  We patterned it on a project we had done in the Gulf of Mexico, 


which had a ten-year time series.  Those projects or those MPAs we had 100 percent multi-beam 
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coverage for.  We did a stratified random design and we used stationary video cameras.  It is a 


stationary array that had four cameras in it, principally for fish and not for habitat. 


 


The camera array worked very well, had no lights, made no sounds, and didn‘t alter fish behavior 


by its motion or lights or anything else, because we know that some of the fish that we are 


looking for are afraid of ROVs and flee the scene when it shows up.  Others are intrigued by it 


and are attracted to it.  We wanted to have as minimal impact on fish behavior as we could.   


 


That was our pattern; that was our goal.  In the South Atlantic we have very little multi-beam 


coverage at that time, and even currently we have – well, thanks to the navy we now have 100 


percent coverage of that North Florida site off Jacksonville.  We have maybe 10 or 15 percent of 


the one off Georgia and a little bit of one of the South Carolina ones. 


 


We don‘t have much on the Snowy Wreck; we don‘t have much on Edisto.  But still we try to go 


once a year and do an ROV survey, looking primarily for fish and habitat relationships.  The fish, 


of course, we are looking for are the five grouper and the two tilefish that the council established 


those MPAs for, although we do count and try to identify every fish we see.  We provide an 


annual report to the council when we do those projects.   


 


I guess the most interesting thing is probably the lionfish.  Those MPAs are in the lionfish depth 


zone and we have seen huge variations in them.  They haven‘t been continually upwards.  They 


were rising every year for a while.  We even had one – you know, order of magnitude increase 


from one year to the next, but they have fallen off a little bit so maybe they have reached some 


sort of maximum and are falling off. 


 


Now that is a project, like I said, that started in ‘04, and it is now funded again.  We had a hiatus 


in funding this year, but the coral program is now funding it through the council.  We have 


submitted our proposals to the council and the council presented those to NOAA and NOAA 


funded them.  They can‘t give the money to the council and have the council give it back to us so 


they give it to us directly.  It is an odd triangle, but it is just the way some of these things work. 


 


All right, the last one, the Synthesis of Information on the Octocoral Fishery, well, that was 


interesting to hear that this morning.  We were aware that the Gulf Council had relinquished 


some of their control to the South Atlantic Council.  Now it looks like you may be relinquishing 


it to the state of Florida for management, which probably is a good idea since most of the fishery 


is in state waters rather than federal waters. 


 


Seeing the interest there and the SSC‘s questions about the quota, we put another small proposal 


in and it was also accepted for funding beginning with work next year.  We haven‘t done 


anything on it yet, but we are prepared.  Our first thing is to make sure we know how to identify 


these shallow octocorals. 


 


It seems quite a bit of the existing identification is almost color metric, the orange ones and the 


purple ones and the squishy blue ones.  We would like to come up with correct types and   


identifications for them.  Chuck Messing down at Nova Southeastern, we have contracted with 


him to have a workshop with some experts that he has assembled from I guess the whole 







                                                                                                               Coral AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                October 25-26, 2011  


                                           


85 


 


hemisphere and not just the country; to work with existing samples they have and photographs 


and come up with the stock identification guide that can both be used online or hard copy; that 


can be used in the field by port agents who are looking through the marine life catches when the 


trip tickets are reported through the state fisheries landings data system. 


 


That workshop is coming up very soon, and I know there will be some people a couple seats 


down from me I hope who can be involved with that.  We have high expectations for that.  The 


rest of the Octocoral Project will be to try to use that identification guide and look at the existing 


state of Florida records and back-calculate what the species landing were based upon the 


taxonomic or color records or whatever the morphological descriptions were that is in the 


landings, so we can see about reconstruction, some of the catches, also look at some of the life 


history estimates or characteristics of these species, how they are collected in the marine life 


trade.   


 


We certainly don‘t think there is any problem there.  This is an aesthetic fishery; they are not 


clear-cutting, they are very selective in picking just a few colonies from the populations, but that 


is not documented so we would like to try to work on documenting that. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Andy, what is the geographic range and bathymetric range of this document that 


Chuck is putting together? 


 


MR. DAVID:  Geographically it is where the fishery is, the Marine Life Fishery, so it is probably 


no further north than Broward County and the Keys, and in the Gulf it is probably not past Ten 


Thousand Islands.  Depth range, it is hand collected by divers so it is probably out – how deep do 


you go, 30, 40 meters?   


 


DR. FEDDERN:  It goes up to at least Boca Raton, probably – not Boca Raton but West Palm. 


 


MR. DAVID:  So it is pretty extreme southern Florida and pretty extreme shallow by the 


definitions or what we have been talking about today. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I just had a question maybe you or Henry can answer about the landings.  Does 


the landings data include whether it is a whole colony or a branch clipped from a colony; how is 


that – 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I don‘t think anybody sells the branches; it‘s just whole colonies.  The problem 


with the data is that site – well, it is a purple color forming, it is a purple category.  There could 


be many species in there.  The thing is that since it is a demand fishery, the assemblage of 


species and the numbers of each species that is incorporated in that category varies constantly.  It 


would be very difficult to extract any numbers of a particular species of that. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  How about size; is that recorded as well? 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I collect very few larger than 15 inches.  Number one, that is the size of the 


box.  I have on a few occasions in the Republic of Korea caught 3 footers, but then I have to curl 


them around in the box, and it is basically one per box, very expensive, basically for public 
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aquaria and research and stuff like that.  But the most of them are anywhere between 4 inches to 


about 12 inches is about the ideal size, up to 15 inches. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Just a quick question about the MPA monitoring; I thought I recall seeing a 


report like a white paper or a technical report that was put together, maybe by you and Stacey, 


that – and I know that you didn‘t have as robust as a data set that you wanted, but that it seemed 


to suggest that the MPAs were like working n regards of fulfilling the objectives as set forth to 


help bring more snapper grouper species into – 


 


MR. DAVID:  They have very long lifespans, and we have seen increases in some of the targeted 


five grouper and two tilefish fish species.  To say definitively that it is due to the MPAs and not 


some other variance that is naturally occurring, we would be hesitant to make that claim yet.  I 


know in the Gulf we saw significant increases in over a ten-year period.  The rate of increase – 


when the populations overall were increasing in the Gulf, the rate of increase in the closed areas 


was significantly higher than outside.   


 


The rate of increase inside was 19 percent; the rate of increase in the open to fishing areas was 


1.6 percent.  In years when there have been declines, the decline inside the closed area has been a 


slower rate of decline than the area in the open fishing areas.  These have not been closed for 


very long, so it is probably pretty early to say that the closures have had an impact that you can 


see in adult grouper that are – these are spawning areas, or some of these areas are spawning 


grounds, most likely.  Those are old fish.   


 


Those were in existence long before the closure started, but that is certainly what the goal is.  We 


found in the Gulf probably the most important factor on whether the MPA is working or not is 


the level of compliance, which isn‘t strictly enforcement but how well do people self-police 


themselves and not fish in the closed areas.   


 


They aren‘t very big, it is not a great demand to ask people not to fish in them but it is hard to 


keep everybody out.  If you have VMS, that will help a lot.  VMS has just started in the Gulf and 


that is showing an improvement in the compliance rate.  That is certainly what you hope to see.  I 


think in the Atlantic there is a better chance of getting good estimates on success when the time 


series is more than a couple of years old.  You have before and after the closure at the same 


spots. 


 


Most MPA analyses are faulted because they are looking at – they start when the MPA is 


inactive and they look inside the MPA and outside the MPA.  That is the comparison, not the 


same spot with closure and without closure.  No matter how similar you try to pick your inside 


and outside spots, they are different.  


 


Here with 5 or 6 years of pre-closure data and now a couple of years of post-closure data.  I think 


some of those criticisms can be alleviated.  But we would still really like to have maps of all the 


areas so we can use a less behaviorally modifying survey tool; less ROVs, more stationary 


cameras. 
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DR. BROOKE:  One last question.  There is some anecdotal information that the big grouper eat 


lionfish.  In fact they eat dead lionfish and whether they eat live lionfish is up for debate.  Is it 


too early to say whether the presence of the bigger fish inside is controlling the lionfish?  You 


said they kind of reached a plateau.  Do you think that is what is going on? 


 


MR. DAVID:  Probably so because the grouper we have seen inside have not been really large.  


Mostly it is – I mean, we see a lot of scamp,  That is probably the dominant grouper, but that is 


not one of the five grouper species, Warsaw, yellowedge, speckled hind, misty and snowy; and 


golden and blueline tilefish.  Scamp are probably the biggest; they are the most dominant of the 


groupers and they are not big enough to eat these lionfish.   


 


We haven‘t seen any lionfish predation and we are doing a non-destructive sampling.  We are 


not catching any fish so we are not looking at gut contents.  The anecdotal reports we hear about 


lionfish predation is also – it is really good if you wound one, it doesn‘t have much of a chance.  


Eels will eat them, grouper will eat them, other things will eat them, but healthy live ones seem 


to be pretty predation resistant.   


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Something is happening in the Upper Keys because I see very few lionfish in 


Hawk Channel, very, very few, or even on the shallow edge.  Most of the ones I see are under the 


bridges.  Why is it that they are not in all these patch reefs in the Hawk channel?  Something is 


happening to them. 


 


MR. DAVID:  Where they are native, they don‘t have these huge population increases as we see 


here.   There is something controlling them, whether it is an early life history stage or something. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Are they doing any studies out in the Pacific to find out what is controlling 


them? 


 


MR. DAVID:  I don‘t know.  I suspect you could get a lot of volunteers to go over to the 


Western Pacific and dive around and look for them, but I am not sure. 


 


MR. McFALL:  Typically they are thought to be resource limited in their natural environment, 


so competition with each other keeps their numbers low. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Henry, a point to that and knowing what we see off Miami-Dade and Broward 


County over the last two to three years literally has been an explosion and expansion both in 


density and coverage of the lionfish.  Where they used to be restricted more or less to the 


deepwater wrecks, they are now on natural reefs up into 45 feet or so.   


 


Unfortunately, what we are looking at we think is just a time expansion as they move in and 


become either more adept or more adapted to the other reef resources that they unfortunately – 


we find them in canals in Miami-Dade, that are canals off the Biscayne Bay.  They have been 


pretty much expanding throughout the range.   


 


The restrictions – because I remember when they first came in, I think it was in the deepwater 


areas off of North Carolina is one of the first areas that they were first found and I thought, oh, 
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great, they are a deepwater fish and they will be contained there.  That unfortunately didn‘t 


remain that way. 


 


MR. DAVID:  In Panama City we had our first ones in November of last year.  The last time we 


were at Pulley Ridge at the southern end of the Gulf, when we were there we saw none and we 


looked very hard.  They were there a month ago and saw hundreds.  Once they arrive, they 


exploit the area quickly.   


 


Lionfish isn‘t one of our focuses, by any means, but we do see a lot of them on that MPA project 


so we take all of the data that we have on lionfish, size, position, depths, photographs, and we 


send it to the Beaufort Lab, which there is a split NOS/Fisheries Lab there and the NOS group is 


working on lionfish, so we send them our data to add to theirs and try to bolster their data set.  


Theirs is mostly diver collected; ours is a little bit deeper and all ROV collected. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, thank you, I appreciate it, Andy.  Moving on, we have a couple more things 


we would like to try to accomplish today, and then we will be breaking for the day.  Next 


Jocelyn will give some information on an update for the Fisheries Habitat Conservation Division 


of NOAA. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Usually at these meetings I provide an update on some important essential 


fish habitat consultations that our office is engaged in that pertain to coral resources.  I picked 


four projects and I am going to go through them pretty quickly, but if you have any questions 


feel free to ask. 


 


Actually, I threw this slide up first as a followup to one of the conversations or discussions that 


we had earlier today, which maybe helps to better describe what the difference is between a coral 


HAPC and an EFH-based HAPC.  With all of the coral HAPCs now falling under an EFH-based 


HAPC designation, we will have a better tool in our toolbox to address these non-fishing 


impacts.   


 


Like we discussed earlier, many of the habitats found within a coral HAPC are also EFH and 


EFH-based HAPCs, and the Essential Fish Habitat Consultation requirements provide a 


framework to help guide how impacts to these habitats are regulated.  The first project I thought 


would be of interest to the Coral Advisory Panel, which I actually presented on a few years ago 


when our meeting was off the Lockwood Drive Hotel, what is BOEMRE, which was formerly 


known as Minerals Management Service, BOEMRE is the Bureau of Ocean Energy 


Management Regulation and Enforcement.   


 


In May of 2011 they put forth a notice of intent to prepare an environmental assessment to 


describe the environmental impacts associated with issuing a lease to Florida Atlantic University.  


Florida Atlantic University, formerly known as The Center of Ocean Energy and Technology, 


has recently switched names to the Southeast National Marine Renewable Energy Center. 


 


There are a few of these centers around the country and they have a consistent naming that is set 


forth and encouraged by the Department of Energy that funds a lot of the startup work.  There is 


essentially three OCS blocks, Outer Continental Shelf blocks, that they are requesting for a lease 
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to install some marine hydrokinetic testing activities, and the depth range in this area is between 


262 to 363 meters, and this is located offshore of Ft. Lauderdale.  


 


This is a design of what it is that they are proposing to deploy.  It is essentially a platform to 


measure various things.  We have provided some comments in response to this notice of intent to 


prepare an environmental assessment on the types of things that we would like to see addressed 


in the environmental assessment. 


 


First, here is the concern – and this is kind of one of the reasons why I have been asking about 


having a simple map that shows what areas have been mapped, what areas haven‘t been mapped 


where we know there are deepwater corals present; just general simple, presence/absence data, 


because we use this information in the simplest form.   


 


This is a map made using Google Earth Pro, using shapefiles.  You can see the three black boxes 


are the three lease areas, and they are within the coral habitat area of particular concern, and that 


magenta purple-type shape area is one of the allowable golden crab areas.  Actually all of the 


other non-green colored shapes are all various golden crab fishing areas.  Just a closer look, the 


closest leased block is approximately 2.7 miles away from the closest allowable fishing area.   


 


I know you can‘t read this, but these are just some general types of information that we have 


requested that these items be included within their environmental assessment; one being a habitat 


mapping, a resource characterization report.  We have worked very closely with John Reed in 


using some of the – because he has done some of the mapping associated with some of the other 


energy development activities that were proposed or are still proposed on our outer continental 


shelf.  Sandra, I know you have been involved in some of that work as well with Chuck Messing. 


 


We have worked together to help guide the FAU in this case, and BOEMRE, the Bureau of 


Ocean Energy Management, into giving them some specifics on what we would like to see in 


that habitat mapping and resource characterization report.  We have also asked for them to 


develop a biological monitoring plan and then also an installation, operation and removal plan.   


 


At this point I am not sure what the schedule is or when we will have a copy of the 


environmental assessment to review, but at that time it might be appropriate for the council to 


submit comments on that if we think that is appropriate.  I can help keep the council informed on 


that schedule. 


 


I am going to be shifting gears now and talking more about some port activities.  We have three 


major seaports in southeast Florida, Port of Miami, Port Everglades and also the Port of Palm 


Beach.  They are all in various stages of planning, expansion, activities.  The Port of Miami and 


Port Everglades are approximately 24 nautical miles apart.  


 


They are both in different stages of planning pretty aggressive widening and deepening activities 


to accommodate larger ships, referred to as Post Panamax, that are too big to fit through the 


current depths and widths of the Panama Canal.  I m going to talk a little bit about Port of Miami, 


which is further along in the planning process, and then Port Everglades, which is not as far 


along. 
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Our consultation history is that in March 2003 the Army Corps of Engineers published the Draft 


Environmental Impact Statement, and that is when the National Marine Fisheries Service 


reviewed the project and provided our Essential Fish Habitat Conservation Recommendations.  


Since February of 2004, there has been little to no dialogue between NOAA Fisheries and the 


Army Corps of Engineers. 


 


However we are in the process of – by the end of next week we are going to be communicating 


with the Army Corps of Engineers about some issues that have been raised recently regarding 


updated information.  It is not that the impacts have changed.  The design of the proposed 


preferred alternative hasn‘t changed, but our ability to better detect impacts has changed.   


 


In particular there was a NOAA hydrographic survey completed in 2009 to a very high 


resolution.  Based on that survey, there is an area within the Port of Miami entrance channel that 


when we reviewed the Environmental Impact Statement in 2003 it was characterized as being 


previously dredged. 


 


Reviewing this data, we realized it doesn‘t exhibit some of the dredged signature scarring that 


you see in areas that have been dredged.  We are looking at potentially an additional 1.4 acres of 


coral reef impact that have not been previously dredged, and we are requesting that the Army 


Corps consult for those impacts with us under the Essential Fish Habitat Consultation 


Requirements.  This is just kind of a quick figure.  This was from the 2003 Environmental 


Impact Statement, and that area in a red box is the area that is of concern that was identified as 


being a previously dredged area.   


 


Then this is from the NOAA hydrographic survey, the same area as in the red box.  This is a 


closer up image.  It just doesn‘t exhibit the same type of scarring that you see.  This is really hard 


to see from this view, but it doesn‘t appear to be dredged.  Actually, Dave and his lab have done 


some dives in the area.   


 


From what I understand, habitat quality-wise it is certainly not the best coral reef out there.  It is 


within an existing shipping channel and it has a pretty high degree of sedimentation, but there are 


coral resources there that we believe should be part of an essential fish habitat consultation for 


the project. 


 


We are also asking the Army Corps to fulfill some commitments that they provided to us in the 


final EIS regarding coordinating a compensatory mitigation plan; also issues that pertain to coral 


relocation, and we also believe that additional coordination is needed on monitoring related to 


this project. 


 


Kind of related, since we are in the Miami area, I thought I would include a slide of this.  This is 


the U.S. Coast Guard designated anchorage off the Port of Miami.  This was designated in the 


1960s.  I am not sure if you guys recall the year, but as you can see the area in red is coral reef 


habitat.  It is currently sited over – well, it has always been sighted over 700 acres of coral reef 


habitat. 
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It has been in place since the 1960s, so we suspect that the habitats are probably degraded to 


probably various extents.  We have been working with the Coast Guard and other agency 


stakeholders in looking at plans to relocate this anchorage.  We were able to -- a partnership- 


driven effort, largely led by the state of Florida and researchers at NECRI and the U.S. Coast 


Guard, we were able to successfully relocate an anchorage located off Port Everglades back in 


2009 that was also a threat to coral reefs. 


 


This is kind of the next attempt at relocating this anchorage.  We are evaluating different options 


on how we can encourage the Coast Guard to make a change in this area.  As far as the 


consultation requirements under essential fish habitat rules and Section 7 of the Endangered 


Species Act, there has to be a federal nexus in order for a consultation to be triggered.  


 


In this case the designation occurred in the 1960s, but it is the daily operation that is 


continuously affecting listed species and their critical habitat and essential fish habitats that we 


believe requires consultation.  This is also kind of hard to see, but some of the habitat 


characterization work or acropora surveys that were done associated with the Port of Miami, 


judging and some conducted by some folks in Steve‘s division, is that there are some server 


coordinate colonies located in pretty close proximity to the existing anchorage. 


 


There haven‘t been any coral surveys done beside the mapping work within the anchorage, but 


we suspect – I know you can‘t see this, but right here there are these green dots here along the 


inner reefs and see how this feature extends into the anchorage that we suspect that you would 


find acropora in particular in this area as well. 


 


There are also categories of EFH located within this anchorage.  Like I said, it is the daily 


activities, the anchoring, and the chain sweep that is probably causing this adverse affect, which 


then requires the lead federal agency, in this case the Coast Guard, to do a consultation with our 


office. 


 


Then finally one of the largest projects that is on the horizon is planned expansion at Port 


Everglades, which is located just to the north of Port of Miami.  This particular map, you can see 


this box right here is the existing channel configuration, so deepening and widening is what is 


planned.   


 


Right here we have the outer reef here in yellow, and so this darker yellow area is area of outer 


reef that would be completely dredged, and this orange area is middle reef, which would also be 


dredged or eliminated if this project moves forward.  I just included a couple of slides on other 


habitats as well, but there are some pretty major substantial seagrass impacts as well.   


 


As you can see, we are dealing with a lot of the halophila species.  They are very spatially and 


temporally dynamic, and this time series kind of illustrates.  You can see in particular, if you 


look in this area right here, that there have been some pretty dramatic changes.  One thing that 


our office has been doing is putting together some cumulative cover estimates for seagrass 


species.  In the entire project area, it looks like there is approximately 19 acres of seagrass. 
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Not all of that was within the dredge footprint but it is a pretty large area. There are also some 


mangrove impacts, including an area that was previously constructed as a mangrove mitigation 


area.  But back to the coral reef impacts, we are looking at approximately about 20.3 acres of 


coral reef impacts. 


 


Then these other areas represent an indirect impact zone that is defined by 150 meters; and the 


area of indirect impacts, if it is contained within this area could also be pretty substantial, around 


the order of 90 acres.  Based on some work that the Army Corps contracted, it looks like there 


are approximately over 157,000 corals located within the direct impact areas. 


 


The corals are composed of what you would typically find on Southeast Florida coral reefs, 29 


species of hard corals, 12 genera of octocorals.  Notably absent from the studies that are 


available are large barrel sponges from the middle reef, large corals greater than 50 centimeters, 


but we don‘t have a lot of information. 


 


We actually have only really one study that was done in this area that was contracted by the 


Army Corps.  We have some dive reports from other state agency representatives that have been 


to different parts of the project as well.  Just kind of part of this effort we are working with – I  


know you can‘t see this, but we are working with our restoration center and doing a habitat 


equivalency analysis that looks at coral colony years lost.   


 


Through this what we are doing is looking at some of the data from the Army Corps surveys, 


species and size class data, and we are determining how many corals and what size classes are,  


massive versus brooding versus branching corals.  Most of the corals in the project area are 


considered massive corals.  There aren‘t really many branching corals.  As kind of an initial cut 


of gathering information to do this type of habitat equivalency analysis just based on normal 


growth rates, this doesn‘t consider any recruitment periods or anything like that, but at a 


minimum we are looking at over a million years of coral growth that would be lost by this 


project within the coral area. 


 


We are what is considered as a cooperating agency under the National Environmental Policy Act 


for the development of this Environmental Impact Statement.  Broward County is also a 


cooperating agency and the state of Florida is as well.  Kate, I think your group has seen portions 


of the EIS.   


 


What that means is that it doesn‘t restrict our ability to object to the final outcome, but it means 


that we have some specialized expertise that the Army Corps of Engineers may want to tap into 


in developing the environmental impact statement.  We have reviewed two versions of the EIS 


and we aren‘t having much traction with the Army Corps.   


 


They have made 20 percent of the changes that we have asked, so based on this we are expecting 


that the public version of the EIS will come in early 2012 and we have informed the Army Corps 


that we will – if this trend continues that we will exercise our right to refer the matter to the 


Council on Environmental Quality, which is an executive office under the White House. 
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They are essentially the NEPA police for the National Environment Policy Act.  They write the 


regulations associated with the National Environmental Policy Act.  We have many issues that 


we are working out on the project.  But the main one is this one here, or one of the main ones is  


that the Army Corps is not including – see, this is where the dredge would essentially stop, and 


they are not including these areas right here where I am scrolling as impact areas. 


 


We believe that these areas will be heavily impacted by the dredging activities.  This is just one 


example of one of the issues that we are raising with the Army Corps.  Next steps; we are 


working on developing a coral reef restoration inventory.  The Army Corps of Engineers has 


proposed creating boulder piles with spoil material that they dredged from the dredging and 


placing them in designated areas to create I guess artificial reefs. 


 


We are working on the habitat equivalency analysis.  We are working on a coral reef restoration 


inventory which will essentially present some other options based on the needs of the ecosystem 


that would be better compensatory mitigation options.  Part of our role is making sure that the 


full costs of the project are incorporated in the environmental impact statement.   


 


Whatever the final impacts are, the true costs of doing the compensatory mitigation to fully 


offset those lost ecological services is included within all of the appropriate budgeting, exercises 


and cost benefit analysis.  We are looking at different ways to do mitigation.  One may include a 


coral nursery approach. 


 


The next step is the draft public version of the EIS.  We are expecting to see it in early 2012.  


The schedule has been very dynamic and always seems to be changing, but we will certainly 


keep the Coral Advisory Panel advised on next steps and any opportunities to provide comments.  


And that is it. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Sobering is I guess the way to summarize some of that.  Comments? 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I‘d have other words as well. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  When I worked for the state, this was going on in 2006, and I think one of the 


reasons it got derailed was because the mitigation was just too expensive.  Do you see this being 


derailed again or is it going to go through this time?  Do you have a sense of whether this process 


is moving or whether it is going to stay static permanently? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I don‘t know.  There has been a lot of interesting articles in the media.  I 


don‘t know how good of a reference that is, but they have interviewed some poor economists 


that have said there really is no value in trying to develop Peninsula Florida as the shipping 


destination for the world. 


 


Just because we are located at the tip of a peninsula, to have two major seaports located 24 miles 


apart just doesn‘t make economic sense.  We don‘t have the associated rail, highway, other 


infrastructure to get those goods and services that are brought into other areas.  They are 


definitely – they have had some poor economists question the need to do both projects. 
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It looks like Port of Miami is on a trajectory towards construction; so if it had to be one or the 


other, that one has less direct impacts to coral reef habitats, but we will have to see.  I think what 


Congress wants will ultimately be what they authorize under the Water Resources Development 


Act will ultimately dictate where this is going.  There is a lot of conflicting local politics 


regarding the matter as well. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  There is for the Port of Miami.  They are planned to actually have a lease of a 


contract in January of 2012 with the construction to begin in the summer or fall of 2012 to be 


completed by 2014.  If I remember, ‗14 is when Panamax is opening and that is when they need 


to be ready.   


 


They have gone through the planning and everything else relative to these areas and specifically 


to Florida.  The present governance in Florida is very favorable for continuation of these jobs or 


projects and they bring jobs type of format.  As a matter of fact, the governor fronted the expense 


for the Port of Miami construction from state funds when the Corps said that they were not able 


to come forward with it.  Some of this, as Jocelyn said, the state and federal congressional status 


and appearance on these projects will probably be a large determinant as how much gets done. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I think, Jocelyn, you had a recommendation that you wanted the panel to 


consider. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Well, I think it was more related to when the environmental impact statement 


is released.  There have been on occasion instances where the Coral AP helps draft a letter to be 


sent on behalf of the council related to these projects, so I think this would be a good candidate.  


There is likely an upcoming opportunity for the council to chime in, so it is something that I 


think we should be mindful of. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that is something that we can have down as a bullet point for ourselves to 


be aware of it.  I am sure the council will assist us in making those things aware to us.  I actually 


kind of knocked out a quick little thing that I will again defer to the council as far as if this 


oversteps our authority or ability; to recommend that the council coordinate with BOEMRE to 


affect requests for usage or lease areas within CHAPCs to have sufficient and appropriate habitat 


mapping characterization monitoring and assessment and installation and removal plan; to just 


bring that forward that it is the council‘s opinion that these are necessary things especially within 


any of the HAPCs. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Yes, and I know for the past couple years Roger has been looking into 


revising the Energy Policy Statement, so that would certainly be something that would be good 


to add as a revision to the council‘s Energy Policy Statement.  If the schedule for that has fallen 


off the priorities list, maybe something separate would be helpful.   


 


Department of Energy is doing a study.  Are you involved in that one, Sandra?  Department of 


Energy has funded a siting study.  They are doing some data mining and some mapping work to 


identify sites on the outer continental shelf that are suitable for alternative energy development.  I 


guess we might talk about that tomorrow during the task force, because a presentation was 


delivered on that at the task force meeting last week, so we can get into that more tomorrow.  
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Hopefully this will help encourage developers to want to build in areas where there aren‘t user of 


natural resource conflicts. 


 


(Whereupon, an off-the-record discussion was held.) 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think a brief discussion or discussion afterward as to whether there are either 


appropriate actions or recommendations that might be forthcoming based on that. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, thank you, Steve.  I do know the Coral AP has been involved in the 


development of the invasive species policies.  This is something the council finalized during 


September of last year after thoughtful deliberation with how to deal with, in laymen‘s terms, the 


orange cup coral, so that was a consideration in CE-BA, the second ecosystem amendment, 


whether or not that was something the council was going to exclude from the Coral Fishery 


Management Plan for the allowance of harvest, and also with snapper grouper management 


discussions on the invasive lionfish.   


 


With assistance from the Coral AP and also the Habitat AP, Myra primarily developed the policy 


with assistance from James Morris, who is with the National Ocean Service and has conducted a 


lot of research on invasive lionfish, and also Ron Lukens, and they both sit on the South Atlantic 


and Gulf Regional Aquatic Nuisance Panel. 


 


The policies were developed and actually finalized.  I am not aware if you have seen the final 


versions.  The policy was split into two, one addressing invasive marine species and the other 


addressing invasive estuarine species, but they both identify possible threats and provide guiding 


principles. 


 


I wanted basically to provide a brief overview for the marine policies specifically and why the 


council with regards to the orange cup coral decided to not exclude this from the coral fishery 


management plan.  As you know, it is the state of Florida‘s approach to not prohibit harvest of 


this species under their Marine Life Fishery Rule.  


 


This is because it presents problems for law enforcement, who would have to be trained in 


identification of this species, and also with how to differentiate the orange cup coral with other 


stony corals.  As such, the council chose to refrain from going against the state of Florida‘s 


rationale there.  That was one consideration they had. 


 


Also, Dr. Tonya Shearer, she is with Georgia Tech, she came to the June council meeting last 


year in Orlando when they were again discussing whether or not to exclude the orange cup coral 


from the coral FMP.  She presented some of her research and indication that this may actually 


serve as an important habitat to juvenile reef fish; evidence where this was found in areas where 


there was no other habitat, so an attractant more or less for some of the juvenile snapper grouper 


species. 


 


Also, the council had some discussions about the scenario where harvest would be allowed of 


this species.  There was some concern about this possibly accelerating the distribution of the 
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orange cup coral if harvesters collected for the marine life trade and at a later time they were 


subsequently dumped back into the water column.  There was that concern as well.   


 


Also, I guess, finally, I would just say that they had the discussion about the overall premise of 


the Magnuson Act, which is to conserve species because they require conservation and 


management.  The council went down the route of allowing harvest of a species like lionfish or 


the orange cup coral.  I guess lionfish is separate, because it is not included under a fishery 


management plan, but the orange cup coral is.   


 


They would subsequently have to develop all of the requirements under the Magnuson Act, 


which are, as you know, acceptable biological catch recommendations, annual catch limits, 


overfishing levels, and a whole plethora of other things that they have grappled with providing 


for all the snapper grouper species of late. 


 


I really just kind of wanted to give you an update on that.  I know during your last meeting you 


did make the recommendation that the council consider excluding the orange cup coral from the 


plan to possibly consider some eradication strategies and plans by other entities, so again just an 


update there.   


 


If you have any questions about either of the policies, I did include them in your briefing book.  


Also James Morris with the National Ocean Service, he is coming to our December council 


meeting to provide the council with an update on his latest and greatest research in the realm of 


lionfish.   


 


It could also be an appropriate avenue for revisions you may suggest or anything actually the 


Coral AP wants to recommend, that would be an appropriate time for me to address that with our 


council.  I wasn‘t planning to go through the policies in detail, but I can certainly do that if you 


would like. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We will see how much of it comes into play.   


 


DR. FEDDERN:  My concern is orange cup coral is inevitably going to get onto natural 


substrate.  My reason is that when the Coast Guard or researchers who have habitats underwater 


raise the equipment up, clean it off, and either transport it to another area or put it back down, the 


corals that are scraped off are going to be dumped overboard or get loose overboard and they are 


going to settle onto natural bottom.   


 


If they are still alive, they are going to then start growing there.  I think it is inevitable that they 


are going to get onto natural bottom sooner or later.  I think in that case then it would be a good 


idea to remove them from the coral plan so we could figure out how to keep them suppressed.  


Alternatively if that is a good habitat for other fishes, maybe we should be encouraging that, but 


then, of course, since these corals kill other corals we might end up with an orange reef rather 


than a natural coral reef.  It is a hard question to answer; what do we do? 
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MR. BLAIR:  I think some of that was kind of one of the purposes for just having us to see if  


there is a review to see if there was any consideration or other information or action or 


recommendations. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  You can‘t even figure out how to kill the corals now because they are still in 


the plan. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right, and I know if I remember correctly our considerations at the last was 


whether or not it was appropriate.  This is a question also to Anna.  I believe our discussions 


were considering the removal of that species from the management plan; and if we do that, 


would that not forego the need for the various catch limit and sustainable yield calculations and 


so forth. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, so ultimately it would have to be removed from the plan in order to be 


excluded. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Explicitly excluded from the fishery.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, correct.  


 


MR. BLAIR:  Some of this really comes up to the policy itself provides different additional 


potential actions for invasive species in a general sense and not just the orange cup coral but for 


all the nasty little species like lionfish, including removal of invasive species as a compensatory 


mitigation measure and other aspects that would be actively seeking to remove that species from 


the area. 


 


As it was discussed and kind of brought forth, I just wanted to bring it up to the panel to see if 


there are any additional considerations at this time or if any recommendations that the panel 


wishes to make regarding the status of this species.  Although I was not necessarily – I don‘t 


think of marine species having a huge pool of invasive species.   


 


The plan points out and refers to 72 invasive marine species in the council‘s realm, which is 


pretty significant.  Now, that is inclusive of all fish and invertebrates and so forth.  This really is 


just open for discussion as to whether there is any thought as to action at this time to consider an 


activity that would allow for take and removal; or as has been promoted as well, there is also a 


sense that at this point in time especially – by that meaning some of the levels of hard corals that 


exist, that any coral is good coral; however, preemption of it would definitely serve to possibly 


minimize any other recoveries that may occur in a natural sense. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I think since we don‘t know what invasive species are going to occur next 


year, it might be a good idea to have a blanket amendment to all of the fishery plans that invasive 


species are not included in the fishery plans, so then there can be quick action to combat them. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The inclusion of this is almost happenstance, but most of the other fisheries plans 


are explicit about the species that are covered; whereas, the coral management plan is all stony 


corals without designation as to native or otherwise, so it is kind of a happenstance.  The others 
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by the natures of their plans have already done – they are protecting the native species, the 


natural species, where this one inadvertently includes potential exotics. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Right now, currently the management plan for stony corals is simply you can‘t 


take stony corals, right, but is there anything that would be species-specific in the sense that a 


tubastrea is still included in the measurement plan, but that plan is not no take but involves some 


type of actually management of the take?   


 


I am just concerned about that with just removal of these species from management plans, that 


we are opening ourselves up to some negative impacts associated with that.  I think right now we 


are fairly – there is absolutely nothing positive about invasives, but we are fortunate that the two 


invasives that we are discussing today are both fairly easy to identify and are fairly distinct from 


our native species, but I don‘t think that is going to be – I think that is fortunate now, but I don‘t 


think it is going to be the rule in the future. I think we have to be careful about just defining 


something as invasive and then immediately removing them from any management plan. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I again go with guidance from the council, but I would imagine that it would be a 


potential alternative to have that we use this in a managed sense, but we would then have to 


define what the allowable catch limits, the maximum sustainable yield, and the various other 


fisheries measures that are necessary for it.  Some of those can be extremely high if our purpose 


really is an attempt to eradication.  But there is a lot of effort, a lot of work and so forth to that 


end as well.  I believe it is an option and we can kind of flesh that out to see if that is something 


that is a viable path. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think if the Coral AP wants to make a recommendation as such, that would be 


the avenue to pursue here.  With the development of these policies, it is kind of like a guiding 


document for the council right now.  They haven‘t really grappled in too much detail with 


invasive species as far as removing them, dealing with future management mechanisms.  Any 


recommendations the Coral AP wants to provide in that capacity would be a good idea. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  This is a tricky one.  If I recall, the reasons to keep it in the FMP, law 


enforcement was one of them.  Well, this is a fairly distinctive species.  I think law enforcement 


could be – they are not stupid, there is nothing really like it, I don‘t think, cladophora possibly.  I 


think it is fairly distinctive.  Law enforcement could identify it. 


 


Right now tubastrea is only on artificial reef substrates and we don‘t really know why.  I 


understand people harvesting it and then dumping it or cleaning it off, as Henry said, but then 


would it settle on natural substrate?  Why isn‘t it settling on natural substrate now when it has 


larvae in the water column?  That is a huge unknown.  What is this animal doing?   


 


The other thing what was the other problem – oh, the snapper grouper juvenile habitat.  I don‘t 


know, I wouldn‘t say that that is a good reason not to try and get rid of an invasive species.  We 


don‘t know what its impact is going to be on the habitat.  I don‘t see that having it as a potential 


juvenile habitat from one researcher really justifies maintaining and managing an invasive 


species.   
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My personal inclination would be to kick it out, but I can‘t really explain why.  I can see reasons 


for keeping it in, too.  Also, wasting time and resources managing an invasive species seems 


rather counterintuitive, too.  On the whole, I would say kick it out, but that is my two cents. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think another issue here is there doesn‘t seem to be a whole lot of information 


on this species that has been provided to the council.  We have Tonya Shearer.  She has provided 


a presentation when they were discussing this issue, and it seemed preliminary as such so no 


major decisions about the orange cup coral were made.  If identification isn‘t so much of an 


issue, perhaps that can be readdressed.  Again, if the Coral AP wants to go down that route of 


recommending removal again, that is something that could be reopened. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think we may want to try to be a little bit even more ahead of the game.  We are 


fortunate, as Dave said, that this one is able to be distinguished easily; but if we were to get some 


acroporid into the mix, it may be a much less simple or more difficult is a better way to say it, I 


guess.   


 


My thought would be that the idea because it is so distinctive at this point in time, as is the 


lionfish, is not necessarily the best aspect.  I think more along the lines of what we think the 


potential impact of the resources would be associated with physical removal of it just in a 


incidental needs by whatever aspect of it.  Is that something that is going to be impactive?  


 


I agree that there probably is a lack of information for us to really be hard and fast on, and 


possibly at this time the recommendation may be support investigations into the species to better 


understand what its constraints are and its potential for impact onto native coral species.  I do 


think we should be moving somewhere along the lines with the whole aspect of it.  Again, 


tubastrea is a convenient starting point but because of the inclusiveness of this management plan, 


it is something we either are going to deal with species by species as they come up, which may 


be the best way. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I guess I have are they two comments or one comment, question, I‘m not sure.  


I guess my one comment would be that I don‘t think a blanket policy on invasive species is wise 


because we don‘t know what is going to happen in the future.  I think removal of a known 


invasive when we get a handle on it from a management plan might be, as Sandra said, a lot of 


advantages to that.   


 


But I think at this point just a blanket statement stating that an invasive is just automatically 


removed from the management plan is difficult because of the point you made as well.  It is 


likely that we will have acroporids or other stony coral species that aren‘t going to be that easily 


distinguished; and just to say, okay, we know they are here and therefore they are removed from 


the plan, I think that could be difficult. 


 


My other comment is that, again, maybe not being as familiar as I should be with how this 


works, but if tubastrea is removed from the management plan, does that mean that it is just open 


for removal; like I can jump in the water and remove it.  My comment to that is it is unlike 


spearing a lionfish where if theoretically if you are a really good spear fisherman, the only thing 
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you are impacting is that lionfish.  These things grow on the benthic substrate and they  generally 


grow in dense clusters where it is mostly tubastrea in these clusters. 


 


Right now we are fortunate that they are growing mostly in artificial substrates, which maybe we 


are not as much concerned about, but I think it is likely to assume that at some point they are 


going to move towards the natural substrate.  Maybe one of the reasons we haven‘t seen them on 


natural substrate yet is because most of our time is spent in shallower depths where maybe they 


are not as prevalent.  Removing them or having an open season for them is going to have some 


impact on the substrate that they are growing on.  I am just throwing out some points of caution. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  This is just my personal opinion but having worked on the Aquarius for a 


while; these things are a pain in the ass.  There are some people out there who would really like 


to be able to remove this like they remove barnacles and other things that encrust and screw 


things up.  It is not a small question.   


 


I think a research program is recommended here.  I think the research program might want to be 


a little bit more spelled out in terms of what kind of competitive situation is there between this 


coral and other corals.  What would be the impacts of removal?  I don‘t know how much we 


know about the life history of this critter, too.  There should be probably some details about what 


the research program is.  Right now I wouldn‘t make it open season on it, but probably if it was 


me, I would say get rid of them. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I am all for getting rid of them.  I am just expressing that we owe it as a panel to 


make sure that we don‘t just throw our hands up and say, oh, just go for it, you know, think about 


some of these details. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Yes, I hadn‘t thought of that aspect of the collateral damage, and you can‘t write 


all these provisions into a plan.  It is either managed or not.  But since they are, as far as we 


know, in the scuba diving depths, they are on artificial substrates, you might get some damage on 


artificial substrates, but it is not natural habitat.   


 


If we let them go and essentially protect them, they might end up on artificial substrates sooner.  


On the other hand, if we start tearing them off of the substrates we might spread them.  As far as 


the reproductive life history is concerned, most cup corals are brooders and they have crawl 


away planulae. I talked to Tonya years ago about doing that and she said she was going to do it.  


Did she ever do the reproduction; do you know? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Not that I am aware of. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Well, I can cut the gnads if somebody can get me some samples; I mean, the 


reproductive biology. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Again, I think that we are kind of running a little bit over and I don‘t want to 


extend too much, but I would like to at least maybe revisit this tomorrow.  It sounds like there 


might be a couple possibilities; one being a recommendation that the council look to support 
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research and investigations on – and we can refine some of the specifics, but its potential as a 


threat to the coral ecosystem is one, as well as some of the economic impacts of its presence. 


 


If it is a fouling organism, to give us a better understanding and direction – I mean, if we are 


looking at something that turns out to be relatively benign in its presence, then that may help us 


better understand if we need to do it.  I have to admit my personal sense is invasive exotic is just 


that and it usually is impactive to the natural system and may result in – as we are looking for the 


lionfish, and sooner or later, with all honesty, and I will defer with David and Ken, the lionfish 


have really become prominent in our region in the last two years, maybe three.  The degree in 


which it went bam is amazing.  To have to wait to see that occur is something that we are hoping 


not to have happen.  But we agreed, we need to do this in the most appropriate and science-based 


process that we can.   


 


DR. FEDDERN:  We also need to do it very quickly just as in the case with the lionfish, the 


explosion occurred in just within a few years. 


 


MR. McFALL:  I know the lionfish issue is not really our decision, but it would be nice if the 


council would consider just putting out a blanket statement that lionfish are unregulated and 


there are no bag limits for it.  There is a lot of confusion out there amongst divers who are really 


the only people who can collect these things. 


 


They keep thinking that there are bag limits and if they come back with more than 20 they are 


going to get busted and wind up in jail.  It would be nice if the council could just consider 


making some kid of official statement about that, it would be great, because I think we could 


help clean up a lot of them that aren‘t getting taken now. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  At the present time the only bag limit is the size of the bag. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I can understand the confusion; there are certainly bag limits on everything else.  


I can follow up with Ken and folks in our office and address that, certainly. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  So with that, if you don‘t mind I will add this as kind of a followup in our 


recommendations tomorrow just to see if there is anything that we can feel comfortable with 


sending forth as a recommendation.  I would suggest we try to come up with something to 


provide some direction and traction to the issue; and if that is we need more information and we 


need to find out what that information is, that is fine, we can provide that recommendation to the 


council. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  One more thing; years back before I was even aware of the situation, I was 


diving in Curasol and I saw an orange coral – it probably was the orange cup coral – growing all 


over the rocks close inshore.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  It is like most invasive species they are somewhat of a time bomb.  With that, if 


there are no more comments, I would like to adjourn for the day and we will meet again 


tomorrow morning at 8:30.  Thank you. 
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The Coral Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council reconvened in the 


Hilton Garden Inn, North Charleston, South Carolina, Wednesday morning, October 26, 2011, 


and was called to order at 8:30 o‘clock a.m. by Chairman Steve Blair.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  We do have a little bit of a change in the agenda in that Sandra will be speaking 


first on the Optimization of Law Enforcement in Remote MPAs, and after that we will go into 


the Spiny Lobster Amendment 11 and continue on.  We will also as time allows – unfortunately 


John Reed‘s review of Oculina Research, John is not going to be able to be with us, so that will 


be stricken. 


 


Additionally we will also have a period of time that will be a quick review of the 


recommendations that we have that we can do any final changes and wordsmithing and so forth 


we feel necessary for that.  We should be able to be out of here by noon.  It will be the case 


because most people have to leave at noon, anyway.  With that, I think we can start off with 


Sandra. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Surveillance and enforcement seems to be a bit of a departure from deepwater 


corals and biology, and my interest in this actually started a number of years ago when I studied 


my PhD on the Oculina Banks, and I saw firsthand the consequences of the lack of enforcement 


in a protected area. 


 


This talk is going to be sort of a very brief, hopefully, overview of this project, because it is kind 


of a complicated subject and a bit of a rat‘s nest, to be honest.  Fast forward about a decade, I 


joined Marine Conservation Institute in Washington State.  We started a project of surveillance 


and enforcement of remote maritime areas, which, of course, we need an acronym for and it 


became SERMA.  It wasn‘t my idea, but there we go, SERMA.   


 


This was kind of spawned from the recognition that marine protected areas were becoming more 


numerous and larger, and we are even talking about protected areas on the high seas.  Of course, 


one cannot just draw a line in the ocean and declare it protected and expect it to be so.  Then the 


enforcement issue came up, the 800 pound gorilla in the room. 


 


Most of the time when these areas are created there is no increase in enforcement capacity or 


funding.  Like what happened out in the Pacific remote islands, some guy in a Boston whaler 


now has 35,000 square miles to protect, and so it is just not going to work.  One of the things that 


we set at addressing for protection of these large areas was surveillance technologies, of which 


there are many and they are usually very expensive. 


 


Anyway, our first step towards this project was to hold a workshop – and, of course, you have to 


have a workshop – in D.C. with an international group of law enforcement experts.  We talked 


about surveillance techniques and then the conversation expanded.  It became apparent that 


surveillance and enforcement was much more than a few toys in the sky. 


 


It is very complicated and very difficult.  We produced this technical document on surveillance 


technologies, which has been around since 2010 and has been updated recently.  This kind of led 
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to the South Atlantic Project.  When the CRCP had their proposals come through in 2010, their 


RFPs came through in 2010.  


 


At that time the South Atlantic Council had just implemented the CHAPCs, which cover 23,000 


square miles in federal waters, and these MPAs and they were considering at that time a regular 


unpopular snapper closure along the east coast.  There were a lot of spatial areas and a lot of 


additional areas that required protection with no increase in enforcement capacity.   


 


And, of course, they have other protected areas in the region like the HAPC and the two National 


Marine Sanctuaries.  This project was spawned from that need.  They recognized this need for an 


assessment of what their enforcement capacity was and then maybe ways of making it more 


efficient or improving it. 


 


The Objectives Review Surveillance Technologies – obviously you know there is no 


considerable amount of funding to start doing really fancy stuff, but there are some technologies 


that might be appropriate – reviewed the current enforcement capacity, which I am not really 


going to talk about today.  Then we had our workshop, of course, regional managers, state and 


federal LE, and outreach personnel.   


 


Then the final product will be a report with some suggestions on how to improve – not 


necessarily increase but improve the efficiency of capacity.  Then there is a training document 


deliverable also.  There are a whole plethora of surveillance technologies out there; and if I was 


to talk about all of them we would be here until breakfast tomorrow. 


 


I am just going to briefly go over the types of technologies and then talk about a couple of them 


that might be appropriate for this area.  Cooperative versus non-cooperative, this is basically 


cooperative vessels, whether they want to be cooperative or not have been forced to be so by a 


fisheries mandate, and these include technologies like VMS where the fishing vessels have to 


have the monitoring and surveillance technologies on their vessel. 


 


Non-cooperative are those other people who don‘t want to be watched and don‘t necessarily 


know they are being watched.  This is a much more challenging surveillance issue.  Classified 


versus civilian, of course, the military has lots of toys that we don‘t have access to their data, lots 


of different platforms, continuous versus period – I‘m not going to really talk about these.  


Manned versus unmanned, we are going more towards unmanned surveillance technologies. 


 


VMS is being used in the South Atlantic, and it is probably one of the most common and well- 


accepted surveillance technologies used for fisheries.  It is a device on the vessel, sends a signal 


to a satellite and goes to a ground station.  Very basically, it shows location and speed, but they 


are getting more and more fancy now. 


 


The VMS for the South Atlantic Region – in fact, the entire east coast and Gulf of Mexico is run 


out of St. Pete, and it has got a couple of provisions on it that allow and require the fishermen to 


report where they are going to dock, where they have been, what they have been doing, what 


their catch is.  It is becoming a lot more sophisticated now.  At the moment I think VMS is only 


used in the South Atlantic Region for rock shrimp, is that right?   
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Now AIS is a shipboard VHS broadcasting system that was originally used for marine domain 


awareness or navigation safety.  It is designed for vessel tracking but it has other channels that 


can have other data streams such as when the winch is being deployed and so forth.  It has a 


limited range; it is line of sight just like radar, unless it is deployed on towers or buoys.   


 


This is potentially a very useful technology.  Now AIS is required by SOLAS, by the IMO 


through Safety of Life at Sea.  So again navigation has a sort of safety issue.  Now it is not 


required on vessels less than 300 gross ton internationally.  In the U.S. it is only required on 


vessels greater than 19 meters to enter a U.S. Port, but fishing vessels are exempt.   


 


Fishing vessels at the moment are exempt from this technology.  Now there is a chance of 


expanding AIS.  In 2008 the Coast Guard proposed a rule that includes fishing vessel 


requirement in AIS, so that means that any vessel greater than 19 meters is required to carry it.  


That will allow the Coast Guard to track the activity of any vessel over 19 meters.   


 


That is still pretty big but it includes a lot of the commercial fishing boats.  Like I said, AIS 


channels can be used to transmit other information about what the boat is doing, and it can also 


be used to provide information to the vessel about MPA boundaries or navigational hazards or 


anything of that nature. 


 


Again, if they deploy them from a tower or platform you can increase the range.  Then space- 


based AIS is not something I am going to talk about too much.  It is a satellite-based technology 


that has advantages and disadvantage, but it is way too expensive at this point.  That would 


require – AIS and VMS both require the vessels to carry a transmitter, so they are classified as 


cooperative technologies.  I think they are both applicable to the South Atlantic Region once AIS 


gets through that Coast Guard legislation.   


 


Non-cooperative surveillance, this is the trickier one.  You have got various platforms, satellites, 


aircraft, vessels, land or buoy-based platforms; and then imaging systems, radar systems and 


acoustics, and these have been used at various levels for different technologies.  You basically 


model or create you surveillance system based on your requirements and your funding streams. 


 


Satellite based, well, I included this because it is out there, but again it has some issues.  It is not 


real time.  It is large scale and high resolution, or it can be depending on what kind of sensor you 


use, but it is not real time.  It is expensive and some of the systems are subject to cloud cover and 


so forth, so they are not perfect. 


 


This one, synthetic aperture radar, is probably the most effective for monitoring fishing activity.  


Since it is radar. it can be used at night and through cloud cover, but again expensive and only 


the Canadians and the Europeans have these satellites right now, and they charge a lot of money.  


Okay, manned aircraft, this is very traditional.   


 


The Coast Guard does overflights, state LE does overflights at various frequencies with various 


aircraft and they have different sensors, radar, visual, infrared cameras.  Now this is fine for 


coastal situations; but when you have offshore MPAs that are far away, you spend a lot of time 


in the air and not very much time on station.  They have a limited capacity.  People have to get 
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back; you can‘t leave people up there for three or four days, and they run out of fuel.  They are 


expensive to purchase and operate.  The Coast Guard has some of the bigger ones.   


 


Canada and the UK do it a little bit differently.  They use a commercial contractor so they don‘t 


have to maintain the aircraft, but it is a standard part of a surveillance package but it is not cheap.   


I think this where we are going to go in the future is UAVs.  There are some of them out there.  


Of course, the military have most of them, the high-level drones.   


 


The Coast Guard has some of them.  There is actually one that is operating off the coast of 


Florida.  It belongs to the Coast Guard and its main mission is Marine Domain Awareness, which 


is basically drug trafficking and human trafficking, but it is being used.  They do overflights of 


the Oculina HAPC and so they get data about vessel activity in there.   


 


My understanding is – and I haven‘t spoken to the Coast Guard for a while—is that this is kind 


of an experimental thing.  There is an issue with unmanned aircraft in FAA space.  They don‘t 


like unmanned vehicles buzzing around out there and they are very squirrelly about it.  This is 


kind of an experimental system.   


 


Now the advantage of UAVs is that they can fly extended missions, some of them longer than 48 


hours.  There is one being tested in Belgium right now that flies at 60,000 feet.  It is powered by 


solar and it has a sensor on it that can visualize to 30 centimeter resolution, which is absurd, but, 


of course, it is way out of our price range and it is still experimental. 


 


I think this is where aircraft surveillance is going to go in the future, I think.  There are lots of 


advantages to it if we can get FAA to stop being so nervous about it.  Of course, there are other 


platforms.  I like these things; they are kind of funky.  There was one done as helikites and 


aerostats; they are basically little blimps or big blimps. 


 


There was one down in the Keys operating for a while called Fat Albert and the Coast Guard 


noticed that whenever Fat Albert was flying the criminal activity dropped because people didn‘t 


really know what it was looking at.  You could put this thing up there just like the empty police 


cars on the highway. 


 


You could put this thing up there and it would act as a deterrent without even having a sensor on 


it.  Of course, people get wise to that after a while, but Fat Albert had a camera, and I forget why 


it was – I think it ran out of funding or it broke and they didn‘t fix it or something, but this is 


something that is very visible and it allows things like radar and other sensors that align a sight to 


be elevated to increase that range. 


 


I think this is a relatively inexpensive form of surveillance technology that would be fairly easy 


to implement.  It would be mobile in some cases.  You can deploy them off the back of Coast 


Guard cutters to have a look around beyond radar sight.  I think this is potentially useful in some 


places. 


 


Now they are susceptible to weather.  The hurricanes around Florida, they wouldn‘t fare too well 


around.  You would have to bring them up and down, but again potentially useful.  Then surface 
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buoys, I mentioned this a couple of times already.  They extend the range of radar AIS and any 


other technology‘s is line of sight. 


 


The next step was the Surveillance and Enforcement Workshop, which was in Orlando in July 


this year.  We had 28 participants from all of these different alphabet soup agencies; the council, 


Gray‘s Reef, Florida Keys, sanctuaries, and then all the state law enforcement and NOAA OLE 


and the Coast Guard.  We started off with a series of presentations – I am not going to read these; 


you can see them – that covered sort of the baseline information for various different aspects of 


management challenges in different regions, enforcement challenges.   


 


Then I gave a blurb about the different enforcement technologies, which was a bit more 


expanded than this.  We had those and then we had these breakout sessions that addressed 


challenges in these three different areas; surveillance and enforcement operations, interagency 


collaboration, and compliance and outreach. 


 


Interestingly enough, I was expecting this one to be the big one with a lot of complaints about 


lack of assets and funding and so forth, and that was there, but compliance and outreach really 


had the most comments and was perceived as being the area that we could really improve 


enforcement efficiency in, and that is a whole lot cheaper than buying a drone. 


 


The outcomes – I am sorry, there are not many pictures and lots of words on this one.  


Insufficient assets, well, of course, this was a given, we know this.  The natural resource 


enforcement is underfunded pretty much everywhere.  More officers, increased patrol time, 


interceptions, public interactions, public perception of enforcement capacity and so forth, so we 


need more assets. 


 


Given that in this economy we are not going to get those assets, then there was a recognized need 


for increased remote surveillance technologies, which kind of started this whole project off in the 


first place to target limited enforcement assets.  What surveillance will give you is not data to 


prosecute, because you can‘t prosecute on surveillance data alone.   


 


You have to have a response, you have to have somebody there checking the boat, especially 


with complex regulations and Type 2 MPAs, so you need the enforcement response.  But what 


surveillance does is allows you to focus those limited assets into areas where you know there is 


already suspicious activity, so that is what that does for you. 


 


JEA, I don‘t know, I am sure you guys will know about this, but the JEA is the Joint 


Enforcement Agreement between federal and state law enforcement, federal and state 


management.  What that does is it allows state – this funding comes through the federal stream to 


fund state law enforcement officers to enforce federal fisheries violations or regulations, enforces 


the regulations. 


 


Now the state law enforcement officers cannot do anything more than make the case and hand it 


off to NOAA OLE.  But since NOAA OLE, Office of Law Enforcement has only – I think there 


is only two for this region, I might be wrong, but they are very, very, very low numbers of on- 


the-water federal officers. 
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This is a critical element to enforcing federal fisheries regulations is these state guys.  There is a 


JEA program in place at the moment for Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina; not North 


Carolina, but they are working on it.  There are issues with the JEA program that sort of became 


apparent during the workshop and prior to that, but it is a very important part of this program and 


can be improved. 


 


One of the other problems, the prosecution of cases is a major bottleneck.  The state guys can 


make the cases, they hand the case packets off to NOAA OLE, the officer in the field has 


discretion to decide whether it is going to go up to prosecution or whether they are going to drop 


it.  There are three general counsels for this region, and that is high. 


 


Until fairly recently the entire Pacific Rim including Hawaii down to all the U.S. holdings down 


to South America had one General Counsel.  The reason that this is this way is that most of those 


violations or regulations are under Magnuson, and Magnuson is just a civil entity.  There are no 


criminal regulations under Magnuson. 


 


Every violation has to be prosecuted by a civil general counsel and there are not many of them, 


so it is this massive bottleneck that creates all sorts of problems because the cases don‘t get taken 


unless they are big cases.  Most of the cases that are made are dropped either at the officer level 


or at general counsel level. 


 


There is a provision in the general counsel that will allow – it is basically a ticket, the equivalent 


of a ticket, a summary settlement, so not all of these things have to go through the courts.  Not all 


of these cases have to go through the courts, but there is a problem with summary settlements 


right now because of an issue that came up in New England where the fishermen protested that 


they were being fined too much. 


 


Too be honest, some of those summary settlements are ridiculously high.  A federal manatee 


ticket will cost you five hundred bucks.  A state manatee ticket is $50 to $75.  People object to 


them, there is no follow through and they get dropped, which doesn‘t improve officer morale and 


it creates problems of deterrence and compliance, so that is a massive problem. 


 


As I said, this is sort of caused by the lack of criminal provisions in Magnuson-Stevens.  There 


was a suggestion that there would be a push to try and criminalize Magnuson, and NOAA is 


resisting this because they don‘t want – it is the Department of Commerce, they don‘t want 


fishermen to be criminals; fair enough, but the states already do it, and there are other sort of 


smaller crimes, if you will, that are prosecuted under criminal judges and it wouldn‘t really cause 


a huge problem; it is just that they don‘t really want to do it. 


 


That would be one solution.  There are a lot more criminal judges than there are civil.  Another 


outcome, VMS is the best surveillance technology that we have at the moment.  The system is 


already in place, it is a very sophisticated system.  The St. Pete office has the capacity to monitor 


more vessels than they have with VMS at the moment. 


 


I know there is a recommendation that VMS be used or mandated on the commercial snapper 


grouper vessels in the South Atlantic Region.  Actually the fishermen are not averse to that.  This 
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could be something that would be a relatively straightforward process, I would imagine.  The 


reason that probably the fishermen are not averse to it is that right now there is about $6 million  


in the federal coffers that will allow reimbursement to the fishermen of the VMS unit in a 


mandated fishery.  That money is not going to last forever. 


 


The fishermen, they are not stupid.  They see the writing on the wall and they probably realize 


that eventually it is going to be mandated, and it would be better for them to have to do it now 


where they can get reimbursed rather than have to pay for it later.  Those units cost about $3,000, 


I think. 


 


Okay, outcomes from Interagency Collaboration Breakout Session. This interagency 


collaboration wasn‘t just between law enforcement agencies; it was between management and 


LE as well, including sanctuaries.  Management agencies should consult law enforcement during 


the development of regulations.  A lot of the time – now the South Atlantic Council has been a 


lot more engaged with law enforcement than a lot of the other councils has.   


 


This was not necessarily a criticism; it is just recognition that if law enforcement is involved in 


the regulations earlier on, then the regulations are more enforceable.  There are some regulations 


that are just very difficult or impossible to enforce.  This was something that was just kind of 


brought up as a recommendation that they should continue to consult LE during the development 


of regulations.  JEA is critical to enforce federal fisheries.   


 


Training and interaction between the agencies; NOAA OLE, as I say, they are extremely not 


underfunded necessarily, but they have very few people in the field, very, very few.  Interaction 


between them and the state guys is not the best in many cases.  If the state guys are not trained, 


then they don‘t go and do JEA.  There are various ways that they get around that, which is not in 


the spirit of the agreement. 


 


Federal regulations are extremely complex; they change frequently.  The case packages or the 


paperwork is about an inch thick, and then the cases get dropped, so there is really no incentive 


for the state guys to go and make these cases, except that they are funded to do it.  Training 


needs to be improved, interaction needs to be improved, and this is something that doesn‘t 


necessarily cost anymore money; it is just an agency interaction issue. 


 


Too few NOAA OLE officers, I have already said this, leads to lack of state LE commitments to 


JEA.  Training; again, the interactions between the agencies, there are MOUs, memorandums of 


understanding, in place to foster collaboration but it comes down to interpersonal relationships, 


and we have seen this time and time again that it is about the personal relationships in the field. 


 


Rather than force these guys through mandates to say you have to do this, you have to do that, 


what they thought was a good idea was to share training sessions and informal interaction 


sessions to foster these relationships.  One of the problems with these relationships is that the 


Coast Guard cycles every couple of years, so all those relationships that are made are then 


broken as new personnel comes in, so this has to be an ongoing process. 
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Quite often, especially with state law enforcement they get this federal training during the 


training program and then it is just not backed up and they go their own way, and the state guys 


have plenty to do without federal work.  There is no feedback on the federal cases; this was 


brought up as an issue.  They make these cases and then they disappear into a black hole and 


there is no feedback. 


 


Multi-agency collaborations, details, where they get together and do a detail on some fisheries 


issue; sometimes this happens at fishing tournaments but again not very frequently outside of 


that.  And again, Coast Guard has high turnover, but they also have multiple responsibilities 


especially in South Florida with the immigration and drug trafficking problems. 


 


Compliance and outreach; compliance, I asked about compliance and there is just really no 


reliable measure of compliance.  The Coast Guard does sort of collect data on this but what the 


state guys do is as they go by a vessel and they hail them and say, ―Caught any fish today,‖ and 


they go, ―No, we‘re good, so they count that as a contact with no violation.‖   


 


Obviously, they haven‘t checked the boat, so it is an unreliable statistic.  There is no real 


consistent metric for compliance, which I think could be changed relatively easily.  One of the 


big problems that came up consistently was that the dissemination of information to the public 


could be improved.   


 


There is no readily accessible location for all these protected areas; a lot of protected areas and 


spatial closures in the South Atlantic Council Region.  They are not all in one place.  For 


instance, the Sanctuary websites have the boundaries for the Sanctuary.  The Keys is kind of 


hidden, you have to dig them out, and they are not great.   


 


You can get the boundaries, but the regulations inside those boundaries are federal fisheries 


regulations.  There is no link to the South Atlantic Council Website on those websites.  These are 


simple things that maybe could be improved so that the public doesn‘t have to fight to get those 


regulations. 


 


Kim Iverson said – she is the council‘s outreach as you know – she said that one of the most 


frequent questions that she gets are questions about regulations.  Now the council website is 


great.  You go onto the website, the regulations are there, the spatial closures for the Oculina is 


there, and the new MPAs are there. 


 


One thing that is not there but it is kind of buried are the CHAPC regulations.  The others are up 


front, readily accessible.  The CHAPC you kind of have to dig around a little bit.  Unless you 


know where to look, it is difficult to find.  That is something I think could be changed relatively 


easily.   


 


Now, as far as who is going to manage and create this conceptual website that was updated 


frequently, easy to use, and publicly accessible, that wasn‘t clear.  Everybody recognized that it 


should be done, but it wasn‘t clear who was actually going to do it.  Again, public outreach on 


existing regulations, why they are there, how they work, what they are intended for – what the 
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Gulf Council is using, which is kind of innovative but sort of obvious, using social media to 


disseminate this information.   


 


They have an application that you can download to cell phones that shows where the regulations 


are and where the closures are; so this is something that Kim is looking into for the South 


Atlantic Region.  The protected area boundaries are not necessarily easy to chart.  For 


enforcement purposes, the enforcement prefers square borders; because if you have a wobbly 


border or a diagonal line, it requires interpolation by law enforcement and by the users, which 


can lead to confusion.  The coordinates should obviously be readily available. 


 


Then there is the shaming – I forget how George Geiger put it, shame and something or other, 


anyway; so publicize case outcomes.  Like I said, quite often law enforcement doesn‘t know 


what happens to their cases.  The offenders are not publicly shamed at least in the case of federal 


fisheries until long, long after the case is made because it has to go through the process. 


 


It increases compliance, it raises law enforcement morale, and it might shame the bad guy.  That 


is the philosophy anyway and I don‘t know if that works.  Again, there are lots of 


recommendations.  These are just a few of the bigger ones.  Criminalize Magnuson; this is not a 


simple thing to do; increase the number of general counsel by a lot, which is also not easy to do 


because it requires funding. 


 


Implement VMS in the snapper grouper fishery; create a centralized data base or access point for 


regulation information, which is kept updated, is user friendly and has all the information in one 


place.  Then something I would like to talk about in a little more detail or bring up, boundaries of 


the CHAPC.   


 


Now, something that came up during the workshop was that for the new CHAPC there are too 


many waypoints.  There are more than 200 waypoints.  Law enforcement would like less than 


20.  I didn‘t realize there were this many waypoints for the CHAPC, and most of those are along 


the western boundary.   


 


Now, during the Coral AP discussion of where those boundaries should be, we recommended 


that the 400 meter bathymetry line should be used because that is where most of the corals are. 


We thought this would be a fairly straightforward metric not knowing anything about what LE 


wants, law enforcement wants.   


 


So we walked away from that thinking, okay, the boundary is good.  When this came up – see,  


see there is the boundary – most of the problems actually are up here where you see this wobbly 


bit here, and the 400 meter bathymetry line actually we thought was a lot smoother than this, and 


then down here it curves in to about 300 meters, which makes sense because the corals are 


shallower there. 


 


That looks nice and clean, but then when you download the waypoints it gets a little squiggly.  


These are the waypoints that the fishermen have to use and that law enforcement has to use to 


enforce.  Now these are really close together.  All of these are piled up on top of each other and 


this wiggles in a bit and that wiggles out a bit.  These are in no way square. 
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Now just to point out, the problem with this is that you have a vessel – this is a square boundary 


– you have a vessel here; they are obviously at the wrong longitude.  You have a vessel there; 


they are obviously at the wrong longitude and latitude.  This is easy, longitude/latitude; they are 


on the wrong side of it.  


 


What if you have a vessel there, then what do you do with it?  These are all clustered together so 


that is not maybe so difficult, but if you go down you see you have got a cluster here, you have 


got a big gap there, and then as you go further down, these are just the waypoints plotted from 


the list of coordinates on the website.  So gap there, cluster there, and then you get down here 


and it gets a little hairy. 


 


Now, these are the golden crab fishing zones.  These are the waypoints the guys have to use.  


This right here; that is a waypoint there and there isn‘t another waypoint until way down here, so 


what if you have got a boat there?  Somebody has got to figure out which side of that 


interpolation line they are on.  Now that one is fairly straight, but what if you have got a diagonal 


line, what about this one? 


 


How are you going to prove that the fisherman knew he was on the wrong side of that line?  It is 


not simple, a big gap here, a cluster here.  I think this is a little bit of a mess, and I think that we 


could collectively clean it up a bit.  Now if you joint those waypoints up; these are the golden 


crab allowable fishing zones. 


 


That one is okay, but again the waypoints area a bit out in left field, and this one is very funny 


looking.  Now I spoke to Anna and she said the golden crab guys are okay with this, but law 


enforcement I think would find it a little easier if those lines were a bit straighter.  But certainly 


this western boundary is a bit hazardous at this point. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Even that aside though, we are not clear – I mean, aside from that Miami Terrace 


bump inshore, it is not clear that it is following any 400 meter contour that we know about. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  No, it is not the 400; it came in closer because the corals are shallower there. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Not there, but I mean north of there, all the way north of that squiggly thing, it 


either goes offshore or inshore or does that wiggly thing at the north – 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Of the bathymetry that we know about, yes.  Apparently Roger used some 


interpolated bathymetry.  Regardless of what he used, we thought 400 meters would be 


reasonable, but these dots are not reasonable.  Well, let me get to my recommendations.  These 


current boundaries I think are confusing and complicated both for law enforcement and for the 


stakeholders.   


 


Now at the moment there is not a lot of activity going on in there, and so maybe it is not a 


pressing issue right now.  But since we are looking at boundary changes or revisions, what I 


would recommend is that the Coral AP or maybe just a subset of the Coral AP or the council 


works with law enforcement on drafting simpler boundaries that are easier to enforce, but not 


sacrificing the coral protection that are less confusing to stakeholders.   
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That would be my recommendation specifically for the council out of this.  I think we can do a 


better job of that western boundary and of those boundaries.  I think that is all I have; so if 


anybody has got any questions I would be happy to take them. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  The Coast Guard regulations for the AIS, you said it was initiated in 2008 


and it is now going into 2012; what is the status and why is this process so slow? 


 


DR. BROOKE:  The wheels of federal government grind slow, I guess; that is the only thing that 


I can say.  Right now that legislation is tagged onto another – I think it is a transport bill that is 


going through Congress.   


 


They tried to get it passed a couple of years ago and for some reason it failed.  I don‘t recall why, 


but it is close.  It just has to go through Congress, and we know what that means right now, so 


they are hoping next year it will come through. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  And the second question is the snapper grouper fishery evidently, as you 


said, is willing to implement the VMS.  Where is that discussion in the council agenda? 


 


DR. BROOKE:  This was something that came up at the workshop.  I have to defer to Myra to 


that.  She knows more about it than I do, but I assume she has more information than I, and she is 


not here. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Myra is not here but I can answer that.  The council was willing to go forward 


with requiring VMS on snapper grouper vessels.  The agency at that time wasn‘t able to handle 


that number of vessels, so maybe this has changed now; hopefully it has.  But also the council, 


when we first started down the road of our ecosystem plan and management, the council was 


willing to entertain a discussion and interested in proposing that at some future date any vessel 


operating in the EEZ be required to have VMS.   


 


The thought process there was if you put out this requirement, then the recreational population of 


vessels is so large, then it would be started to be put into electronic equipment, the average cost 


would go down.  That was a little large for people‘s minds to wrap around at that time.  You look 


at national security, all it is going to take is some terrorist act to occur on a vessel, and then we 


will be requiring some of this.  The council is willing to go for it; it is a matter of whether the 


agency has the resources to handle the monitoring. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  And that is the good point, and Pat O‘Shaughnessy seemed to think that they do 


now have the capacity to do that and the presentation he gave, which I can provide to people if 


you are interested, it was quite impressive.  It was a lot more sophisticated than I had thought.  


Interestingly enough, the Mumbai terrorist act was performed through a fishing vessel.   


 


They killed the crew and brought the bomb into Mumbai.  That is the thing; it is not that 


fishermen are criminals; it is that fishing vessels are not treated with the same security rigor as 


other vessels are and so it leaves them open to abuse.  We are trying to sell this as a national 


security issue and a food security issue rather than just chasing fishermen around. 
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DR. BANKS:  Similar to that, large ships are required – I guess it is called the AIS system, but 


large commercial vessels have monitors aboard that Coast Guard can see.  We have anchorages.  


You saw a talk yesterday – I think Jocelyn brought it up – that we created this anchorage and all 


those ships are monitored by Coast Guard., but the Coast Guard admittedly said they don‘t have 


the people to sit around watching. 


 


I mean, it is on a big wall, it is kind of neat, but they don‘t have people to sit there watching 


ships to see if they are in the anchorage, so we end up having to call the Coast Guard when we 


see a ship.  But it is something, if you have the system in place you have to also have the 


resources for somebody to sit there and watch it, and that is overlooked. 


 


The other point, law enforcement has been complaining for years about their ability to identify 


anything other than a rectangle for enforcement.  That boundary you showed is very complicated 


and should be made clearer, but at the same time chart plotters now, all that can easily be put on 


a chart plotter that every boat can easily have on board.  


 


It is no longer a good reason not to have more complex and rectangular boundaries for law 


enforcement.  The problem I found in our area is law enforcement doesn‘t know what technology 


is available.  They don‘t keep up with it.  In addition to cleaning up boundaries, it might be good 


to educate them a little bit on what they should buy to help enforce that and make it easier for 


them. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  That is true.  Going to the AIS issue, that is a data dissemination problem.  You 


have got Coast Guard with their multiple responsibilities and not enough time.  If that data was 


available to the individual state law enforcement or to NOAA OLE, I think NOAA OLE can 


access it.  But a recent innovation, at least in Florida, is that every officer now has a laptop in 


their vehicle, so they can access charts and VMS data immediately.   


 


Their access to data is a lot better than it used to be.  Your point is well made.  There is no point 


in gathering data if it is not getting to the people that need to respond to it.  I think that is 


changing with the advent of cheaper technologies and the recognition that they are useful, but 


some of these agencies need to be brought out of the dark ages certainly. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Just kind of following that a little further, even though law enforcement and 


fishermen can plot these things, they are not made to have the equipment.  I think that is kind of 


an aside.  When we suggested the 400 meter contour, we were asked to come up with one 


number for the western boundary so we could simplify that.   


 


It really was – there was no expectation on our part that that was very rigid.  I think it would be 


very easy to clean up that boundary and still maintain what the thought was with the Deep Sea 


Coral CHAPC.  Whether it is 380 meters or 420 is really – we haven‘t mapped any of that area 


so it really doesn‘t matter.  It is an approximation.   


 


As long as that boundary approximates the 400 meter contour, I think we can accomplish both 


tasks and simplify things a fair amount.  We are not going to know anything about really how to 
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deal with those boundaries until there is better mapping and some actual groundtruthing, and that 


is going to be quite some time for a lot of that area. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  With regard to AIS, having just downloaded the 2009 data from the Coastal 


Services Center Site, there are a lot of problems with that still.  I don‘t quite understand why a 


vessel just magically appears in the ocean and then disappears.  There are lines that go along and 


then it just stops, and clearly something has gotten turned off. 


 


It is not a panacea as near as I can tell for actually tracking a lot of vessels.  There is a lot of 


errors and noise in the system and there are a lot of problems with how the vessels register 


themselves.  It seems to be sort of kind of voluntary what they call themselves and destinations.  


They have a port that they are leaving from and a port they are coming back to, but if it is the 


same port it gets really screwy in terms of a cruise track number. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  That is true, and there is really no panacea.  AIS has been sort of – it has been a 


loose kind of – there is no requirement to track it except in certain places.  It was used up in New 


England to track vessels going through the right whale protection zones; speeds and so forth.  It 


is not being really used for enforcement purposes.   


 


I think it could be cleaned up.  It could be made more useful if there were the right reasons to do 


so, but right now it is just something some vessels are required to have and they are just dots 


moving around.  They are not tamper proof and neither is VMS.  There are stories of vessels with 


VMS systems on them, they stick a steel bucket over it, they nip inside the protected area, they 


come back out and they go, oops, lost the technology for awhile.  None of this stuff is fool proof.   


 


In the absence of any data about what the vessels are doing, assuming you have the capacity to 


watch it and respond to it, then it is useful.  Now in the south region there are so many 


recreational fishing vessels, you can mandate that they are required to carry a handheld AIS unit 


and they will be a blip on the screen, but it is going to be a nightmare trying to track them all.  


You are right, this isn‘t a panacea and it might need some modification.  This is a concept that 


this is one way of potentially tracking vessels that right now we are not looking at.  So that is 


where that is. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  This issue of the number of waypoints has been interesting over time.  It almost 


takes on a life of its own.  It would be a lot easier to enforce speed limits if you didn‘t have any 


cars on the road.  Law enforcement always wants these large square boxes.  When we get down 


and work with the fishermen and with the researchers to protect, for instance, bottom habitat and 


coral, the fishermen fish very close to that so they want to have these waypoints, more of them so 


that they can more accurately pinpoint where they are.   


 


We have looked into this when we were dealing with this in setting these areas, and in every 


other region of the country there are many, many more waypoints.  It only seems to be an issue 


in the southeast.  We negotiated even with law enforcement to reduce the number of waypoints.  


But as we understand it and have been told by the experts, the fishermen can download these 


waypoints into their electronics.   
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They don‘t need to key them in anymore.  The more waypoints allow them to pinpoint where 


they are more accurately.  If you simplify it and have fewer waypoints, then the distance is 


greater in between those waypoints  If they are in the middle in between two distant points, it is 


harder for them to figure out where they are.   


 


I guess the specific questions I have – one of your comments was it is confusing to stakeholders, 


and the boundaries are difficult to enforce.  We have never received input from the fishermen 


that there is any problem with the number of waypoints, only law enforcement.  In terms of the 


reference to stakeholders and difficulty, did you get any feedback that this was an issue from 


anyone besides law enforcement? 


 


DR. BROOKE:  The short answer to that is no.  I asked Anna about what the golden crab guys 


thought about the boundaries.  Anna can speak to that, but basically they are okay with it but 


they had other issues to deal with at the time.  Right now that area isn‘t really being used, and I 


would just like to go back to this one. 


 


I really don‘t understand why this does this and why it needs to do that.  Wouldn‘t it be easier to 


square it off somehow down here?  Look, all these clusters, these are all piled up on top of each 


other.  Now maybe that doesn‘t matter, you can bring it into a mapping –  


 


MR. WAUGH:  If the vessel is here, it‘s pretty hard to figure out where they are, whether they‘re 


in or out of – 


 


DR. BROOKE:  No, you have got that line.  It is either that side or that side of the longitude. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  A square line, if you are right on it, is difficult to figure out where you are than 


if you‘re right here.  But what we have heard from all the experts is the more waypoints you have 


– for instance, having many waypoints, if you are in here where the fishermen are told that they 


need to fish up close to the grid, if you are in here with these waypoints close together, then you 


can more accurately tell where you are than if you are here and you have got waypoints very far 


apart. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  That is not true. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  We can look into why this is showing up like this, whether it is plotted correctly, 


whether the fishermen wanted to fish in this area, depending on what the habitat is in this area, 


but there is a huge negotiation process that goes through with the industry to figure out where 


they fish, where they have historically fished, such as if there ever was habitat in there they have  


already destroyed. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Right, the point you made about these waypoints being far apart, you don‘t need 


waypoints between a straight line.  You are either one side or the other of a longitude line.  That 


is why law enforcement likes them.  It requires no interpolation whatsoever between the 


waypoint, so you can get away with waypoints. 
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But I understand, you know, square boxes are not necessarily the best way to protect things.  


When they can be square, then it is a better option.  As far as this wiggly bit, we recommended 


this, and so it is actually including more habitat that is cut off to fishermen than the line that we 


recommended, as well as having this strange little thing up here. 


 


That doesn‘t explain why you have got a whole cluster here and then further south in Miami, 


where a lot of fishing activity is, you have got a long line between them.  I know that there is a 


lot of work that goes into creating these boundaries, and I don‘t want to upend this for no good 


reason, but some of these dots just don‘t seem to make a whole lot of sense to me. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I just want to kind of go back being at the meeting where we actually created 


probably three or four hundred of those dots.  It was an intent my understanding is to have it 


bordered by the 400 meter contour.  However, there were numerous areas that had habitat 


outside of those areas that we deviated the line in order to include those areas.   


 


We would have to go back to those maps to determine which areas those are, and I would 


suspect but I am not positive that is an area that we modified to include habitat.  As I said, we 


need to go back to those maps to determine it.  Now, why it doesn‘t follow the 400 meter contour 


may be based on what map he is projecting those points on versus the map that was used to get 


the 400 meter contour when we were scribing that area.   


 


Something maybe to the council is, is there a means or ways things can be done?  To me for law 


enforcement, if the statement in the regulation is that the deeper than 400 meter contour and then 


when you are out in the water and you look at your fathometer to get your depth, you know 


whether you are east or west of that point; the same way you have the latitude and longitude that 


can be plotted to be able to show if you are inside or outside a box.  Although I understand the 


need for making it as clear as possible, it does seem that some of this is – I am not sure I 


understand the intensity that seems to come out sometimes on how law enforcement may or may 


not be able to determine its location. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I have a couple of comments on this.  Looking at this map at this scale makes it 


appear that these dots are really close together.  If you zoom in to real time, as you really are on 


the ocean, those dots are far apart and it doesn‘t make any difference whether they are a mile 


apart or 50 miles apart, and you can draw a line on your chart the same way you can put dots into 


the plotter. 


 


I don‘t see simplifying that as – you know, I am not seeing it necessarily from the fishermen‘s 


perspective, but it seems like from either view it could be simplified.  What I am a little 


concerned about in the process is that at some point those of us that were involved in making the 


recommendation for a bathymetry line in relation to deep sea corals maybe should have been 


consulted about the deviation from that line and been part of the process with law enforcement 


and maybe a bigger community.   


 


Unless somebody can tell me why there is a really important habitat in there, that doesn‘t really 


make any sense.  If it doesn‘t make sense to us it is not going to make sense to the people we are 


trying to push it to.  It could be that does follow the 400 meter contour, but does it really have to?  
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From my point of view, it doesn‘t.  That is a general recommendation, as I said, plus or minus 20 


or 30 meters is not a big deal probably, unless we know something about the habitat. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  Just as a general thought; there is no way that the Coral Advisory Panel should 


be basing our decisions on where these things should be based on the notion of geometry and the 


boxes.  Our role is to establish the best places for the ecosystem and the users, the combination 


of the two.  


 


From what I have heard, it sounds like for the users it is a lot less of an issue than it is for law 


enforcement.  I don‘t know if that is because law enforcement has got to get their act together 


and get digital or something, and that is one point.  The second point is much easier, I think.  We 


should make a recommendation as the Coral AP that the South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council Website should be the one-stop shop.   


 


It should be improved if it needs to be improved.  That is an easy thing to do, get all those 


shapefiles and borders and phone apps, whatever.  I really like the idea of the phone app and I 


think that the South Atlantic Council should consider that as well for all its boundaries and 


regulations. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Just respond to that just quickly; I wasn‘t suggesting that we protect based on 


geometry; not in the slightest.  This is why if we decide to adjust these boundaries, which we 


may not, it has to be a discussion between the coral people and the law enforcement people and 


probably the fishermen.  They should be involved in this, too. 


 


Just because somebody can live with a situation doesn‘t mean that it is optimal either, and we 


haven‘t asked the fishermen directly if they are okay with this.  Maybe it needs to be revisited as 


an issue amongst different user groups.  Law enforcement does indeed need to get their act 


together; you are absolutely right.  But for now they are mandated with the job; and if it doesn‘t 


compromise either the fishermen‘s interests or the conservation interests, then we should work 


with them to optimize their life if we want them to enforce these regulations.  It is so easy to 


chuck out a case.  General Counsel is so overloaded, and one of the things that is not accepted 


just pro rata is the use of technologies. 


 


GPS is becoming more accepted as an evidence tool, but they question it.  There is a burden of 


proof on law enforcement to show that the GPS is working, that part of the paperwork for a 


federal case study is to write down how many satellites were operating, seriously, number of 


satellites that were active when they read the number off their GPS unit. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Yes, but nobody records that. 


 


AP MEMBER:  No, but if you knew you had to, you could. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Yes, you would, but it is – so what if there was only one satellite active?  It is a 


lousy position, exactly.  Then the case can get thrown out.  Anyway, I am getting into the weeds 


a little bit.  I guess my comment is if we can make this simpler without a lot of heartache and if 


we can make it easier for law enforcement, then we probably should. 
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MR. CRAMER:  I can tell you as a commercial fisherman the more dots the better, because 


when you zoom down on your plotter it is a lot easier to tell between these two close dots than it 


is from these long dots.  A lot of the plotters, these guys out in deeper water probably have a lot 


fancier plotters than the shallow water guys, but we went through this with the Sanctuary and 


with the coral people just a couple months ago in plotting out these coral areas.   


 


I remember Billy Causey saying that, you know if you turn in this information to the chart 


companies, that they will put it all in their system.  He said it was a pretty simple deal.  But for 


us, a lot of the plotters that we use it is not so easy to put in a straight line between the dots.  It is 


easy to put waypoints in.   


 


But when you look at a map that big, even the law enforcement, if you have a Coast Guard cutter 


going out of Miami, he is going to patrol a certain area.  He is not going to be patrolling probably 


all the way up to North Carolina.  They might have to put in a couple hundred waypoints for 


their area. 


 


I have thousands of waypoints on my machine.  I just don‘t see it‘s a big deal; and especially in 


our little Keys area, there are little areas that we fish that aren‘t near coral, that are real 


productive and for us fishermen it is definitely better to have more waypoints because we can 


zoom down and we can tell on the chart if we are in that line. 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  My mind vaguely recalls that we have actually covered some of this ground; it 


has just been a couple years since we discussed it.  I do remember us getting into a discussion 


about law enforcement saying we had too many waypoints.  I think rather than to continue this, 


we have already been doing this for an hour, I think it would be better for us to revisit it the next 


meeting and pull up those minutes where we have already kind of discussed some of these issues 


and revisit it that way with all the information in front of us. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I agree that we kind of need a review in the genesis of these points, because as I 


said, I know there were some areas that we deviated explicitly to include habitat.  Just from that 


overall deviation from it, I would imagine that we would probably – with a compilation of those 


maps, that is something I can try to work with council to get distributed to people and maybe we 


can continue this through e-mail process for a while to see how we can develop this or where this 


development may go.  Gregg, did you have other comments? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Yes, similar to what you just said, I was going to offer that at the next AP 


meeting we will work with Roger and have a presentation to show why we ended up with these 


points working with the industry.  As Mr. Cramer said, that is what we have heard from all our 


fishermen.  The fishermen don‘t have a problem with these waypoints. 


 


We will get a presentation for you to show why we deviated.  My other suggestion was going to 


be rather than the AP going backwards and dealing with these that have been set and that are 


already in place, deal with this in the new areas you are recommending.  If you think the benefits 


to law enforcement are greater with fewer points, a more square box, then develop your future 


recommendations along that line.  Then let‘s work with that and see how that shakes out. 
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MR. BLAIR:  I think it has been stated and there is recognition that again if the intent is to 


follow a line, it should follow the line, but by the same token we already know we were talking 


about potentially consideration of areas where we may define the line based on the permanence 


of an 8 degree centigrade thermocline.  


 


 That these obviously are not going to be, unfortunately, geometric shapes that are going to 


always be what is desired; and understanding the aspect that it is easier and you want to make it 


as easy as possible for law enforcement to encourage them to do the enforcement as opposed to 


making it difficult and they are just going to say, to hell with it. 


 


DR. BANKS:  What Jeff said is right, that manufacturers can easily put these things in the chart 


plotters, and they don‘t have to use point files, they can use polygon files, which just give you 


lines and not points.  It might be worth having a manufacturing representative come and talk to 


us about how easy or difficult that is to do, just so we will know and be accommodating to law 


enforcement. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Yes, I want to wrap this up, too, and I was just going to comment kind of in the 


same way that going beyond the manufacturers; if the NOAA charting entities could actually get 


these on the charts, just like Oculina is on the chart, then the way points become superfluous, use 


the lines on the chart, you know where your boat is.   


 


The only problem I see with that is whether we are at the point where we are fairly certain of not 


changing things, I think I would like to add a recommendation that when we have that 


presentation, somebody investigate the process for getting these to the NOAA charting facilities, 


which then will go to the manufacturers automatically.  They will be on the official NOAA 


charts.  I think that would be helpful in addition to the waypoints, perhaps. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I don‘t know that that is – I mean, we work directly with sending information 


relative to our artificial reef areas and so forth that are plotted on the NOAA charts, so I don‘t 


believe, and we, I say we, our workgroup and so forth provides NOAA that information anytime 


there is a boundary change. 


 


I think the process is there or may be some of it that we would have to investigate – and I agree 


with you I think it is a great idea – is whether there are explicit types or information needs that 


either are included or restricted from plotting.  But it seems as though regulated areas, that is part 


of the intent of those things, so it would make sense. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Yes, Oculina is in there, so that would help. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, we are going to move ahead.  I thank Gregg for the offer; definitely we will 


work on both gathering this information and compiling it and look for the opportunity to review 


this at the next meeting as well as look into the potential of both the NOAA aspect of it and 


industry‘s ability to be able to simplify the process. 


 


We are going to go into the discussion of Spiny Lobster Amendment 11.  I know there is one 


other panel member that wanted to be here but couldn‘t, had a conflict, and as we are going to 
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pull him in by phone so that he can hear the presentation, I would like to suggest maybe while 


we get that set up, a very, very short five-minute break.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  We will reconvene.  I want to welcome Ken Nedimyer, who joins us on the phone. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Can you hear all right, Ken? 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  I can hear him. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That is good, we can hear you, too.  I‘m glad you are able to join us for this 


conversation, Ken.  Kari MacLauchlin will be providing an overview of the proposed closure 


areas for the spiny lobster fishery for the protection of elkhorn and staghorn coral.   


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Good morning.  My name is Kari MacLauchlin; I am the Fisheries Social 


Scientist for the South Atlantic Council, and I am the council lead for spiny lobster.  That is why 


I am here to talk to you about Amendment 11.  This is Attachment 4 in your briefing book 


materials, and I am just going to use the summary document to go through. 


 


I will start out with a little background to refresh your memory and catch everyone up with these 


actions in Amendment 11.  In 2009 NOAA Fisheries published a biological opinion for the spiny 


lobster fishery.  This examined interactions with sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish and elkhorn 


and staghorn coral.  The biological opinion has some requirements to help protect these protected 


species. 


 


One was to require additional closed areas or expand the existing closed areas to help protect 


elkhorn and staghorn coral, and then also to require gear markings on the rope that is used in trap 


lines for the spiny lobster trap fishery; so that when there is an interaction with an endangered or 


threatened species, that can be accounted for as being an interaction with the spiny lobster trap 


fishery, and so this would be like a color or a marking or something on the line. 


 


These two actions went into Amendment 10 for the Spiny Lobster FMP, and this is jointly 


managed with the Gulf Council.  We had public hearings in April and at the public hearings the 


fishermen that came out with the closed areas expressed concern because there had been 


communication with the protective resources staff to help develop the closed areas – I‘m sorry, 


to designate and get the fishermen‘s input about what areas would be good to close off to the trap 


fishing, but then hadn‘t really heard much from protective resources, and this was actually the 


first time that they had seen the maps that showed these different areas.   


 


In general the concern was this is fine and we understand why we need to do this and protect the 


coral, but we are not so happy about the process and we feel like we could give some more 


suggestions and be involved a little more and actually make these designated closed areas more 


effective in protecting the elkhorn and staghorn coral.   


 


Then also we heard with the trap line marking was a lot of concern about the economic impact 


on the fishermen, having to replace the lines.  There had been in the biological opinion written in   
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a five-year phase in, but that was in 2009.  This would require the fishermen to replace their trap 


lines with whatever color-coded or marked line that came through by 2014. 


 


So that would have been in two years, because Amendment 10 is just now coming through and it 


is going to be implemented soon.  It shortened their time and so that was what the fishermen 


brought to the table, and they spoke about it at the public hearings that we have in April, and 


then we had a joint meeting with the Gulf  Council in Key West in June. 


 


We also had public testimony to the councils about the economic impact of the trap line marking 


and then about the closed areas, how they felt like there was actually a better way to go about 


this.  At the June meeting the councils decided to take no action – select the preferred alternative 


to take no action for these and address this at a later date. 


 


Then in July protective resources staff met with – conducted some workshops down in the Keys 


– and Jeff can talk about this – to get some more feedback from the fishermen to help improve 


the maps and to develop some new closed areas.  Those were incorporated into the different 


alternatives that are in this document and the maps that came with it. 


 


Then also the biological opinion was revised that changed that implementation date for the trap 


line marking to 2017, so to move it up so there could be a five-year phase in.  At the September 


meeting for the South Atlantic Council, Andy Herndon from Protective Resources came and 


talked about the workshops and everything, because that was the council‘s concern was the 


process and the involvement with the stakeholders. 


 


He talked about how that information was incorporated into the new maps.  Then he also just 


talked about the actions and alternatives, but this Amendment 11 wasn‘t ready to be presented 


yet.  At this time the South Atlantic Council has not seen the new actions and alternatives, but 


the Gulf Council is meeting this week, and actually today. 


 


This morning they are having their Spiny Lobster Committee meeting and this will be the first 


time that they will review this document and discuss the alternatives, maybe select a preferred 


alternative and discuss public hearings.  Then the South Atlantic Council will review this again 


and review what the Gulf Council – what kind of recommendations they made and if they select 


a preferred alternative. 


 


Then we are planning to take this to public hearing at the end of January and February if the 


councils approve that.  These two actions have been moved to Amendment 11, and this is in the 


EEZ only and not in state waters.  This is Action 1 and there are four alternatives with a couple 


options.  This is also in Attachment 4 if you want to see it. 


 


This is for the closed areas.  Alternative 1 is no action.  Alternative 2 closes all the hard bottom 


and that would be about 73 square miles.  Then underneath this alternative there are two options, 


which Option A is to close it to spiny lobster trapping only and Option B is to close it to all spiny 


lobster fishing. 


 







                                                                                                               Coral AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                October 25-26, 2011  


                                           


122 


 


Alternative 3 creates these new closed areas that have straight line boundaries, so they have 


identified these different areas to protect and then just made boxes around some of them.  The 


law enforcement‘s preference is to work with the straight line boundaries.  Then again the same 


options, Option A is just to close it off to spiny lobster trap fishing and Option B is to close it off 


to all spiny lobster fishing.  This would close about 6.7 square miles.   


 


Alternative 4 uses these identified areas and then puts a 500-foot buffer around them, so it is 


more like these circle areas, and that is about 6.7 square miles as well, and Option A is the same, 


spiny lobster trap fishing would be prohibited.  Option B is that all spiny lobster would be 


prohibited.  There are several maps that show the detailed areas that are in this document.  


 


I am not going to review them, but they are in the document and you can review them or we can 


talk about some of them specifically.  This is an example – this box would be Alternative 3, but 


then the dots would be Alternative 4, which is the buffer.  Action 2 is to require the gear 


marking, and the color they have chosen is white. 


 


This is so they can identify an interaction as being from a spiny lobster trap or not.  Alternative 2 


would be to either have a white marking such as an all white rope or a tracer through there.  Then 


Alternative 3 would be to just have like a permanently affixed white mark on their four inch 


wide at least every 15 feet.  This could be some spray paint or tape or something like that. 


 


There is a photo of an example from New England where they have implemented these for all 


the different pot fisheries in areas.  The issue with this one more than anything is the economic 


impact on the fishery.  Chuck Adams, who is a Sea Grant extension agent with the University of 


Florida, and he is a fisheries economist, he did an economic analysis on it with a 15-year 


horizon. 


 


That has been incorporated, and he talked about how using a white rope or another color rope 


wouldn‘t last as long so the fishermen would have to replace them more often because of the sun 


exposure and everything.  He came up with over a million dollars and then the 15-year horizon 


was $8 million impact on the fishery. 


 


But the economic analysis for the document by the economists at NMFS had calculated it to be 


about $265,000 economic impact because the fishermen would have to replace the line anyway, 


so they would be paying for new line, anyway, and also that Chuck had done the analysis with all 


the traps and only about half the traps are in the EEZ, and the rest of them are in the state waters.  


It wouldn‘t be required for traps in state waters. 


 


With regards to Florida taking any action or adopting these as well, I think that is the intent of 


NOAA Fisheries and the biological opinion is to also get Florida involved and put these 


regulations in state waters, but at this time Florida is not discussing that.  These requirements 


won‘t apply to state waters.  That is an overview of it, if anyone has any questions or discussion.  


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  As you look at the alternatives and these maps, some of them have the 


buffered circles inside the box and others don‘t have a box but just a buffered circle.  How would 


the corals outside that are not in a buffered box be protected under the box scenario?   
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DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  From my understanding, if the councils choose Alternative 3, which is 


the straight line boundaries, anything that is not in a box would not be in a closed area. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Okay, so they would then be susceptible to damage? 


 


MS. MacLAUCHLIN:  Yes. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Also in that alternative, either the box or the buffer, these are identified.  The areas 


that may have new-found colonies of acropora, are they automatically protected with additional 


drawing or are they excluded because they are not in the boxes that the amendment presently 


has? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  From my understanding, this is for the present day identified areas.  


There were five criteria which is all elkhorn, co-occurrence of elkhorn and staghorn, co-


occurrence with other species, highly reproductive colonies and then a distribution does not be 


disproportionate.  I think that it is present day; and future colonies that identify that, I don‘t think 


there is anything in there.  Does that answer your question like what happens when later on there 


are colonies identified?  That would take additional action. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right, for an example, over the last five or seven years there has been a rather 


substantial increase in the coverage of acropora cervicornis off Miami-Dade.  The areas that are 


there now are in no way representative of what may be there in five years.  Let alone there is 


other initiatives ongoing that may be talking about various out-planting of corals into regions, 


although that is still very in the discussion phase.  But it would seem that the document – it 


would seem as though there should be the means of being able to protect all the species and not 


simply those that are identified at a given point in time.   


 


MR. CRAMER:  I have a lot to say on this one.  I just want to say the boxes we drew up – Ken  


was at the meeting.  We had a meeting with – Billy Causey was there; Bruce Popham, Chair of 


the AP; Andy Herndon from Protective Species; we had James Byrne from the Nature 


Conservancy; John Hunt from FWC, and three or four commercial fishermen, and I am sure I left 


a couple other people off. 


 


There were some pretty knowledgeable people about the fisheries in the Keys and fisheries 


management in the Keys and the reefs.  We came up with these boxes which actually ended up 


being a lot better than what the National Marine Fisheries Service proposed originally.  Ken‘s 


Coral Nursery‘s weren‘t in there.  A lot of areas that we came and said, hey, there are some 


really nice corals here, and Ken and Billy, all them, hey, there are not corals here but there are 


corals over here.  


  


We kind of made more boxes, I believe and redrew the boundaries because the boundaries didn‘t 


make sense.  It was something similar to what we were talking about earlier; well, let‘s run these 


lines on latitude/longitude but they were protecting 30 percent reef and 70 percent sand, which is 


where the trap fishermen like to fish. 
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The one thing people don‘t realize about the trap fisheries is we don‘t want to fish on the reef.  


That is the least productive area to put your trap and the most damaging place to put your trap.  


We are far more productive fishing in that sand offside of the reef.  The problem with the 500- 


foot buffer is these patch reefs, you start putting in 500-foot buffers and then you take out all that 


sand in between the reefs. 


 


Actually, when there are storms and stuff with movement, there are some areas, which Ken can 


attest to with his coral nurseries, is sometimes in these sand troughs in between the reefs it is 


deeper than the higher structure on the reef, and it actually protects those traps from moving in 


the surge, so it actually protects it.  That is pretty much all I have got to say about the boxes.   


 


On the trap line, this report was like a negative-biased report against the commercial spiny 


lobster fishery.  I mean, when they say that 50 percent of the lobster trap ropes are in the EEZ, 


unless I misspoke that, but there are far less traps in the EEZ on spiny lobster.  I would say there 


is probably only maybe 20 percent.  Most are fished in state waters or in the Gulf of Mexico.  


Very few are fished in the EEZ. 


 


If you require only the traps in the EEZ – because from what I understand the state may not be 


too gung ho on changing the rope requirements in the state waters – and our stone crab traps, 


there are three times more stone crab traps than there are lobster traps.  There are 1.2 or 1.4 


million stone crab traps that all have black ropes.  


 


The lobster fishery is 460,000 lobster traps in the spiny lobster fishery, which we have reduced in 


half over the last 15 or 20 years through our limited entry program, and they are still being 


reduced right now.  Every time there is a sale, they are reduced so we are reducing our impact 


every year. 


 


But the rope, biologically it is not going to do a single thing.  Having a white rope is not going to 


prevent a turtle from being entangled in a white rope over a black rope.  The amount of turtles 


that are killed, I don‘t even know what it is, but it is so minimal.  Over the last five years we 


have saved over 200 turtles that the commercial fishermen have brought in from red tides, the 


cold, this and that.   


 


I think there were 2 deaths last year from turtles from supposed lobster trap lines, which could 


have been stone crab lines, which could have been, you know, whatever.  The problem is you go 


with the rope that is distinguishable only to our fishery; I mean, you are talking 435,000 traps. 


The cost is going to be a lot more to make that rope just for our specific.   


 


You know, we get the black rope now which is what the entire Caribbean uses.  In subtropical 


conditions that rope holds up the best.  Black is the best color, polypropylene works good.  Our 


lines are all marked with buoys, and in the EEZ in particular, not so much in the Gulf, but in the 


EEZ we use line lids on all our ropes, on your main line going down. 


 


Because there is so much boat traffic in South Florida, you don‘t want any rope floating on the  


surface.  If you have a boat coming through and it cuts off your rope, your buoy, if it is floating it 
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is because it has got a buoy attached with the sea number, you know, the crawfish number.  That 


distinguishes that rope. 


 


The rest of the rope goes down to the bottom because it has got leads on it.  If it is on the bottom 


around the coral, we will admit it is lobster rope.  We are not going to deny that it is not.  Any of 


that rope out there on the reef that is black trap line, 99 percent of it is probably from the spiny 


lobster fishery.  We have no problem admitting to that. 


 


Why make us make a rope that is going to make us change our whole thing.  It is not going to be 


as strong of a rope.  We are going to have to go to a probably bigger size because even if we put 


a tracer in it, usually the tracer is a third of the rope, at least three coils of rope together stranded, 


so you are going to have a rope that a third weaker than our normal rope that we use because of 


this colored rope that is probably going to degrade more and not going to be as strong. 


 


We are going to probably go from 5/16 rope to 3/8, which is going to increase our cost.  The 


colored rope that is made just for our fishery, but another thing – sorry I ramble on a lot, but 


another thing is there are only a few suppliers of this rope to most of the Caribbean countries.  


One of them is Atlantic and Gulf Fishing Supply in Miami. 


 


They supply probably the majority of the rope to the Caribbean.  When they buy rope, they buy it 


in bulk to get a better deal.  If they can get this rope made with our distinguishable tracer, they 


are going to order a bunch of it at once and is there any regulation that they can‘t sell it to these 


Caribbean countries? 


 


We are going to get all this rope coming in that is the same color as ours because that is what 


they want to sell and that is what they can sell for the cheapest price.  I don‘t think it is going to 


be a distinguishable – even if you make it with a white tracer in it, if they are selling it all over 


the Caribbean, how are you going to know it is from our fishery? 


 


It could be from somewhere, it could be from Honduras, it could be from anywhere in the 


Caribbean.  It just makes no sense.  Like I said, if there is a floating rope, 20 percent, 30 percent 


is all the gear on the lobster fishery that would probably have to have this rope requirement if the 


state doesn‘t adopt the same plan. 


 


If the rope is cut off and floating, it has probably got a buoy on it, especially out in the EEZ trap.  


The other rest of the rope is on the bottom.  Now the chances of a rope floating in from Honduras 


and deciding to sink right there in the reef and not go up with the Gulf Stream current or go up 


on the beach, it is a very small percentage, I would imagine.  Whatever is out there on the bottom 


on the reef, it is us. 


 


That is pretty much all I have to say about that.  I mean the spray paint doesn‘t work.  I have a 


friend; I go up every year and fish with him up in Maine.  They do everything different.  What 


they do – what they use up there we have tried down here, because I thought, wow, that is a 


really good idea, but the colored stuff, it just doesn‘t work.  The rope degrades, we have tried it.  


We use it on – I have never seen it – we use polypropylene rope because it is strong, it holds up 


the best, black polypropylene.  I have never seen white polypropylene rope.   
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I am sure they can make it but I have never seen it.  When we run stringers of traps in the deep 


water so we don‘t lose them, if you lose the buoys you can still grapple and get your trawl line, 


that is always colored rope because it is sink rope.  I have never seen a black sink rope.  Sure, 


they can make it, too, but, you know, if we have different color ropes going on, it would just be a 


really big burden for absolutely no biological advantage.  I just think it is totally unnecessary and 


I don‘t know why they are doing that, but that is what I have got to say. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  With regard to the buffer areas, I would think as per our earlier 


conversation, that all these small 500-foot buffer areas would be a law enforcement nightmare to 


deal with and would think the boxes to be far more preferable from an enforcement strategy.  I 


think the points just made on the rope should be listened to by the council.  I think he makes a 


very convincing argument that an alternative rope is probably not going to add or add protection. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  Thanks for the perspective, Jeff.  I have some question; I just wasn‘t clear 


which alternative, if any of them, you were asking or saying that should be done. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  On the closed areas? 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  Yes. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  I support, I think it was the third Alternative B, which would prohibit all lobster 


fishing in there; trapping or recreational, because if there are corals down there, what is the use 


of just prohibiting trapping when a lobster diver is going to go down, throw an anchor on the reef 


possibly, go down there, be foraging, possibly damaging the corals collecting lobsters.  I think it 


should be both. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  The council is going to be asked to approve this for public hearings at our 


December meeting, and you guys are the Coral AP.  I would like your perspective on the 


information that is in here, because I looked at it.  From my non-coral biological perspective, I 


can‘t find sufficient information on the distribution of these corals.  


 


The charts are useless in terms of determining where coral is.  I couldn‘t find any waypoints or 


latitude or longitude for the fishermen to take these areas and plug them into to their electronics 


to verify the areas.  These are all requirements that were we proposing this amendment we would 


have to meet.  I was just wondering in your look at this, did I overlook this information?  What is 


your perspective on the amount of information in this document? 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Actually Bill Kelly, our director of one of the organizations that I am a director 


on, he actually called up the Protective Species Division and asked them – he had got the charts 


and asked them for the GPS coordinates and they said we don‘t have them.  He was like what do 


you mean you don‘t have them because he wanted to check and make sure everything was right 


and they couldn‘t provide them to us.  This was just a week or two ago.  That is all I know about 


the GPS coordinates.  They didn‘t have them available. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I don‘t work for Protective Resources Division; I work for Habitat 


Conservation Division, and I know they maintain a data base of acropora, and probably Kate or 
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Dave, you access the data base or provide input into it, you guys can probably better address.  I 


know I have heard from others that there are accessibility issues in that data base but I don‘t 


know if you guys can maybe talk about that. 


 


MS. SEMON-LUNZ:  Yes, FWC is currently working on that database and getting that into a 


useable framework, but that was something that Dave Palandro was working on.  I think as you 


know he is leaving, so I think his staff is remaining to continue to work on that data base.  I am 


just Googling it right now and trying to see if I can find it.  We do host an acropora waypoint 


data base. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Just for clarification, there is one acropora data base that the NMFS regional 


office uses and FWRI; they are somehow synced? 


 


MS. SEMON-LUNZ:  That is the goal, yes, that they are redundant essentially.  They sync. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  We are just now really moving forward in terms of working with FWC and 


creating some of these distribution type maps.  One comment I had was similar to what Steve 


had.  Most of these areas are going to be – although it includes both species, there is certainly a 


lot more acropora cervicornis than there is palmata.   


 


When you draw lines on the map in terms of colony locations with acropora cervicornis, there 


needs to be a process that allows for those lines to be moved, because acropora cervicornis is a 


strange beast.  It fragments and moves; it is how it distributes itself.  An area that may have – I   


don‘t know if this is based on some minimum density.   


 


I had a hard time understanding how these locations were chosen because it is tough for me, for 


someone who studies acropora cervicornis, to draw a line around a acropora cervicornis colony 


because that doesn‘t make sense.   A year from now that colony is probably not there which 


means that line has no meaning.  The colony is going to be over there.  I am not sure how these 


lines were drawn.  Was it based on some type of density or was it truly just known locations of 


acropora cervicornis colonies? 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  For most of the Upper and Middle Keys I am very familiar with where those 


lines have been drawn.  I am familiar with the corals that are there.  They have picked – they  


have tried to pick areas where there is a lot dots and draw a box around that, and a lot of times 


that is a distinct patch reef or a series of patch reefs.   


 


And Dave is right, they do kind of move in storms, but what tends to happen here in the Keys is 


once they move off a patch reef they fall into the grass or the sand and they die.  They don‘t 


necessarily move to another patch reef very easily.  Those numbers kind of catch most of the 


hotspots, the good spots.  I have groundtruthed a lot of them.   


 


I think they are the right areas; maybe not the right shaped boxes but I think they have captured 


the most important areas that we should be looking at.  There are certainly stray cervicornis 


colonies all over the place, but I don‘t think the intent is to try to protect every single cervicornis; 


it is to try to protect some of the better areas. 
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I support where the boxes are.  I think certainly I don‘t support having square rectangular boxes 


but then again that is just the way NMFS wants to do it and there is going to be no marking on 


the surface to indicate where those boxes are.  There are not going to be corner marks on them or 


anything like that.  It is going to be really hard to enforce anything they do. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  That is good information, Ken, thank you.  Although it wasn‘t clear in this 


document that I reviewed, it was based on some – perhaps actual density wasn‘t used, but some 


local knowledge and experience in terms of areas that had some greater abundance of colonies 


versus areas where those colonies were more sparse.  So it wasn‘t really individual identified 


colonies as it is stated there, but it is more consisting of areas that had some abundance of 


colonies with some assumed likelihood that those colonies would be somewhat persistent so that 


that area needs to be protected versus – 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  If that is what you are asking, then the answer is, yes, they have identified 


areas where colonies are persistent and they are attached.  You might get breakage but this is still 


a prime area to protect.  I have looked at a lot of them.  I know the area really well and I think 


they nailed it pretty well for federal waters.  There is nothing in state waters, but that is not up to 


the council to decide. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Ken, this is Jocelyn Karazsia; is there any type of like report – is this the 


outcome of some monitoring effort in the Sanctuary? Where can you find more information on 


these areas that characterizes each of them in particular from the acropora perspective or is this 


just local knowledge? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Ken, did you hear that question? 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  No, could she repeat it, please. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I was asking is there a report that characterizes each of these sites or do you 


know is this based on local knowledge, is this based on a Sanctuary resource, a compilation of 


existing sets of information?  I mean, where are all of these sites kind of characterized and where 


did the information come from, and was it developed in a standardized way and do we have that 


information that you know of, or anybody?  I guess the question doesn‘t have to be Ken.  


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  I didn‘t draw the boxes.  They are pretty much going by the FWRI and the 


available data sets, and I think when they drew the boxes they were looking at clusters of 


cervicornis, and I don‘t think they really talked to anybody about it.  I mean, it seems like a lot of 


it is in the dark, and yet we did have several meetings down here with Andy Herndon and I 


pointed out some areas that were good.   


 


I think there was a lot of concern.  It is like, hey, who drew these boxes and what are they basing 


them on?  Actually they did a pretty good job considering it seemed to be somewhat in the dark 


and without any of the information that you ask about.  I don‘t know that it was that readily 


available.  There is not that many people that know all of those sites. 
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MR. CRAMER:  Yes, Ken, the first meeting Andy Herndon came down to the Keys, he met with 


a bunch of the commercial fishermen and we asked him where the information came from.  I 


believe it was like for the palmata.  It was like a triangle on the map and a circle was the 


cervicornis.  I don‘t remember exactly where he said that information came, but they might be 


the one to come where – Protected Species might be the ones to ask where that information came 


from.  I know at one time during the last couple years he was also getting some additional 


information I believe from some Coast Guard surveys or something.   


 


They were continuing to adding, but some of the data was from the 1990s.  That is one of the 


reasons why we kind of got together and said, hey, Ken in particular, some of these areas are 


completely dead now, there is nothing there alive, but there is an area over here that is really nice 


that we need to do something about.  Actually some of the fishermen came forward and said the 


same thing; hey, this area over here, there is a lot of nice stuff, why don‘t you do something 


about that?  But Protected Species is the one to ask about where they came up with the spots. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  It sounds like we have a process, a process was used.  There is information, 


there is expert knowledge.  The problem is none of that is in the amendment and it should be, as 


should the waypoints.  Again, looking at this document now, to me it is not ready to go out to 


public hearing because it doesn‘t have sufficient information.  I mean what I am hearing from 


you guys is you can‘t evaluate to what extent this is protecting coral based on the information 


that is in the document. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  At least we have concerns on it.   


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  I was going to answer the question about where the data came from.  At 


least the first time around it came from this data base from FWRI, and it was a kind of public 


could submit GPS points for places, and then I think FWC folks would go out and groundtruth 


some of them.   


 


Then they also would incorporate some of their own information into this data base.  But that is 


why there were closed areas on land and stuff, because some of that came from public 


submission and wasn‘t checked.  That was the basis of the base map of here are the areas that we 


can talk about.   


 


Then I think the workshop in July in the Keys was supposed to kind of go in and refine those and 


sort out where what was a good spot and what maybe wasn‘t a good spot and other places to 


move the areas to.  It is kind of a combination of data collected by FWC, of public and then of 


local knowledge from the fishermen. 


 


MR. McFALL:  A lot of this data has come from probably the most comprehensive long-term 


data set, and I had to write this down so I could get it right.  They call it the Screen Team.  It is 


Dr. Steven Miller.  It is called the ―Sanctuary Coral Reef Ecological Assessment and Monitoring 


Team‖, and they have been doing this monitoring for probably the better part of 15 years now. 


 


I am sure that a lot of that data might have been fed into this.  I kind of agree with Gregg Waugh 


that there is not sufficient information in this amendment to be able to point to where the boxes 
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are and waypoints and all that stuff, but conceptually I think it is a good idea.  I think the boxes 


would probably be the best option with no lobster fishing at all. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  As Gregg said, conceptually I think this is great as well.  I actually appreciate 


what Jeff said, that the lobster fishermen really don‘t want to put their traps on the reef.  Some 


comments or suggestions on this – I know this creates work but I think one way that might be 


easier to understand the process is to not necessarily lump these two species together when 


writing up this amendment, because I think they are both protected species, but palmata does 


behave a little bit differently than cervicornis. 


 


I think the locations for palmata can be drawn out perhaps with ink where the locations with 


cervicornis are drawn with pencil.  I think that needs to be differentiated in terms of how the 


process went through in defining these sites.  These are known sites with acropora palmata.  


Whether all palmata is now protected through this process in terms of where the lobster fishing 


can occur or certain sites, that could be clearly defined, this is how we chose the sites for 


palmata.   


 


Then separately go through the process of determining how or describing how the sites were 


chosen for acropora cervicornis, because they are different in their behavior and how likely they 


are going to be in the same area over a long period of time.  My second comment or 


recommendation in that same sense is that I think there needs to be a mechanism in this 


amendment that allows for these areas to be evaluated on some type of periodic basis to 


determine whether there are still these resources in the boxes or there are now better places 


because there are more resources than what was originally placed. 


 


As I said, there needs to be a process that allows these boundaries to change and these boxes to 


be moved.  Perhaps that needs to be – I don‘t know if that mechanism needs to be included in 


this amendment in some way.  Then my final comment is obviously this was done to protect the 


resource.  I know that our panel and the council is federal waters, but if the intent is to protect the 


resource and so much of the resource is actually in state waters versus federal, I would think that 


would still be in our panel and the council‘s best interest to put some pressure on the state to 


move this into state waters as well, because it doesn‘t make sense to just protect these resources 


in federal waters when the same is happening in state waters as well. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  If these areas are prohibited, I think it will be a nightmare for law enforcement 


to enforce these especially in the beginning of the lobster season.  With the general public not 


knowing where they are and not even having any GPS or anything on board, it would be I think 


an impossible situation. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Do you know if there has been any coordination or discussion with law 


enforcement regarding considerations for enforcement on this? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  At the council level not much.  Well, our enforcement representatives,   


really the only thing I think that they have commented on has been straight line boundaries, but 


this has been brought up to Protected Resources is the enforceability of these regulations.  As of 


now, there really hasn‘t been a good answer. 
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MR. NEDIMYER:  I could weigh in on that.  We did have law enforcement in on our meetings 


and they basically kind of rolled their eyes and said we are not going to do anything.  I mean, on 


paper, yes, we are supposed to enforce it, but if there is no boundary lines, no markers, they said 


it is unlikely that something is going to be enforced. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Essentially then, unless each of these boxes have surface buoys or some aspect to 


allow law enforcement to visually identify them, then they don‘t see it as an enforceable process; 


is that correct, Ken? 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  That was my take on it; there are going to be a lot of boxes and you are 


going to have people fishing inside them, and I just don‘t think that is going to be a priority at all, 


and they pretty much said that.  It is great to come up with all these rules and regulations, and I 


think we ought to be looking at how we should protect it but unless we have enough law 


enforcement out there to do it, then, whatever. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Yes, question for Ken.  There are a lot of protected areas that don‘t have surface 


markers.  Is the problem that the Keys is so sort of cluttered with regulations that unless there are 


surface markers, law enforcement don‘t address it? 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  Are you asking is that the problem?  Yes, there are a lot of different zones 


down here and I think they are just overworked.  There are not enough of them and it is like we 


are not going to try to enforce something that is not marked.  That is their words, not mine. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I was just asking Kari, and I don‘t know if either Ken or Jeff may know; do you 


know how many boxes are created in this? 


 


MR. CRAMER:  That I don‘t know. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We can count real fast, but I was just hoping somebody had it off the top of their 


head. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  I just wanted to say that as far as the trap fishermen go, there are a lot of boxes 


already, spas in Key Largo, and they don‘t fish in any of them.  More boxes isn‘t going to – 


commercial fishermen are going to keep their gear out of there.  They are going to know where 


they are at.   


 


The problem is with enforcement and just educating the public, because there is a lot of public, 


there are a lot of Griswalds that come from all over the world, from up north, you know.  We 


talked about this at the meeting, and Shawn and Billy Causey said it is no problem giving the 


information to the chart companies, and they will put those boxes on there.   


 


But a lot of these small boats don‘t have plotters on them or they don‘t carry around paper charts, 


they just go out of the marina straight out, and that is it.  That is the problem.  Trap fishery won‘t 


be a problem; they won‘t put their traps there.  The problem is everyone else. 
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MS. KARAZSIA:  The other thing I wanted to point out – and maybe some of these issues are 


addressed in the National Marine Fisheries Service Biological Opinion, but I don‘t know to what 


minimum mapping unit these reef maps were created.  Off Southeast Florida our reef maps are to 


a one acre minimum mapping unit. 


 


If you draw a box around these areas and say you want a 500 buffer around them; unless these 


areas are groundtruthed, the maps were not created to a spatial scale and resolution that is needed 


for this purpose and this type of management.  We don‘t have a copy of the biological opinion in 


front of us, but maybe this is addressed.  There should be some groundtruthing at these sites as 


well, and some more information on how these maps were created and to what scale and 


resolution. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Kari, do you know – I mean obviously right on the front it says summary – is  


there a more detailed report that might have much of that information available at this time or 


anticipated to be produced? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  No, and this is part of the problem.  In general, the process from council 


staff side – and I feel like I can speak on behalf of Gulf Council staff also – is that most of the 


time we didn‘t know what was going on, and then we would get the maps.  Then we would be 


like, well, what is the area and they would be like, well, we don‘t know.  Then it would be this 


whole thing. 


 


Then we would say, well, what are they waypoints?  Well, we don‘t know.  In general it is felt 


like a very rushed process, and for council staff it is difficult for us to convey that information to 


you and to the stakeholders and to the council members to discuss this action when where we are 


getting out information, it has just been very, very blurry.  No, not a lot of it has been explained 


about where this came from.  I don‘t know if there has been any groundtruthing, I don‘t think so.  


If there has, it hasn‘t been conveyed to us or to the council. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I guess this may sound simplistic, but was this developed by an AP or presented to 


the council for implementation? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  The way this works at the council process is that the biological opinion 


comes through Protected Resources – and they have the authority through the Endangered 


Species Act to do this – and then they put conditions in that are required to be met.  There are  


many conditions actually that are going to have to be met in order for the fishery to be in 


compliance and minimize impact on protected resources.  


 


That there is just a couple that – in the biological opinion it says that NMFS has to work with the 


South Atlantic and Gulf Council to implement these closed areas.  Just so everybody 


understands, this was not a council action.  It is a requirement from the biological opinion.  Even 


though they should have some discretion, and they do kind of, they can pick all hard bottom or 


straight line or buffers and all fishing traps, all the options, but they don‘t have a choice of not 


putting in some kind of closed areas.  This is where it is kind of weird because they don‘t – they 


supposedly have discretion in the color of the trap line markings and what kind of closed areas 


they want to do; however, this is something that is mandated in some way. 
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MR. BLAIR:  I guess I am just getting – there is a Spiny Lobster Advisory Panel; is there not?  


Have they seen this?  Have they produced any or commented on this document yet? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  They have not commented on Amendment 11, but they commented on 


these actions when they were in Amendment 10.  The thing about the South Atlantic, which we 


have remedied recently with that, it had the kind of distribution that turned into almost all 


recreational lobster fishing representatives and one commercial guy. 


 


A lot of the AP recommendations that were voted on as motions came through without kind of 


that commercial input really.  The Gulf council, it is a little different in their AP, but in general 


our AP recommended I think some of the straight line boundaries because they are mostly 


recreational and this is not going to affect recreational. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  From the discussions that have transpired so far, it seems clear that this is 


not really ready for primetime.  While some discussion could be initiated at the December 


meeting regarding general approach or preferences, until some better information is available on 


the distribution of these resources, I don‘t think anything specific can be initiated nor should it. 


 


MR. McFALL:  Maybe this is for Ken and the folks that are familiar with that area; a couple 


questions I have got are how deep a water are you talking about in the EEZ, the average depth 


outside of state waters? 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  The inner edge is probably around 20 feet; that is within the Hawk Channel.  


The outer, of course, is 600 feet or so.  But the areas where the acropora are is in the shallow 


water on the reef crest and to a slight extent in Hawk Channel, but most of the acropora has 


historically been on the reef line. 


 


MR. McFALL:  You can find that reef crest as much as three miles offshore? 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Yes, in the Lower Keys – mostly the reef crest is mostly beyond three miles, in 


the Upper Keys especially. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Greg, if you see the maps and so forth, it has the state line on there.  Each of them 


will show you that in certain areas of the Keys there is an extensive portion of the reef crest that 


is outside of that area.  Those areas that they are showing the boxes and so forth are a part of the 


relatively shallow reef area that supports acropora. 


 


MR. McFALL:  The other question I had is – maybe Jeff can answer this – what percentage of 


the recreational lobster fishing would you say is conducted inside state waters? 


 


MR. CRAMER:  I would say probably 80 percent, maybe more.  Most of the recreational is 


shallow water, the bay, close to shore.  I would say probably at least 80 percent.  I mean, when 


you see mini-season open up, there are very few boats out in the reef.  Most of them are all 


inshore, in the bay side.  That is usually where the lobsters are at the beginning, anyways, is in 


close. 
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DR. FEDDERN:  I agree. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  I would have agreed with both of those numbers for the depth and for the 


distribution of fishing effort. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  But there are a lot of the charterboats, the dive boats that go out from the dive 


operation out here.  They go out to the reef, and that is where they go. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, I think from discussions that we have, I think that we would agree that there 


is more information that needs to come about before we would support this going out for review.  


I will ask for some guidance.  I think it would be appropriate for us to recommend or at least 


state our areas of concern that we could do as a recommendation to either Spiny Lobster AP or 


that the council through its processes consider these points.  To that end, I would like to get the 


bullets that we think are appropriate for that.   


 


Some that I have already is a process or consider a process or means of being able to modify the 


boxes or protect acroporids that are identified in future surveys that is not existing in a present 


aspect; or with new information on distribution; need for more complete information regarding 


how the boxes were drawn as well as specific information relating to the actual coordinates of all 


boxes; further coordination with law enforcement relative to enforceability of the plan.  I will 


take any other comments of concerns that we may wish to express. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I am not sure how best to word it, but I think some effort to address the 


rope issue as probably not being as essential as the boundary area protection.  I come back to the 


point that Jeff made some very good points about why that probably isn‘t worth the dollar cost to 


the fishery to implement. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Do we know by any chance if that is a requirement of the biological opinion or is 


that – it is a requirement of the biological opinion? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  It specifically says that there be a gear marking to identify spiny lobster 


traps. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  But it doesn‘t necessarily state a specific rope? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  No, and this is the first trap or pot fishery in the South Atlantic that 


would have a gear-marking requirement. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  We have no problem with black. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I will throw this to Ken and Jeff, and just in consideration have there been any 


discussions of the way the fishery can meet that intent by means other than a unique rope? 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Well, black is a unique color and the only reason they didn‘t want to use it is 


because some fishery up the coast had it, but our rope isn‘t going to interact with that rope, so 


why can‘t we just have a distinct black rope? 
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MR. NEDIMYER:  I can‘t comment on the color of the rope.  I do want to comment  – I mean  


once you finish this discussion, but I also want to weigh in on the intentions of the Sanctuary and 


the Sanctuary Advisory Council over the next couple over the next couple of years.  We are 


going to be looking at completely redoing the zoning plan for the Florida Keys. 


 


So all these proposed lobster exclusion or protection, these zones that we are talking about right 


now are all going to be dealt with in that plan and there is going to be suggested changes, and we 


are going to take a really hard look at it, so just be aware that is being started as of yesterday‘s 


SAC meeting. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Two comments.  If the wording in that legislation says trap and not specifically 


rope, then why can‘t you just mark traps?  It seems like it is a lot easier. 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  It is specifically the rope. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  The other thing is that I feel pretty strongly that if you are going to do this, you 


should find a way to include recreational fishermen.  It is easy to penalize the commercial guys, 


it is easy to restrict them, but the recreational guys in the South Atlantic for a lot of different 


fisheries, they create cumulatively as much impact and those lobster guys – the recreational 


people are nuts and they don‘t know the reefs necessarily.  They don‘t respect the resources.  I 


think if you are going to do this at all, you should find a way of including recreational. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I would just point out that I believe the ability to do that is in there through 


selection of Option B, which would restrict all spiny lobster fishers.  At least it is recognized as 


being an option in there. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I was just wondering what other trap fishery is out there that could be confused 


with the spiny lobster fishery. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I guess in some of this maybe there needs to be some other additional coordination 


with NOAA Protected Species.  I don‘t know the flexibility, per se.  Since it is in the biological 


opinion and they have to meet the requirements of the biological opinion, some of these things 


are based on that process.   


 


If there is a way to either in some way reassess or open the conversation with them to see if there 


can be some adjustment in the biological opinion or modification of the specific requirement, 


that would be the – otherwise, I think it becomes a mandate that has to be met.  Jocelyn, can you 


address that to any extent? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  From what I understand is that the federal action is the Snapper Grouper 


Fishery Management Plan, so stone crab we can‘t – NMFS isn‘t reviewing anything related to 


the stone crab fisheries because that is managed by the state, and this state‘s action doesn‘t create 


that federal nexus to trigger the consultation requirements. 


 


Anything within the biological opinion that is a term and condition is what they have to 


implement through these alternatives.  Anything that is a reasonable and prudent measure is 
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something that NMFS strongly encourages but isn‘t necessarily legally binding.  I think these are 


all the terms and conditions that have been morphed into alternatives on how to implement those 


terms and conditions probably with also consideration of some of the reasonable and prudent 


measures. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  At this point I still have the three points regarding addressing a process to address 


essentially new areas of acropora that may be found after the establishment of this; a more 


complete description on the information on how the boxes were drawn, as well as groundtruthing 


of those areas; and further coordination with law enforcement.  Any additional points so we can 


move on, please. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Yes, I think the most important one and probably should be the first one, if 


there is a consensus of this group – I am hearing a consensus – and that is that the committee 


would recommend Alternative 3, Option B as the preferred approach, with a better refinement of 


the boxes, and maybe you should take a poll here to see.  I am hearing boxes are better than 


buffer areas, and I am hearing the 90 foot thing is not all that great, and I am hearing we have got 


to include the recreational fishermen as well as the commercial guys.  That is pointing towards 


Alternative 3. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just with a kind of modification of that; I would rather explicitly state those points 


than state we propose a specific alternative, because I think there is other information that they 


need to address that may modify how those alternatives are written.  We could definitely state 


that we feel that the issues should address both commercial and recreational fisheries; and that 


relative to law enforcement, the utilization of the box description, more rectangular or geometric 


definition of those areas to be protected would be a preferred process.  Is that acceptable? 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I think for the most compliance these areas need to be marked with buoys.  


Otherwise, they are useless. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That is kind of in the law enforcement aspects, but we can add into that 


consideration of marking aspects. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  The problem with the marking, we went through that, is that someone has got 


to maintain the buoys and no one has got the money to do it.  The Sanctuary doesn‘t want to 


maintain the buoys they‘ve got. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  All right, that is understood.  Okay, I will attempt to kind of draft this up a little 


bit.  We are going to give Anna the list of recommendations we have got so far when I am 


running through this one, and we will see if we can go through and push those.  I would like to 


get through that process first.  


 


As time allows, we do have a couple other presentations that we did want to go over; but as it is 


eleven o‘clock, I want to make sure we get that done and then we will use the available time to 


finalize the other presentation.  Kari, do you have any other comments?   


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  No, that‘s it. 
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MR. BLAIR:  Thank you, I really appreciate your bringing this to us.  Ken, do you have any 


other comments on this before we move to the next item? 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  Yes, just two comments.  One comment is again about the Sanctuary and the 


Sanctuary Advisory Council is going to be reviewing a lot of these, so keep in mind that there 


will be some modifications recommended to the Coral AP and to the South Atlantic Council 


boxes.  Also, there is also a bunch of other species that are being proposed to be added to the list, 


which is going to add a whole new set of boxes.  It is going to get really confusing. 


 


I think whatever we do right now; I think we have to do something.  Something has to be done 


by the National Marine Fisheries Service to come into compliance with the Endangered Species 


Act, but it is going to be very fluid and change and it is probably not going to look like this in 


two years. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right, I appreciate that.  Do we know is there a time certain for when this action 


has to be done; does the biological opinion state a time certain? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Yes, just for the trap line color requirement is August 6, 2017, the 


opening of the lobster season.  Then for the closed areas, there is not a timeline on that one, is 


there?  It may be a 2014 then, because the biological opinion was published in 2009, and I think 


the five-year plan was what was going on.  But this is expected to be I think reviewed at least 


March or June and submitted for final approval. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Public review? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Submitted for final approval. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  If the council approves it for public hearing.  


 


MR. BLAIR:  You could possibly – if everything fell into place appropriately, they may review 


it at the March meeting for – 


 


MR. WAUGH:  For final approval. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay.  All right, let me get the file to Anna so we can start going through and 


finalizing wording on our recommendations and discussions from the meeting. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Ken, do you want to stay on the line? 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  What is the next item on the agenda? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  What we are going to do, Ken, is review the list of recommendations the panel 


would like to present to the council based on the information we received during the meeting.  


Hopefully, it will not be too long.  We have talked about them a little bit, but it would kind of 


give you a flavor of some of the information that was presented over the meeting if you have got 


time. 
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MR. NEDIMYER:  Yes, I will listen in; that is no problem.  If I have to leave, I will leave. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, as a result of information that we heard yesterday on some of the mapping 


efforts and ROV excursions and so forth in the areas, we decided we wanted to make a 


recommendation that the boundaries be modified in light of that information.  The first 


recommendation is recommend that the boundaries of the present CHAPCs – and I state the 


specific areas off Cape Lookout, the Oculina Daytona Area and Jacksonville Area; is that the 


Charlie-Charlie?  Charlie-Charlie is up in the Cape Lookout area? 


 


DR. ROSS:  No, that is Jacksonville. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Delete that Charlie-Charlie. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think it is going to be confusing, I agree.  Recommend that the boundaries of the 


present CHAPC, Cape Lookout, Oculina-Daytona, Jacksonville Area be modified based on 


information and research that is identified, new areas of Deep Water Coral Resources, 


specifically the areas of HAPC Boundaries; modifications are to occur at the Oculina Line off of 


Daytona, Lophelia areas off Jacksonville. 


 


I did have an aspect about the fact that we will add in the latitude and longitude, and get them 


from Steve, and a statement of the area to be bounded approximately by the 200 meter contour 


between latitude X to the north and latitude Y to the south. 


 


DR. ROSS:  C should read Cape Lookout off of North Carolina, not those boxes.  Those are off 


Jacksonville. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The third area would be the Cape Lookout areas, which is an area where we are 


extending the northern boundaries associated with information on new resources in that area, and 


then additionally to allow more information to be incorporated.  Item D is other areas where 


multi-beam mapping and ROV surveys have indicated the presence of deepwater coral resources. 


 


The intent of that is just to allow us to be able to – as  we anticipate this will take a period of time 


to occur, that we be able to use any further information that may come forward and incorporate 


that in our consideration of the boundary modifications.  The second is to recommend 


reconvening of the Oculina Evaluation Team to determine the status and accomplishments of the 


deepwater coral project and review membership as needed in preparation for the 2014 


Assessment Report. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Do we need to specify that, because I suspect we will need some council 


support for some logistics and meeting coordination and stuff.  Do we need to specify that in the 


recommendation or is that sort of assumed? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think that is assumed.  It was assumed with the previous reporting.  Council 


staff will certainly be involved and instrumental in getting the ball rolling. 
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MR. BLAIR:  I could say recommend the council reconvene if that is the will – or if it is okay as 


it is; it is okay as it is. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think it is just fine as is. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Recommendation number three is to recommend to the Snapper Grouper and 


Habitat AP to consider and assess vulnerability of the blackbelly rosefish, 


commercial/recreational exploitation, inclusive of potential regulatory and protective measures; 


correlate people to work with the Habitat and Snapper Grouper APs to provide some specific 


background and support information relating to the concern. 


 


Number 4 is; recommend that the council seek and provide support for continued investigation at 


the Snowy Wreck MPA to allow for specific targeted ROV/ HOV investigation for mapping.  Do 


we need to have a reference to the archaeological importance or just say mapping?   


 


DR. ROSS:  It is important; but whether the council sees it as an issue or not, it would be useful. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I would just like to know if there is anything hazardous in that cargo. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  From what we heard yesterday, we have no idea, because we have no idea what 


the ship was or where it came from. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  That is why we need to find out what the ship was and can determine that.  It 


could be something that could be leaking out in the future that would affect the fisheries. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We have environmental monitoring down there as well.   


 


DR. LANEY:  Gregg and I were just talking, and it is not inappropriate to leave the 


archaeological in there, because that is something that the council and NMFS have to address,. 


Anyway.  In the process of going through the NEPA process, it is not inappropriate to leave it in 


there. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Good, I think it would be useful.  It strengthens the need to find out what it is.  The 


mapping is not so bad on that wreck from one point of view, but it is really better biological 


documentation, too, so mapping, archaeological and biological surveys.  What we had a lack of 


data there is on the invertebrates and the fish. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Environmental monitoring at this point unless you want to be more specific.  The 


same thing with acoustical monitoring, leave it as such and potential for – this is a question that 


we want to resolve.  Do we want to include this last potential for strategic and appropriate habitat 


enhancement activities in the non-reef regions of the MPA? 


 


 DR. ROSS:  You could say assessment of potential, maybe.  I think the issue there is that sort of 


implies the whole MPA, and what we were really referring to was the deeper end of it, the depth 


and the outer edge, so that would be the deep parts of that MPA. 


 







                                                                                                               Coral AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                October 25-26, 2011  


                                           


140 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  I thought that we decided to not put that forward; that as the Advisory Panel for 


Coral, that it really wasn‘t our place to suggest enhancement of the fishery. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Part of that was also the fact that it would also provide habitat has been shown in 


the Oculina areas and so forth, with appropriate material placement, that it could also enhance 


the deep sea corals, but obviously a lot of our discussion was the artificial reef issue, per se. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  On another point, I think we should be a bit more specific on the 


environmental monitoring.  All I heard Steve say was temperature and currents maybe.   


 


(Remarks made off the record.) 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Full package that does what?   


 


(Remarks made off the record.) 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Well, I got the impression that the whole reason for that is to improve some 


understanding on the snowies with regard to the acoustical monitoring. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Just a comment; I think the way that reads I am comfortable because it is 


investigating the potential habitat enhancement activities.  We are not recommending, as I made 


clear yesterday in my feelings, but we are not recommending that they actually do something.  At 


this point it is just investigating whether it might be something useful.  That is how I read it, 


anyway. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that is the point is to have it as an assessment and not as a mandate.  Okay, 


moving on to recommendation Number 5:  recommend the council seek and provide support for 


investigations to define the location and variation of the 8 degree thermocline, thermal limit for 


growth of Lophelia, along the western boundary of CHAPC.  I know we need to define that area 


more explicitly and the investigation should include multi-beam assessment of the areas not yet 


assessed. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Not yet mapped. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Not yet mapped. 


 


MR. McFALL:  Steve, wouldn‘t a better term or technically correct term be isotherm instead of 


thermocline?  


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, you are right, thank you.   


 


DR. BROOKE:  Being picky, but 8 degrees isn‘t the thermal limit for growth. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We were discussing it relative to the fact that it was a consideration of a defining 


factor for its normal presence, so any wording you would like to have for that is fine.  That is the 


intent. 
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DR. BROOKE:  I know what you are getting at; I am just being picky here.  I would prefer if we 


didn‘t put a temperature on it; just be more general, cold water isotherm or something, because 


they can live at 10; they might be in 10 degrees.  We have seen them living at 9.5, so putting that 


delineation on them, we are not looking for 8 degrees necessarily, and we are looking for an 


anomalous cold water feature. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The only aspect on that – and again to try to provide some understanding of it is 


we are going to have a definition of what cold water is. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Okay, we will stick with 8 then, that is fine. 


 


DR. ROSS:  May I cut in on that; I think that is a good point.  What we saw there that we didn‘t 


really mention yesterday was within the space of a couple of kilometers temperature jumped 20 


degrees.  It is that area of rapid increase, whether it is from 10 to 20 or 8 to 20 or whatever it is is 


what we would be looking for.  Do you have a problem with that, too? 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Yes, because a rapid change is not the thing; it is the temperature itself.  


Lophelia has been seen growing; you know, the arm-waving upper limit for Lophelia growth is 


around 12 degrees.  If we wanted to put a hard and fast number on it, we could go with the 


published field data of 12 degrees. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Well, I guess then, Steve, we would change that to 10 to 12 or just 12, Sandra?  I 


mean, we used the 8 degree thing as a marker in the talk.  Yes, but Sandra is right, they – 


 


(Remark off the record.) 


 


DR. ROSS:  And instead of growth you just say thermal limit for Lophelia, leave out growth, 


because it is mortality and growth. And going back up, I was wondering – you know, following 


Bob‘s comment about environmental monitoring, I wasn‘t sure how much detail we needed to 


put in these but acoustical monitoring is equally vague.  If we are looking for detail there, I think 


what we were talking about is acoustical monitoring for fish activity, passive acoustic monitoring 


for fish activity, biological activity. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I would imagine that the council would appreciate as much specificity – I am sure 


that when they come to want to try to support this, vague things don‘t help them in trying to say, 


yes – 


 


DR. ROSS:  That still bears some explanation. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I don‘t know if you want to include this, but we also discussed that acoustic 


monitoring in terms of vessel activity.  I don‘t know if you want to include that since this is 


biological. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Would it be the same system that could be utilized to both and not a separate 


system. 
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DR. BROOKE:  Yes, same system. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Not to throw a ringer in this, but – 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We are going along so well, Bob. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I know, but both the environmental and the acoustical is really related to 


the fish and not the coral.  Is it the point of the Coral AP to make those recommendations? 


 


DR. ROSS:  The environmental is not; maybe it could be both. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Also, part of the Deepwater Coral Project and program with the research and 


monitoring program as well as to elucidate the biological interactions and so forth with the 


deepwater coral.  Recommendation 6, and I didn‘t really get much on the wording in this, but the 


intent of this one is to recommend that the council coordinate with NOAA to ensure that various 


reporting products, such as those from SEADESC and Deep Sea Research Technology Program, 


be provided to the council for inclusion in their IMS as appropriate.   


 


That can be more specific, more broadly spaced.  The intent there is to make sure that the council 


is seeking and receiving these information resources that are being generated by NOAA, whether 


cooperatively or independently.  Any input or comment or is that as is?  We had some that we 


kind of threw up as potentials.   


 


This is one that would be relative to Sandra‘s.  This is the recommendation that she had listed at 


that talk.  We kind of came out with a modification of that as a matter of fact, if I remember 


correctly, that the council would be collating the information associated with the original 


delineation of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC for review at the next council meeting to assess 


the ability or the need in areas where any modification of those lines could occur.  That is not 


really a recommendation, it is an action item back, so I think that this at this point in time would 


not be the – this may be the recommendation that comes after that meeting or similar meeting. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I was just trying to skip ahead and see what kind of recommendations were coming 


up, because back under 6, I guess where SEADESC is mentioned, I had a number of 


recommendations for SEADESC preceding in my talk.  I don‘t want to go through all those 


again, but Andy Shepard has been a big supporter of that activity.   


 


I don‘t know whether there might be some generic recommendation that the council consider to 


the extent possible continuing that project or various aspects of that project.  Maybe we can leave 


it that generally and just interact with whoever is involved with it to see what is possible, what is 


affordable and what is most useful in that activity.  Andy, do you have a thought on that? 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  We drafted also a letter from the council to NOAA to try to continue support 


for the continued analysis and creation of products from the South Atlantic cruises, so the Deep 


Sea Coral Program doesn‘t leave and we don‘t get to finish the things that need to be finished.  


That is a separate action.  I don‘t know if it precludes or enables you to cover what Steve is 


talking about. 
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DR. ROSS:  It is related, but the deep coral program has a much more limited focus on data from 


those cruises whereas SEADESC originally was looking at all kinds of potential data that related 


to deep sea corals or hard bottom habitat in deep water.  It is a little more expansive from the 


council‘s possible support, but they ought to coordinate those activities and make sure they are 


not overlapping. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I would suggest just adding a portion to the end of it which states and to the extent 


possible continue support and cooperation with those projects. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think that would be helpful.  I know SEADESC is currently ongoing through  


the end of March 2012 under the 2009 Council Coral Grant, and so it has already gone through a 


second extension.  I think the council‘s hands are tied as to how much longer they can extend 


that specific project under that grant.  This could be timely to emphasize the importance that this 


needs to continue. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  As well as to develop a potential new agreement or method for that support. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, correct. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We also talked about – I think one of Sandra‘s recommendations was to have the 


council become, if you will, or serve as a single location and suggest obviously through its 


website for a one-stop shop, if you will, for the various regulatory components within the 


SAFMC Region, which would be availability of various regulatory area GPS files, as well as 


regulations.  Again, I will take recommendations and suggestions for wording and smoothing 


that. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I don‘t think I was going to smooth the wording, but I wanted to add to that.  We 


don‘t have time to discuss that here, but I know Sandra and I in looking through the website had 


a difficult time finding certain things or finding some things that might have been outdated.  


Websites, as we all know, are real difficult to maintain and keep current.  Maybe added to that 


recommendation would be that with whoever else is appropriate, to take another look at parts of 


that website.  For our committee it would be the deep coral or any of the coral parts to see how 


up to date or smooth they are.  But often that goes along with making it a one-stop place to get 


the information you need, how to clearly note it. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I would just add on to that.  I agree, there are some issues with the website.  It is 


a bit of a process right now.  We are dealing with migrating to a new server and it has been an 


ongoing project for the past year that hasn‘t exactly gotten up and running yet.  In the meantime 


we are left with a website that has a lot of problems from the back end of things.  


 


What seemingly seems like a quick and easy update is much more difficult.  Council staff, we 


don‘t have an IT person updating our website.  It is kind of up to staff ourselves.  We are very 


well aware of this issue.  It is something we are working on.  In fact, our Information and 


Education Advisory Panel are convening in the adjacent room over here and that is an item on 


their agenda.  
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They are discussing the progress and the development of this website migration to the new server 


that is apparently going to make everything much more efficient and a lot simpler for us and user 


friendly as well.  It is worth noting, but it is something that council is well aware of and 


something staff is certainly frustrated with as well and well aware of, too. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think part of the intent here is that we know that the council‘s website is a 


significant resource of information; and if we want to optimize that process and have it even 


more so become known for the resources for the regulated areas and protection of the area.  


Another one that I am not sure that we had discussed yet, but this came on the result of Jocelyn‘s 


presentation relative to some of the potential activities within the HAPC that may be associated 


with approvals that are issued by other agencies,  and explicitly that this one if I‘ve got the 


acronym right.   


 


DR. ROSS:  It is actually BOEM now; they have changed their name again. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Again, the intent here was to have the council attempt to coordinate with BOEM 


and any other agencies really; so that if there are leases or activities that are going on within a 


designated CHAPC, that those activities be reviewed for sufficiency of appropriate habitat 


mapping and resource characterization, monitoring and assessment plans and installation.  I said 


operation, but really installation and removal plans for the points of specific concern. 


 


MR. SHEPARD:  Yes, I agree with you that I thought this was a wider thing, including Corps of 


Engineers.  What we should probably do is generalize a little bit with federal agencies or add the 


navy, or add the Corps of Engineers and add BOEM, add these other things that are going to 


affect the CHAPC for their activities. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Well, initially we were talking about making a revision to the Energy Policy 


Statement to be more specific, but I think the scope of activities that we have talked about at this 


meeting has been beyond just renewable alternative energy.  They have included military 


activities; they have included civil work, Army Corps of Engineer activities.   


 


Then I also wanted to point out that at our workshop in Wilmington that we had in 2009, our 


Deep Sea Coral Prioritization of Mapping and Exploration Needs, one of the needs that was 


identified was the development of protocols to help guide industry and agencies for what type of 


– how to do the mapping and biological resource surveys, and that is something that hasn‘t been 


done yet.  We have done some work with John Reed and we kind of have a starting point that is 


in paragraph form, but that would be something that would be helpful as well. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  To add on to this? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  If it is not too late to add on to it. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That‘s why we are here. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I mean, the way it is worded in the plan from the Wilmington 2009 


workshop, we can maybe just copy and paste that language just to move that further along. 
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MR. BLAIR:  I think associated with that, there was at least a statement that there may be a need 


for consideration for review of the council‘s energy policy in critical management areas that we 


didn‘t really make that recommendation, it was a note that I had.  Was that something we feel is 


a timely comment now or if there really is more information or activities that we need to assess?  


Is that a recommendation we feel we want to make or do we just hold that until other issues may 


come forward? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I know there has been talk about the council staff coordinating some revisions 


to that policy, so it seems ripe for discussion given the discussion we had yesterday.  If we can 


encourage that to move forward, that would be helpful. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  What is the energy policy?  We don‘t have to say in the management areas; it is 


going to be your policy regardless of where it is, right? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Yes, in one of the council‘s policy statements, energy policy statement. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Should it be kind of preferenced with based on recent interests and alternative 


energy-based activities in – this will be specific since it is the Coral Panel.  That will be 


recommend that the council review and revise as necessary the council‘s energy policy statement 


based on recent increased interest in alternative energy-based activities within the Coral Habitat 


Areas of Particular Concern. 


 


Then just regarding the orange cup coral, we had a discussion as to, one, if wanted to do any 


action whatsoever.  A couple of the other suggested potential alternatives for action was to 


remove the orange cup coral explicitly from the FMP.  There was another suggestion for 


exemption of the zero allowable catch, but this would also require management of it and 


therefore establishment of the various fisheries metric such as allowable catch limits, maximum 


sustained yield and so forth.   


 


Recommend support of investigations and research of tubastrea and its potential threat to the 


coral ecosystem, restoration activities, and economic impact of its presence.  Then finally 


another that was put forward was to basically in an amendment that goes forward is to have  a 


statement that the Coral FMP is not intended to nor does it include management of exotic 


species.  Those are things that we talked about as potentials for recommendations or actions that 


we could.  Does the panel have a preference for moving any of those or any suggested 


recommendation to the council at this time relative to exotic species, exotic corals and 


specifically the tubastrea?   


 


DR. ROSS:  Considering everything that was said about that and the fact that the comments were 


all over the board, I would almost think that bears additional discussion later at another meeting.  


It seemed like there wasn‘t enough information on the implications of making one choice versus 


another.  At least that is what it seemed like to me, and we didn‘t have a whole lot of discussion 


on it. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I would echo that as well.  I think there would be some hesitancy from the 


council perspective to make any changes here unless more rationale is provided.  What they have 
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so far includes Florida FWC‘s stance on the enforcement issues of allowing harvest, and also the 


limited information that Tonya Shearer from Georgia Tech provided. 


 


That in a nutshell sums up what we have on the orange cup coral at this point.  Again, perhaps 


future changes could be considered, but I think the first step would be to provide an avenue, 


maybe at the next AP meeting for having some more information on the table for consideration 


of any changes. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I guess my point is kind of the way Anna even described or went with her 


comment using specifically orange cup coral in her comments.  The last bullet I think is true; we 


are not intending to include exotic or invasive species in a management plan, but I think my 


feeling yesterday and comments yesterday were that it is a lot of work but we need to address it 


as these come up.   


 


I don‘t know if we want a blanket statement that as something is identified like the orange cup 


coral, and the next one is the blue cup coral, I don‘t know, but that we have to address them in 


that manner was my comment from yesterday. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I agree with Dave; I think they should be certainly taken on a case-by-case 


basis, because if you make a blanket statement the next thing you know there is going to be an 


exemption that causes problems.  Tubastrea is easy to recognize for enforcement purposes.  I 


think I agree with the general consensus it seems that no action is the best alternative at this point 


since we don‘t know.   


 


Henry made some good points yesterday about potential problems of allowing harvest.  We just 


simply don‘t know what the impact may be.  My preferred option would be no action pending 


further recommendation.  I feel that exempting zero allowable catch, I just don‘t see using our 


resources to manage this fishery, and I think that is where that last statement comes from.  In this 


case I don‘t think that the third option is a good one.  I think no action pending further research 


would be my preference. 


 


MR. BLAIR.  From here then we are either no action.  Is there any consideration for 


recommending that the council support investigations in the research of tubastrea?   


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I would definitely support finding out more about the coral and why it has 


established on natural bottom in the Bahamas and in other areas and why it isn‘t here.  Maybe 


there is some biological reason for it, but then again I have a feeling it could be just that the 


artificial habitat was easier initially.  I understand that the attachment of coral larvae, the 


substrate has to go through a biological procedure before it is suitable.  That may be the case in 


this one as well. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  My comment was that looks like the council – does that imply funding 


research?  That may not be necessary.  It may be just a literature search or it may be at the form 


of funding, but the council should certainly recommend supporting further information before 


making a decision.  If you have got funding for it that is great, but I would hesitate to lock the 
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council in to providing – into wording that provides funding for this pending any decision.  I 


think it can be gotten in another way. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that the intent of that would be to provide the council the ability to, if it had 


funds and availability to do that.  If it is really something as a matter of fact that we as an 


advisory panel, amongst our expertise feel that we can come up with a white paper associated 


with it, that might be a good start.  Maybe that is our action item is to develop a white paper and 


in consideration of that I can send out an e-mail requesting individuals interested in participation 


in the development of that. 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  I think we should not sleep on this thing forever, because it is going to find 


its way onto the reef, and we still don‘t really know what it is going to do on the reef.  I was just 


down in Bonaire a couple weeks ago and it is all over the reef there, and it is competing with 


native corals.  It is becoming a pervasive coral.  Do we want that here; I don‘t know.  The longer 


we wait the more difficult it will be to do anything about it, if we want to do anything.  We 


should be looking into it. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Ken, this is Dave Gilliam, when you were down there, was there any discussion 


about how they are dealing – do they have any information that we should get in terms of how 


they are dealing with the species? 


 


MR. NEDIMYER:  You know, I didn‘t ask.  I didn‘t really talk to them about that because we 


were down there talking about acropora.  I will be talking to them again and I will find out and 


see what they are doing.  It didn‘t seem like they were doing anything about it.  They are out 


nailing lionfish, but it is almost like they have given up on the cup coral because it is 


everywhere. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Unfortunately kind of like we are doing with the lionfish.  I agree with you, Ken, 


and I do think it needs action.  Seeing that we are coming into the home stretch here, that is the 


list of items and recommendations that I had.  Is there any that I missed or that others wish to 


propose? 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Just two; one would you go up to number one, please?  In the edit, the c.c., 


the Navy sites got deleted, is that intentional? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just the reference to the literal navy jargon.  It is meant to be explicit that those are 


the areas of concern. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  And second, just to put a placemarker under whatever would be the last one 


to make sure we capture the discussions this morning related to spiny lobster areas.  We haven‘t 


crafted any of that text, per se.  You have it kind of in rough format.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  I am just going to actually put that as part of the – I was going to have that as kind 


of a narrative stating the specific aspects that we agree that the utilization of the geometric box 


descriptions and inclusion, or should we say exclusion of all spiny, so that can get actually taken 
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up in a narrative aspect, just stating that that is our feeling and sense that those are appropriate 


actions. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I think also I would recommend that there needs to be a thought or an inclusion 


of a mechanism that these boxes be evaluated in terms of removing if there is no longer resource 


or moving because of the nature of these – especially acropora cervicornis, the nature of that 


species that a box today may not be a good box tomorrow. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  That is a nightmare for enforcement. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Yes, but still why enforce something that no longer— 


 


MR. CRAMER:  I agree with you, that is an issue, but that is getting infeasible for fishermen to 


deal with. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Is that addressed in A, kind of, and also the groundtruthing and habitat 


mapping concerns?  I mean, A could be expanded maybe to address that concern? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, definitely that is the intent there.  Otherwise, all they are going to be doing is 


spatially protecting specific areas in the hopes that Acropora A, will stay there, and once they 


have gone from there, there is no additional protection for the acropora, which I don‘t know is 


what the intent of the biological opinion is or the intent of the Endangered Species Act. 


 


(Remark made off the record.) 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We know that some were but not all.  We are not sure if all of them were 


groundtruthed?  I know that Ken said that he is familiar and he has been into a number of these 


areas, but the areas, obviously if you are going to draw a box, you have got to make sure that the 


organism is there for protection. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Again that might be captured in A. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Yes, I am okay with that being captured in A.  But also in A – 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Well, initially they are going to come up with a set of boxes.  We want to make 


sure that the resources are there that need protecting in those initial boxes.  I think that is a 


separate – that is a point forward aspect, as things change how are you going to address those 


changes? 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Then you are talking about changes, and I don‘t know if there is any sort of 


just baseline assessment of what is there, so that is needed before you evaluate changes. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, how is that; is that about where we would like to be?  Relative to the Spiny 


Lobster Amendment 11, recommend that the Spiny Lobster AP review the draft of the 


Amendment 11 to the Spiny Lobster Fishery Plan to develop or define a process to 


address/protect acroporids based on new changes or based on changes in distribution. 
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MS. KARAZSIA:  We are just recommending that it go back to the Spiny Lobster AP? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Anna, isn‘t that the most appropriate? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think from the Coral Advisory Panel, that is an appropriate recommendation to 


make to the Spiny Lobster AP. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It is kind of what Bob said, should we be explicit at the front to say that as 


presently written we feel there is insufficient detail for this to go forward at this time? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think you could state that based upon the resource; not necessarily the spiny 


lobster fishery but information contained in the document from the discussion seemed to be 


inadequate. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I think you should recommend the Spiny Lobster AP work with the Coral 


AP and review the draft of the amendment. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I think they need some of the coral expertise and we need some of the Spiny 


Lobster Fishery AP intel.   


 


DR. BANKS:  How much time do we have on this?  I am coming to believe that we are going 


about this all wrong.  It is twelve o‘clock, but do we have time to think about this some more and 


talk about it?  This whole approach to me is wrong. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  From what I am hearing, this whole approach to the development of this 


amendment is wrong.  Let me correct that.  It has not seemed to follow the normal process that 


has been involved in council development for amendments.  I think that what we are seeing is the 


affects of that lack of following the process. 


 


DR. BANKS:  Well, I‘m not thinking about process; I am thinking about philosophically I think 


there is a better way without regulation to do this. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  NOAA, their biological opinion has – 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, that is the issue here, the biological opinion requires the National Marine 


Fisheries Service and ultimately the council to do something to address whatever they call those 


requirements – I can‘t remember the language, but to implement reasonable and prudent 


measures to address the biological opinion requirements.  It is not an option that they can‘t – no  


action is not an option. 


 


DR. BANKS:  I am not suggesting no action, but I think there is a better way to protect the 


acroporids from at least the commercial fishermen based on what Jeff is saying, it is almost 


without regulation, but with activity, action.  I mean, if these guys know where the hard bottom 


is, they should be protecting hard bottom from damage, not just acropora.  I know the law is 


different. 
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If you guys could look at your chart plotter and see where hard bottom was, just simply have it 


mapped out – it is already mapped out; all we have got to do is work with the manufacturers to 


have charts, applications available on a chart plotter.  It is not expensive.  You said you don‘t 


want to lay traps on hard bottom, and I believe that.  


 


 If you know where it was, you are not going to lay them there.  If these guys know where it is, 


they are going to generally choose not to lay traps on it, they are going to lay it on sand if they 


know definitively where sand is.  We can give them that and it can be done with the 


manufacturer‘s cooperation. 


 


You know the problem with acropora as David said it and everybody has said it, it moves 


around.  It is like when you monitor it; fixed point monitoring doesn‘t work well; you have got to 


use a landscape approach.  We can‘t keep changing this regulation every year to accommodate 


acropora moving all over the place. 


 


Let‘s assume that all hard bottom is habitat and let‘s provide the information of where habitat is 


to the lobstermen.  They will choose, based on what Jeff said, not to lay traps on it, by de facto 


protecting it from all the corals and not just acropora.  I don‘t know how that fits in anything or if 


anybody even agrees with me; but I figured if we start doing a moving target on where you can 


and can‘t fish, it is never going to work.  Nobody is going to maintain it. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Part of this that comes in consideration I think is trying to get more information on 


what their process was, what is their rationale?  As I have added into the first aspect that the 


Coral Advisory Panel – I say offer; I will use any other word you want me to use to work with 


the Spiny Lobster to revise the draft, and we think that it should be a joint – I agree that it should 


be a joint document based on input from both the Coral Advisory Panel working with the Spiny 


Lobster Panel. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Ken, just a comment to your thing, I don‘t think that is enforceable.  Think 


about the outline that you would have to draw to protect all hard bottom; it is bad enough getting 


boxes that protect most of it. 


 


DR. BANKS:  No, I am not talking about enforcement; I am talking about like a BMP almost.  It 


is not going to prevent – 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  They are looking at this amendment to be an enforcement approach. 


 


DR. BANKS:  I know, but they are doing something, even if it is wrong.  I mean it is like in the 


context of let‘s do something.  Even if it is not going to work, we have got to do something.  


How are you going to enforce protecting acropora with fixed points and fixed boxes?  It is like 


Dave said; it doesn‘t even fit in with the life history of acropora.  Maybe it works for Oculina, 


but even that moves around. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Maybe our recommendation is just simply at this point the amendment needs so 


much work, that the recommendation is simply that all parties need to continue to work together 
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to advance this amendment.  I don‘t know, maybe more general is appropriate at this point rather 


than trying to come up with specifics. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  To me it was like, all right, we need to do something.  What can we say we 


did?  Well, let‘s tell the commercial guys they can‘t put traps there.  There, we did something.  


You know what I mean?  There is so much other stuff going on that is a stressor to the acropora 


corals and they kind of pick us like we are the minor, minor, way down the ladder but, you 


know, they can take care of us pretty easy.  That is what the fishermen feel like. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right, but at least in this one we are doing it with everybody and not just you 


guys.  Our recommendation would be with all fishing within the protected areas and not just 


commercial fishermen. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Steve, I think what you wrote in A. there is really the rationale for the 


recommendations of B through D, instead of the recognition itself.  I would just take it and put it 


up right after 10; right before all of that, and then start with the recommendation, or either way it 


doesn‘t matter. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  And probably at this point, as long as we have the bullets in here, this is something 


that we could still take the next day or two to revise, send out to the Coral AP and get everybody 


to sign off that it is okay; any final tweaking and then we can have it ready to go forward to the 


council at the next meeting. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Can we add in anything about the trap rope thing, like it is not going to have 


any biological positive or negative effects to the corals, and possibly black would be a great 


color? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The only thing, Jeff, that I think I would need guidance for – and I said before I 


am not sure the effect – if it is specifically stated in the biological opinion, my understanding is 


that the biological opinion would have to be modified for that to be allowed.  That is why it is 


not so much a – I don‘t know that we can make that type of a recommendation.  I am trying to 


figure out – I don‘t disagree with you. 


 


(Remark made off the record.). 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Is it appropriate to ask that Action Item 2 be reevaluated?  Does NOAA have 


that – does that process exist that based upon continued information, that an action item is 


reevaluated? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Gregg, do you know if it would be appropriate – we are speaking about the line 


marking and trap marking for the spiny lobster – would it be appropriate for the panel to 


recommend to the council it seek – I don‘t know, it is re-consultation, but essentially that is what 


it may be, alternative measures for the trap marking as specified in the biological opinion? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Yes, as I said before, the APs can make any recommendation they think is 


appropriate and then it will be up to the council to deal with it as best they can.  Yes, if you think 
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it needs to be changed, then make that recommendation.  They modified the biological opinion 


dealing with the timing requirement for the rope, so they did go back and make that change.  We 


are trying to understand how this process for developing these biological opinions works as well.  


We are trying to get a presentation at our December council meeting, because the process is not 


clear in our minds, either.   


 


MR. GILLIAM:  Jeff, I guess we kind of addressed your concerns, maybe a first step in this 


process. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Essentially what that would be is we recommend the council seek to review and 


assess the need and appropriateness of the trap marking as defined in NOAA.  The intent there 


would be just that, is to have them consider to bring that back into discussion.  We did not 


necessarily get to give a couple reports.   


 


One is on the U.S. Coral Reef Task Force Meeting and the other is on MARES.  We will put that 


on the agenda for next.  You may well get a little bit of information as well from that.  Perhaps 


we can put up a quick synopsis.  We know that the U.S. Coral Reef Task Force Report was going 


to be extremely short.   


 


But the other aspects that we can do, we will try to send out an e-mail with some background 


information on that, especially for those that have had to leave and are not able to be here.  Is 


there any other additional business that we need to conduct at this time?  Now one of the issues – 


and we will follow up with this on an e-mail since a number of people have already left, 


regarding some future changes that may occur.  Any other business? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  We have run out of time and lots of folks have departed but Brandon Fisher with 


the Coast Guard is here and wanted to brief you real quickly on enforcement interactions with. 


 


LT. FISHER:  Yes, I know the peril of holding you all up further from lunch, but I thought you 


would want to hear this.  I am over at the Education Outreach AP, so I am not on your AP, but I 


just wanted to let you know of some stuff we are doing at the Southeast Regional Fisheries 


Training Center regarding corals. 


 


We spent the last year doing a bottom-up revisiting of our entire enforcement training curriculum 


for our officers that are going out there.  Early on, one of the biggest deficiencies that we found 


was in our coral training program.  Going forward with our re-launch in April, that module on 


the Coral FMP is going to expand from fifteen minutes, which is what they get now, to a full 


hour. 


 


We have also, working with Erich Bartels at Moat Marine Lab, Joanne Delaney down at Florida 


Keys Sanctuary, and the entire staff over at Fort Johnson – they have been great in hooking us up 


with a live officer reef tank identification tank that is in our classrooms.  We right now have got 


our first species of acroporids in there.   


 


We have got some gorgonians coming in next week.  We have noapara and everyone is doing 


great in the tank.  It is for most of our officers that come in.  A lot of them, when we start off that 
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The Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 


convened in the Hilton Garden Inn, North Charleston, South Carolina, Thursday morning, May 


9, 2013, and was called to order at 9:00 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Mike Merrifield. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Welcome, everybody.  This is the Deepwater Shrimp AP and we go around 


and do introductions.  Let’s start with you, Laurilee. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I’m Laurilee Thompson; Dixie Crossroads Seafood Restaurant, Titusville, 


Florida. 


 


MR. WILSON:  Steven Wilson with International Oceanic Enterprises in Bayou La Batre, 


Alabama. 


 


MR. GAUTIER:  Warren Gautier with Pascagoula Ice and Freezer Company, Pascagoula, 


Mississippi. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Marilyn Solorzano; vessel owner. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Roger Pugliese; South Atlantic Council staff. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Anna Martin; Council staff. 


 


MS. JONES:  Nancy Jones; vessel owner. 


 


MR. DENNIS:  Fred Dennis; commercial fisher. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  John Williams; Southern Shrimp Alliance. 


 


MR. REID:  Richard Reid; Cape Canaveral Shrimp Company. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  Brent Zirlott; vessel owner. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Mike Merrifield; Cape Canaveral Shrimp Company and current Chair of 


the Deepwater Shrimp AP.  Otha. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  Yes, Otha is on the line. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Otha Easley is with NOAA’s Office of Law Enforcement.  I also wanted to 


recognize Tom Burgess who is one of our current council members, he is with us today; and also 


Pat O’Shaughnessy with the Vessel Monitoring System Office at National Marine Fisheries 


Service. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  First are there any additions or changes to the agenda?  Does everybody 


agree with the agenda? 


 


MR. WILSON:  I move that we accept the agenda, approve it as it is thank you. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I second. 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, that’s fine; we’ll go to the second item on the agenda which is 


approval of the October 2012 Joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP minutes.  This has created 


quite a bit of concern, because there are only half of the minutes there.  What do we need to do 


here to request?  First of all, how do we request that the remaining minutes be presented? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, technical difficulty, we don’t have them and that is why you only see a 


portion of the Joint AP minutes transcribed.  The others were lost.  Is that describing that 


correctly, Julie?  The Coral Advisory Panel; they approved the partial allotment of minutes at 


their meeting on Tuesday. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  Wasn’t the meeting on the webinar? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  You couldn’t pull the minutes off the webinar? 


 


MS. O’DELL:  The webinar is not recorded; it’s just broadcast. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  There was a lot of discussion after we got back from lunch specifically on 


the northern expansion of the Oculina Reef.  I don’t know we can even move forward if we don’t 


have a record of what was said in those two committees. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Let me just start by saying there is a lot of concern, because everybody felt 


like that was such a good meeting.  There was a lot of synergy; there was a lot of discussion, a 


lot of exchange between the Coral AP and the Deepwater Shrimp AP.  There were a lot of things 


that were discussed in the second part of that meeting where there were a lot of agreements and 


things made that are I guess lost, or how do we recreate them? 


 


The point is this; this group comes here and participates and puts their time in on these AP 


meetings, because they feel that they have some kind of input into this process.  It is very 


concerning to the group that their voice is not being recorded or documented.  It creates a level 


of mistrust beyond what is already there.  


 


The group tends to come to these meetings and they already are in a defensive mode, because 


they are trying to preserve their fishing grounds.  They are trying to preserve their industry, their 


trade, and their livelihoods.  Then it just feels like a slap in the face to them and to us.  I think 


that it is an issue that needs to be addressed. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Thank you for your comments.  There is nothing Roger and I can do about this.  


I would recommend, if the advisory panel feels compelled, submitting a letter to the council or 


Bob. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  There is nothing intentional about this.  This is a technical thing that 


happened.  I know what your concerns are and the concerns as this process has moved forward.  


There is no intentional effort.  It was a technical error that happened.  However, the deliberations 


through that entire effort came out with an agreed-upon decision on how to move forward.  I 


think that is one of the most important things that you did go through all that. 
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Part of the record has to be recreated in terms of understanding what those ended up, but you got 


to an end point of agreement on how to proceed, and we are at that stage in response to the full 


deliberation of all the advisory panels to that point.  It is not intentional and hopefully Tom can 


re – this is the last thing you would want to see anything happen.  This is just one time when 


something has happened with this system. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  We also have the Joint Advisory Panel meeting report and the motions that were 


made by both of the groups.  That was reviewed and vetted through your advisory panel as well 


as the Coral Advisory Panel.  I guess if there is concerns with what is contained within that 


report in light of the compromised minutes, then we need to talk about that today. 


 


I think that there is some rationale in that AP meeting report for why the motions were made, and 


perhaps we can build off of the rationale that the Deepwater Shrimp AP provided for those 


motions.  I think we need move forward; there is nothing we can do about the technical glitch. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think our intent is to move forward, and there no one has said that there is 


an intentional effort here to expunge this documentation.  It is just a concern that when we went 


through the minutes and saw that half of the meeting was not recorded, that we considered that to 


be a serious issue. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I would like to put on the record, as Mike said earlier, as an industry we come to 


the meeting in an already somewhat defensive mode.  Because not only does it involve our own 


individual livelihoods, but there are a lot of people who are counting on us and support industry 


supporting our industry. 


 


It affects a lot of jobs and a lot of livelihoods.  Our main concern is that we come to the meeting.  


We come in good faith that the process is going to follow through.  We are concerned to make 


sure that the process is not skewed.  We would like to make sure that the council is overseeing 


the process; that things are not being manipulated, or moved, or skewed in a certain direction so 


that we can have faith in the process itself.  I would just like that to go on the record. 


 


MR. DENNIS:  I am losing faith in the process, because you remember some of you older 


people, some of us older people; I’m saying the people that have been on these committees for 


the longest; do you remember back years and years ago they were threatening to close it down 


because they said we were encroaching on the Oculina Banks.   


 


We went in and we agreed, all right, we’ll pull these in – we’ll do the VMS thing.  They said, 


“Well, if you that, it is all over with and that is what we need.  We did that.  Here a few years 


later they come up with where we’ve got to protect all this coral.  Gregg Waugh at a meeting 


over at the Town and Country on 17; he told us, he said it is nothing for you to worry about.  If 


you’ll give us your tracks, anywhere that you all have dragged, that won’t be part of what we 


take, because you have already been dragging there. 


 


I mean, we have been dragging there 30 plus years or 40.  He said that will be protected.  You 


will be protected.  We won’t take anything that you have been dragging, because we know there 


is no coral there.  If you have got tracks, there you are safe.  Okay, well, we did that.  We 
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swallowed that hook, line and sinker, and here we are now with Roger drawing lines all over our 


grounds taking our track lines.  Why are we not mistrustful of this whole process? 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  One thing quick to say; I feel like when we were in the meeting last time 


and we came in, we had a lot of good back and forth with the Coral AP.  Things were going well.  


We did agree to a lot of stuff.  But comments that were made such as boundary lines, people 


agreeing on; okay, yes, you could go fish there; coral people saying, yes, you know, we don’t 


have a problem with these areas being reutilized, because you have traditionally used them. 


 


None of that is in the minutes.  Those things meant a lot to us that they agreed that we could 


utilize those; that they agreed there was no coral there, yet we have no proof that this ever 


existed.  It is not recorded, it is not documented, it is just we know it happened.  Therefore you 


have created an issue that we don’t know if we want to go forward without proof that we want 


our bottom back that we have used historically. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  I understand your concerns on this issue.  As Anna has said, you had come to 


some agreement on several things at that meeting and they are documented as far as --     I  guess 


that would be preferred alternatives that came out of the joint meeting; is that correct? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That is correct, Tom; preferred alternatives that the advisory panels have agreed 


on. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  That everybody did agree on, and that would be in a sense for the record 


because of the agreement between the two groups.  As far as being at the meeting the past two 


days between Habitat and Coral and then the joint meeting yesterday; I think that spirit of 


cooperation still exists.   


 


Mike was there and everybody seemed to continue to agree on the things that were discussed at 


the joint meeting in October.  I think there is still a good faith approach according to 


observations yesterday, and what came out of yesterday’s meeting.  I don’t feel that you have 


lost any ground, but I do understand your concerns.  By observing this meeting. they will be 


known by the council. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  One of the things that were agreed on was that Mike Merrifield would be 


involved in the process of creating the new alternative 70 meters to 100 meters, the new lines 


that were being drawn.  It was going to be Mike and the guy from the Coral Committee and 


Roger.  Mike was not involved in that process.  We have no record of that being the agreement, 


but it was. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, we are going to proceed with the meeting.  Is there anymore 


comment on Item Number 2 on the agenda as far as approving the minutes; and I don’t know? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I think we should probably approve the minutes that are there, but with a 


caveat that they are incomplete, we know they are incomplete, and we are concerned about what 


is missing in those minutes. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is there a second? 
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AP MEMBER:  So moved. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  All in favor say aye.  The minutes have been approved with the caveat that 


they are not complete. 


 


MR. WILSON:  When the motion is made, there should be a discussion, right? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I thought we had the discussion beforehand, but let’s go ahead if you want 


to continue the discussion. 


 


MR. WILSON:  Well, I don’t agree with approving the minutes at all. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, so you’re an abstention. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I mean. I agree with going on with the meeting, but I don’t think we should 


approve the minutes, personally. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Just for the record, that was not really a motion.  That was just a comment. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Would you all like to make a motion? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Do we have a motion? 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  What happens if we don’t approve the minutes?  It just goes on record that 


we don’t approve the minutes? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Do we have a motion? 


 


MR. WILSON:  I move that we do not approve the minutes. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Seconded by Marilyn.  Do we take a vote now?  Are there any further 


discussions?  All in favor say aye.  The minutes are not approved, and now we can proceed on 


to Item Number 3. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  We do have Pat O’Shaughnessy here with us today.  I’ve asked him to attend the 


meeting.  With some potential modifications to the coral habitat areas of particular concerns, 


there would be some manipulation for your VMS units.  Pat is our resident guru on the VMS 


capabilities, functioning and is here to talk with you today and specifically answer your 


questions you might have about your units.  When we get into discussion of the transit provision, 


the different specifications that the advisory panel outlined at the joint AP meeting last fall, I am 


looking for the AP today to ask Pat some questions that you have about your VMS units. 


 


MR. O’SHAUGHNESSY:  My name is Pat O’Shaughnessy; Southeast VMS Program Manager.  


Most of you know me already.  I was asked to give a short presentation on some of the 


capabilities of the exiting VMS units and some of the capabilities that do not exist and a general 


discussion on what geo-fencing is in regards to the VMS program. 







  Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 
  May 9, 2013 
  N. Charleston, SC 
 


7 
 


 


 The main thing is that any questions you have and there will be a period at the end, or if you 


have anything from my slides, please pipe up and ask those and I’ll jump right on them.  Again, 


provide a brief overview of the current approved VMS units; explanation of geo-fencing 


capabilities and the limitations; description by unit type of the five that we have approved; and 


again answer any other questions that you might have. 


 


As we know now, the population is about 79 vessels.  It goes up and down a little bit, but those 


are the ones that we actually have VMS units on and that do routinely shrimp; first required in 


2003.  The current vessel monitoring systems; the current type approval regulations require that 


all new units be enhanced mobile transmitting units.   


 


Those are the units that have a monitor and a computer capability so you can send and receive 


forms and send and receive e-mails.  Not all of the rock shrimp vessels currently have those, but 


that is what is required for any new purchases.  The old pingers-only are not authorized.  There 


are five current VMS vendors that are approved shown across the bottom there; Boatracs, Thrane 


or Thrane & Thrane, Faria, CLS and Skymate.  Units range from $3,100 to $3,800; monthly 


usage fees roughly $45 to $600.  There are additional costs based on how people use it for e-mail 


and other features.   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Pat, do you want to take questions as we go along here or do you want to 


take them at the end?  I have a question did you say that the pings-only are no longer valid, so 


does that mean that the ones that are in the field today have to be replaced, anyway?  


 


MR. O’SHAUGHNESSY:  No, sir.  The way the regulation is written; any new installations 


have to be the new VMS units; but a currently operating and properly performing older pinger 


unit is good for the life of that unit until it has to be replaced; but you cannot go to the store and 


buy what was roughly a $1,200 to $1,500 pinger-only unit.   


 


All the new units you have to buy now are the $3,100 and up units.  That is the difference.  But if 


your unit is working fine and you can keep it alive and meeting the reporting requirements, they 


are good to go as they currently exist.  A brief history on the rock shrimp; the current rock 


shrimp fleet has some vessels still with the older pinger-only units.   


 


Those of you who have the Thrane units, there is a 26 Delta which has the monitor, but there is 


an earlier version the 30-22 that just has the antennae and the modem that sends the positions; 


but you are unable to do forms or e-mails.  Those are not required with the rock shrimp program; 


you are just required to report once an hour on the hour; once an hour hourly.  The original rock 


shrimp permit holders were eligible for reimbursement of $775 if installed prior to December 31.   


That is how the original regulations were written.  There is not currently anything there for  


additional reimbursements.  However, I have approached OLE Headquarters to see what if any 


movement there is on that particular program given the existing VMS reimbursement funds that 


are there now.   


 


Geo-fencing explanation; there is some confusion on what is and is not involved with geo-


fencing.  That involves putting a closed area into the VMS unit to change the poling rate; so 


when a vessel crosses over a line and the GPS immediately detects it; it will increase that poling 


rate to some more common or more frequent poling description. 
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It can be accomplished in two ways, hard-coded into the VMS unit, which is the preferred.  


When it is hard-coded into the unit, it is into the antenna.  The GPS is constantly monitoring the 


position of the vessel, but the VMS unit only reports it to us once an hour, but the GPS knows 


where it is at all times. 


 


When it is hard-coded into the VMS units antenna, as soon as that first position is detected 


crossing that line, and it would be seconds over the line, it would detect that it is inside the area 


and it could change the poling rate from the antenna.  The secondary way to change or geo-fence 


is remotely detected. 


 


That involves receiving that position from the unit hourly, once an hour; and once that is 


received; if it is detected inside the closed area, a command can go back to the unit to change it 


to the increased poling.  Now the downside to that; if you’re transiting, say, six knots, and you 


pinged right before you went into the closed area, then your next ping would be an hour later.   


 


You may be five miles into the closed area before your next ping would come in where the 


computers at our end could change your poling rate.  It is not really effective for a narrow area, 


smaller areas or those types of things, but it is another way that geo-fencing can be 


accomplished.  Those are the two different ways that geo-fencing can be accomplished; hard-


coded and remotely detected with a command coming from us. 


 


Quickly going over to the five different units; because there are some limitations with each, not 


all have that capability; there are approximately 39 current Thrane units in use in the rock shrimp 


fishery.  I tried to do a rough look into the vTrack system, and it appears that there are about 22 


only pinger-only units.  Then there are 17 of the newer 30-26 CMT units that have a monitor or 


screen. 


 


These units do have the ability to have geo-fenced closed areas input into the units.  They do 


have the ability to have them updated over the air.  In other words, you can send a command to 


it, provide the new closed area inside the unit, and then the next time the vessel goes in, it would 


be detected by that antenna. 


 


However, the cost to upgrade over the air is roughly $250 per unit to get that new closed area 


into the unit.  It would be significantly cheaper if the antenna was sent back to the vendor and 


they had it on their bench and installed it that way, vice having to pay the satellite 


communications cost to transmit all of those positions.  But it does have the capability. 


 


The Skymate units; there are approximately 21 current Skymate units in the rock shrimp fishery.  


These units do have the ability to have geo-fenced areas inputted, but these must be hard-coded 


into the antenna.  In other words, they have to be sent back to the vendor.  There is no over-the-


air capability right now.   


 


In discussing with the vendor; that is something they could potentially do in the future, but that 


would involve testing and a lot of software changes and work to accomplish that.  Right now a 


Skymate unit would have to send that antenna back to the vendor to do that update.  Although I 


requested it, they were unable to provide a cost at this particular time, and I didn’t get it by this 


meeting. 
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The Boatracs unit; there are approximately 20 current Boatracs units in the rock shrimp fishery.  


These units do not have the ability to have geo-fenced closed areas inputted to the units.  In 


speaking with the vendor, it is something that they could do at their back end.  When it received 


the position report, it could send the poling command. 


 


That would have to be developed to write that software to do it or it will be done at ours.  Again, 


this is back to the problem.  It would only change that poling rate after it received the position 


inside the closed area.  It is not like it is in the antenna when it immediately crosses over seconds 


later, it would change the poling rate.   


 


There are two units that have recently been approved in the last few years, CLS America.  There 


are currently no CLS America units that are in use in the rock shrimp fishery; but they are 


growing in numbers in the Gulf reef fish fishery and the HMS fishery, so they are out there.  


These units do have the ability to have geo-fenced closed areas inputted.   


 


They could be updated over the air.  The estimated cost is about six dollars for a closed area with 


40 positions.  Another option that is a type-approved unit.  The last is Faria.  There is currently 


only one Faria unit in use in the rock shrimp fishery.   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is that six dollars a recurring cost or is that a one-time cost? 


 


MR. O’SHAUGHNESSY:  That is a one-time cost to transmit the positions over the satellites.  


Again the vendors do not – I shouldn’t say that.  Most of the vendors do not own the satellite 


communication; they contract that out with the satellite provider.  They have to pay for anything 


that goes up and down over that antenna.   


 


They encapsulate the data of the closed area, 40 positions or 100 positions.  They shrink it down 


to the smallest possible size and then it has to hit the satellite and and go down.  They pay 


another vendor contractor to do that.  Again, one unit for Faria; currently the units do not have 


the ability to have geo-fence closed areas.  The only one they have is one circular; basically a 


circle that they could have in there.   


 


However, there is a firm-ware update, a software update that does exist and is used by some 


other countries.  It has not been put on the NOAA units yet.  However, it has already been 


developed.  Those could be done on all future units before they are shipped out; or to upgrade 


any existing ones with an updated firm ware would be about $150 per unit for the existing units; 


but it does have the capability once it has that firm ware update. 


T 


here were some other questions I was provided by e-mail that I just wanted to address here.  


Again, any questions whatsoever at the end of the presentation; but the specific questions I was 


asked; explanation of authorized installation or options in the event of failure.  The rock shrimp 


fishery did not have the requirement for a certified marine electrician to install the units.   


 


They just had to be properly installed.  If owners do have problems, we always recommend they 


contact the vendor first to work through the vendor.  Often it requires a marine electrician to 


come, because they will be checking to see if it has the proper power as well as if there are any 


cabling issues.   
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Cabling seems to be what more commonly goes through the sun degradation.  They follow that 


vendor’s guidance and if they do not get satisfactory assistance from the vendor, we always 


recommend that they call us.  Then we get involved to try to assist or prompt the vendor to 


provide that timely assistance. 


 


The other question was the Thrane 30-27D replacement; that replaces the 30-26.  All the 


functional testing has been completed; it is just going through forms testing now.  The new 


antennae can send those forms.  That work was being done this week and continues while I am 


out of the office.  I anticipate that approval is going to come very near term.   


 


I would say days or maybe a week, two weeks, but it is at the final stages.  I know that has been a 


lengthy time-consuming process, but it looks like we’re near the end of that.  I always throw 


these in the slides.  This is the VMS staff as it is.  We have four techs and myself total.  Matt 


Walia is one of the newer members, and he supports the South Atlantic rock shrimp fleet.   


 


However, any of the four or I can answer any questions that owners or council members or staff 


has, if they have any VMS questions.  That is what I prepared as requested, but I am here to 


answer any questions whatsoever on the VMS program. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Can we get a copy of that from you, because it has got all that capability 


listed out there which is hard for me to retain. 


 


MR. O’SHAUGHNESSY:  Anna has all that. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  You guys that are out on the water that know the functionality that you’re 


looking for need to make sure that you understand those functionalities.  If you have any 


questions, now would be a good time. 


 


MR. O’SHAUGHNESSY:  One of the first questions was if the changes did have to be put into 


place, the cost; I haven’t gotten a clear answer whether that would be at the owner’s expense or 


if it would be eligible – it doesn’t necessarily fit into the requirements of the reimbursement 


program, because the reimbursement program is to reimburse for the purchase of initial units.  


Upgrades to assist with a transiting program; that cost; I just want to make sure it is not assumed 


that NOAA would be picking up that cost, because I have not been told that is the case. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  You are talking like in the Faria that doesn’t currently have it, but has the 


ability; it would have to be a software upgrade if you happen to have that unit? 


 


MR. O’SHAUGHNESSY:  Correct; any cost to upgrade the antenna or for shipping it to the 


vendor and then the vendor back.  I haven’t gotten answers now if this goes through; are you 


guys going to pay to ship my antenna back and update it and send it back to me.  I do not believe 


that NOAA will be funding that.  At least I have not been told that at this point. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Are there any questions as far as the functionality of the units?  . 


 


MR. WILSON:  I guess I am a person of suspicious nature.  I know we are dealing with a 


question of now but I am always trying to think in the long term.  I guess this struck me when 
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one of our employers locked her keys in her car and then I watched her; she just called and they 


just unlocked her car by satellite. 


 


I thought, wow, that is really convenient; that is so neat.  Then I started thinking, but that 


technology could be used against you, too.  You could be driving along and they could shut you 


down or whatever.  I’m seeing this now in the trucking industry, because they are trying to force 


us into electronic. 


 


We’ve gone from VMS to electronic logging now and actually having control over the driver; 


and once he has hit his ten hours on his log, he is shut down.  I am like, good Lord, this is 


already happening in the trucking industry.  This is all innocent right now, and it is working 


towards so it is convenient for us in this industry to be able to save time and money. 


 


But are there plans for the future for more requirements?  Now you can log in this geo-fencing 


and then the council could come in and just change boundaries and put it on your antenna, and, 


boom, you know, shut you down.  I don’t know, but I just have that suspicious nature and I’ve 


seen things happening and I’m just wondering.  We’re giving a little now, but then what does 


that entail for the future?  That’s all. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think that is why you have got to pick the unit that fits what you want it 


to do, because there are a lot of capabilities in these units.  A lot of them have e-mail capability, 


other communications type capabilities.  At this point we are just looking at this – and we 


already have VMS on all these boats.  It is required; so you are already pinging; they already 


know where you are.  We are not changing any level of giving up anything there.   


 


That is already happening.  In some ways it has come to help us.  If you look at when we go 


through this data here, you will see what Roger has put together as far as all the VMS points. 


Even though we can bring the data to the table and prove ourselves; that data also proves where 


we are and where we are not.  As far as down the road, who knows?   


 


But the intent here is to satisfy a requirement that allows us to transit.  The biggest area we have 


– I mean the biggest problem we have is we can transit this new northern extension in a 


heartbeat.  It is very narrow in some places and you are going to be across it before an hour is up 


to get that second ping.   


 


It is the existing Oculina HAPC in its current configuration; hoping there will be a future change, 


but that takes longer to get across.  I think that is where it is going to help out a lot is getting 


across that area down there; and just the fact that the length of this thing north to south is so far 


that it is a safety and an economic issue to be able to transit. 


 


I don’t know that we can address future things, but this is what we’re at today.  I think we’ll talk 


– there are a few things we need to talk about in terms of ping rates and things like that and what 


it changes.  From what he is saying, I think if everybody has got a good feel for which units do 


and which units don’t, you all know what units you have, or what the boats around us have; it 


kind of tells us where we have to go from here.   


 


There are going to be some exchanges.  There are going to have to be some units that are gotten 


rid of and upgraded completely; the whole hardware and everything.  We need to have the 
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answer as to whether that is going to be reimbursed or not.  Then some units are going to have 


software upgrades.   


 


You might be able to keep the hardware unit, but the software is going to need to be upgraded.  


What are the issues there?  But as far as; yes, what will happen is that the provider – and correct 


me if I’m wrong, Pat, but the provider will be the one that puts in the coordinates that Roger 


gives them that creates this geo-fenced area where the ping rate will change. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I have a question that is totally off the subject, because I’m AADD, who 


here besides Roger and Anna is staff?  I’m just curious. You’re the recorder of the thing.  All 


right, I was just – 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Are there any other questions technically for Pat?  Pat, do you have any 


answers as far as a roll-out timeframe?  How long does it take once we’ve agreed upon an 


alternative has been approved and this goes into – Roger, do you have an input on that? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The timeframe right now is that we’re approving for public hearing.  Council 


was looking at what comes out of these meetings to look in June to approve for public hearings 


that would be in August; for potential approval of the amendment in December.  Then you’re 


talking about into next year before the rule would actually be published and finalized.   


 


Then a lot is going to be working in the background in terms of answering all the questions you 


have there.  I think, yes, there is a pretty good out time.  With the fact that the region has a lot 


more control over the VMS systems and that; I think they have a whole lot more ability to kind 


of ramp up exactly where we need to go, what the constitution of the existing fleet is, how many 


would need this and those kind of things to at least understand what the stage is.  I think it is not 


going to happen like tomorrow or a roll out.   


 


I think if the technology is going to continue to change; software is going to continue to change 


as we even continue over this; so hopefully that is going to be able to all be worked in as we 


proceed through the entire amendment-solving process and hearings into the future.  There is still 


a good time out before this would ever actually hit the water for actual rule.  Even if the rule 


goes in place, then you have a lot of time, say, a cooling-off period and then they take into 


account some of the implementations at the regulatory level. 


 


MR. O’SHAUGHNESSY:  I did have one question.  For those that are rock shrimp owners here 


that installed them back in 2003; do any of you here received – this was before my time and my 


entire staff has changed out as well, but how many here received the $775 reimbursement that 


was authorized in 2003?  Okay.  Because one of the things; the current reimbursement provides 


up to $3,100 for a vessel reimbursement.   


 


If your received the $775; the question I was going to ask the headquarters could potentially an 


owner be eligible for that difference between $3.100 to $775.  I do have some concern; you have 


some of these older pinger-only units that have been working for seven, eight, some are nine 


years; you start disassembling antennas to ship back to get software updated and then something 


is perfectly fine and you start tinkering with it, and then it doesn’t work; and then the owner is 


going to be on the hook to replace the unit, which is now a $3,100 unit not a $1,200 unit.   
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That is the only concern that I have.  That is why I was curious on who had been reimbursed that 


small amount back in 2003, which is now $3,100 now.  To your question, sir; my phone number 


– Anna will get the presentation out to everybody.  My phone number is on the last page.  If 


anybody has any questions, feel free to call me; but I can assure you if you call me, I cannot 


unlock your pilot house from my office. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  To that point; we’ve had some problems especially with the Thrane & 


Thrane, because the pinger models, when they would malfunction, they would no longer work on 


those units because of waiting for the next model to be approved.  There were a lot of people and 


a lot of installers that were very upset with the company for that reason, which gave that 


company a black eye, because they did not produce that unit anymore, because they were relying 


on this other unit to be approved; which is still waiting to be approved. 


 


It created a problem for people that were trying to get their units fixed, and then they had to 


finally just go to reinvest in another unit, because they could not get it fixed.  That has been an 


issue out there.  Those are the kinds of things that people are thinking about when they’re 


thinking about being dependent on these units to go fishing; because if it holds them back, it has 


cost them a great deal of money. 


 


That is one thing I wanted to mention.  When I talked about the timeframe, what I was talking 


about was I know what always happens is everybody waits until the last minute to make that 


change; and so what I’m asking is once this becomes law or a regulation that is on the books.; at 


that point in time, whatever date that is; that is when nobody can transit without this ability to 


increase their ping rate, correct? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Not necessarily.  That becomes a decision on the rollout and the 


implementation.  That becomes a function of NOAA Fisheries and OLE on what their timing is 


to actually get the system operational.  I mentioned there is some built in just automatically; 


because in rulemaking they knew that there were some of these types of things. 


 


That is why you have the 90-day cooling off period imbedded in rulemaking already.  Plus in 


some of the last technical applications like that, there has been that advanced timing for when the 


requirement would be to track when either capability or things; so I think that is built in so there 


is latitude to – when the final rule is published; you don’t automatically have a requirement 


tomorrow that you would have to have that. 


 


That becomes integrated in the deliberation.  My point was that there is so much lead time here, a 


lot of the work can be done maybe – you know, some of that might be able to be more rapid if a 


lot of it is done in advance and the capabilities, and we begin addressing some of the new 


advances and things in advance of that timeframe.  It is not an automatic thing.  When the final 


rule publishes, it doesn’t automatically necessarily make it that way. 


 


MR. O’SHAUGHNESSY:  Some of that – for one, this is a very small fishery.  We’re only 


talking about 80 boats spread out amongst really three vendors.  It is not a huge – you look at the 


Gulf reef fish; when we do a change there and we have 900 antennas that have to go back.  


Where the regulations have been passed, it is approved today and it goes into effect 90 days or 


120 days out; so it is usually that period of which it is finalized and approved so we know 


exactly what the coordinates are.   
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Then, whatever, 90 to 120 or however the regulations are passed; that is the time that we work 


with all the fishermen to get their units in.  I’ve just jotted down send a follow-up e-mail to the 


vendors to ask them how long would it take from the date they received an antenna until they 


could update it, until then they could turn it around and send it back out.  On my initial 


discussion with them, it was not very difficult.   


 


Once you have the coordinates, they do all that programming up front, receive the new antennae 


program it and send it back out.  I don’t want to go on the record as saying I believe it is a one or 


two day turnaround, but I believe it is a one or two day turnaround. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  The other point that I wanted to make was that there are probably a lot of 


boats that will not opt to upgrade, because they will not go on that offshore side of the Oculina 


Coral HAPC.  They will continue to use whatever they have, however old it is, until it is no 


longer functioning I guess.  I guess that is okay from what you are saying.  It is just the ones that 


are going to be doing that transiting, which will be the bigger boats that go offshore that are 


going to need to upgrade in order to have that capability of transiting. 


 


MS. JONES:  The cost for the geo-fencing upgrade, you are not sure who is going to pay for that.  


But we are already paying for increased pings, and we didn’t ask for this extension.  I guess what 


I’m getting around to is it is three different vendors and then how many are going to be on the 


outside that has to have this upgrade?   


 


If you are going to put the cost on the shrimper, it is going to increase the cost per unit.  I guess 


just for the luxury of being able to go out there, you have to pay the upgrade or for the new 


program.  It just doesn’t seem to be fair that we should have to pay for the upgrade.  We didn’t 


ask for it. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  It will be the boats that go out there first of all, and then, second of all, the 


increase in cost is going to be for the unit if you need to upgrade your unit and for the ping rate 


just for the period of time that you are inside the closed areas.  It is just for that transit period that 


ping rate increases.  Other than that, it is the same, it is once per hour, which everybody that has 


a rock shrimp permit today has to pay, anyway.  It is that $60 or whatever it is a month and 


recurring costs.   


 


MS. JONES:  But we agreed that if you were inside the closed area, they would increase that 


ping to every five minutes.  That increases – the more pings you have, the more you have to pay 


a month.  If you overdo your allotment or whatever, your pings, you have to pay more. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  You have to pay more to transit; that is correct.   


 


MS. JONES:  Yes, we requested the increase, but that was our concession to be able to do the 


transit.  But, again, like the original software, they are going to have a software person do this 


program and input all this thing; and that is what they are going to charge you for is the initial 


guy to sit there and type all that stuff in; and then they are going to divide that out to however 


many people get it. 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  Well, there is an initial upgrade, whether it is hardware of whether it is 


software.  There is that initial cost plus the increased ping rate while you’re in that area.  Roger, I 


think I heard in the Snapper Grouper AP meeting or the webinar that the ruling was is that the 


first unit is paid for but subsequent units are not; is that why we’re having a lack of funding to do 


this?   


 


MR. O’SHAUGHNESSY:  The reimbursement regulations are written such that owners are only 


entitled to one reimbursement.  It is to get them up and started; and then the expectation is the 


owner works that into their business plan to allot for having to replace it five years, six years, and 


seven years, however long out in the future; but the regulations only allow for one 


reimbursement.  As I said earlier, I want to clarify; I said right now I haven’t been given 


assurances.   


 


With the budget situation as it is now, I have a placeholder for this proposal in the 


reimbursement account; but so do a lot of other regions have requests.  Since it is a limited 


amount of money, I just wanted to clarify it is not guaranteed that it would be paid for, but it 


certainly may be paid for.  I have that request out there, but again it is a proposal just as this is a 


proposal to see whether that would be accomplished. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay; so at this point we don’t know basically is what we’re saying.  


There needs to be followup as to whether there is going to be a reimbursement for these units or 


not.  Are there any other questions for Pat?  There is some other functionality in these units as 


well.  I don’t know if the rock shrimp permit regulations allows for it or not; but there  is like the 


in-port functionality; that when you are actually sitting in port, that it goes like once every four 


hours, which would reduce your ping rate.   


 


MR. O’SHAUGHNESSY:  Again it depends on which unit you have.  Some vendors, say, Faria, 


for instances, you pay a monthly set fee that accomplishes all of your poling.  If you turn your 


unit off, you still pay that monthly set fee for your positions.  Now Thrane, for example, has an 


in-harbor mode. 


 


Thrane, you pay for each ping.  The average 24 pings a day times 30 days adds up to that $45 to 


$60; I forget which one it is.  In their case you hit the in-harbor mode and then it reports only 


once every four hours, which lessens your bill since you pay by the ping rate.  However, the rock 


shrimp; that requires you to have it on when you are underway in the South Atlantic. 


 


I believe in port the rock shrimp vessels are not reporting, anyway, so it doesn’t really affect the 


rock shrimp fleet.  Gulf reef fish it does.  The Snapper Grouper proposals that were proposed 


were also going to have 24 by 7.  But the rock shrimp; it is when you are underway in the South 


Atlantic that you have to report, so it wouldn’t really affect those in port. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I have a question?  Moving forward, are you the VMS guy, right?  You do 


the monitoring or with the people who do the monitoring?  In the data here – and I’m really 


confused – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Why don’t we go – we need to do the presentation before you get into some of 


these. 
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MS. SOLORZANO:  I’m ready to move forward.  Sorry. 


 


MR. O’SHAUGHNESSY:  I’m going to be here all day. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Well, you’re the VMS guy. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  You go and ask the question, but I worked with OLE and with the group that 


provided the data. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  We can wait until we get there; that’s okay.  . 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  The last thing I think on the VMS is the call-in emergency or 


malfunctioning or situation out there that we need to talk about, because we were talking about it 


last night that I think the requirement in Option Number 3 is – was it six knots?   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Six knots. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Six knots, so you have to be traveling at least at a six knot pace.  We want 


to make sure that piece of this transit provision is going to be there, is that call-in capability, and 


if you could talk about that for a second. 


 


MR. O’SHAUGHNESSY:  Yes; for the call in, that is really not VMS related.  I would defer – I 


believe Otha is still on the line.  Is Otha on the line? 


 


MR. EASLEY:  Yes, I’m still on the line.  Mike, in other fisheries, not only with this council; 


especially dealing with the VMS potential outages and failures and such, which don’t happen 


very often anymore; there were concerns by fishermen that, hey, what if the unit goes bad and 


what can I do?  I want some assurance I can still do this, that and the other.   


 


They had asked to have a call-in option put into the regulation.  Those call-in back-up plans have 


historically not gone into regulation, because there is the fear that, okay, now this is a viable 


option by many people that has a pretty good potential to be abused.  That option of calling in 


has always been – regardless of what the violation is, has always been something that a 


fisherman can do; call in to law enforcement, whether it is Coast Guard, OLE or Florida or 


Georgia, wherever and say, “Hey, I have a problem; I have an issue and I want you to be aware 


of that.”   


 


Those calls are always taken into account as opposed to someone that is sneaking an issue and 


gets snagged.  Putting that into regulation, I, at least from an enforcement end of things, don’t 


want to go there with that.  But as far as putting on the record that when there are issues and you 


give us a call, that will be taken into account and in most cases, unless you have a history of 


making those calls all the time, will be used in the fisherman’s favor. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I was just reading in the Alternatives 2A and 2B; it states minimum speed of 5 


knots. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think 2 says that and I think 3 says 6 knots. 
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MS. MARTIN:  This is Action 2 in the document.  Laurilee, I’ve printed off 15 copies of the 


summary, so I am not sure.  It’s in the briefing materials we did send to the AP so if you have 


that on your computer, the summary is included within the amendment. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think given what Otha had just said, we’re going to have to consider that 


when we talk about the transit, because, Otha, the transit, as it sits today, I believe states in there 


that there will be an emergency call-in.  I guess we may have to reword that a little bit.  Does that 


sound right, Anna, if law enforcement doesn’t want to put that in there? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I defer to Otha. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  The transit capability has that written in – the alternatives today have that 


written in as a call-in provision in – it is just one sentence at the end of it there.  It says – 


 


MR. EASLEY:  Yes. in Alternative 3 under Action 2?   


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes. 


 


MR. EASLEY:   Yes, I see it as well.  Well, it is up to the council to decide what they want to 


put in and approve; but I would have to tell them the same thing I just told you.  Whether they 


want to keep it in there or not, it is going to be their call; but that is about all I can say on that 


one. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I just want to tell the law enforcement guy that if it is 6 knots. the 


fishermen are going to be calling him a lot; so 5 would be better, because it is going to be really 


hard to transit at 6 knots and not have to call in, especially in any kind of weather.  When the 


weather is bad and the rock shrimpers are out, be close to the phone. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  I’m not necessarily wed to 6 knots.  I know Pat O’Shaughnessy and I talked 


about that.  If the speed is considerably higher than – well, let’s say necessarily higher than 


where your regular fishing speed would be; we are likely to get a lot of alerts on the VMS 


system; because in this case 6 or 7 or 8, because someone dropped beneath the target or the 


threshold speed; but for enforcement, just some responsible, some reasonable speed difference 


between greater than the maximum speed that you would use when you’re fishing should be 


sufficient for us. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, thank you, Otha, and I guess we will consider that when we’re going 


through that document.  We’ll talk about that at that point.  To try to finish up with Pat and any 


information that he can provide us, does anybody have any further questions for Pat?.  Okay, I 


think we can move on. 


 


MR. O’SHAUGHNESSY:  Again, I’ll be here so as questions come up during transit. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Thank you very much; Pat, I appreciate the input.  It sounds like 


everybody wants to take a break.   


 


(Whereupon, a recess was taken.) 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  Why don’t we go ahead and we can at least start talking about what the 


actions are; and then as we get into the alternatives, hopefully everyone will be back in the room. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  All right, I guess how we would like to structure this; I would like to provide 


you just kind of with a summary of the actual document.  The document is something that you 


want to follow at the council level.  This is always going to come up under the Ecosystem-Based 


Management Committee at the council meetings. 


 


That is where the council members will be discussing Coral Amendment 8.  This is the document 


that you kind of want to keep your eyes on at the next few council meetings.  As far as what the 


council’s decisions will be; ot will take place during that committee.  What we would like to do; 


I would like to just kind of walk through the document.  It does look different than the last time 


you saw it at our joint meeting last fall. 


 


I’ll point out the changes.  Then Roger would like to get into some of the details with the VMS 


analysis.  That is one of the most significant changes in this document.  As you are all aware, at 


the fall meeting we only had the VMS data from 2007 to 2011.  What you see now includes the 


entire range since VMS was required for your fishery.  Did we lose Otha?  Okay, he has already 


heard this introductory so I’ll keep going. 


 


We already touched on the timeline; and again if you have any questions about the actual 


document, questions about the timing for this, what is going to happen at the June council 


meeting; please stop and ask me.  I would like to keep the questions about the analysis and any 


recommendations the AP wants to make as far as new alternatives or modifications to the 


existing alternatives until after Roger has been able to go through his presentation with you.  He 


has a few slides to present as well. 


 


I guess just to restate the timing; the council has asked for this advisory panel to come together 


and meet once again before they take up discussion of Coral Amendment 8.  They will be talking 


about this at the June meeting, which is the second week in June.  The meeting is in Stuart, 


Florida.  The council has not yet selected any preferred alternatives for these actions. 


 


The advisory panels have collectively come up with recommendations for preferreds, and that is 


what I’ll review with you; but the council specifically was interested in your discussion and input 


once again before they talk about preferred alternatives.  They have not selected any preferred 


measures here.   


 


We are anticipating that they will approve this document for public hearings at the June council 


meeting.  That is kind of where we are in the stage right now.  There is still time for 


development.  There is still time for new alternatives, changes to existing alternatives.  Our 


public hearings would be held – if this were approved for public hearing at the June meeting, our 


public hearings will be held in August.  As you are familiar, they are all over.  There will be 


three public hearings down in Florida, one in Georgia, one in South Carolina and one in North 


Carolina. 


 


If this document does go out for public hearing in August, the council would then be looking to 


finalize this amendment at their September meeting.  This is taking a number of different timing 
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tracks, so that is obviously subject to change; but that is what staff is anticipating with the 


timeline for this moving forward.   


 


I know there are often questions about timing; where do we stand in the process; is it too late to 


make new recommendations, and that sort of thing?  Hopefully, that gives you an idea of where 


we are today.  Hopefully everyone has had an opportunity to review the actions and the 


alternatives before this meeting.   


 


Action 1 pertains specifically to the Oculina Bank HAPC.  I think most of you were at the joint 


advisory panel meeting in Cape Canaveral, so everyone is familiar with the rationale for where 


these recommendations came from.  There are a few deepwater coral research scientists that sit 


on the Coral Advisory Panel, and these actions in the document are a result of new observations 


of coral.   


 


For the Oculina Bank it is in areas north of the HAPC and west of the HAPC.  We’re talking 


about multi-beam bathymetry data.  They have been able to go out there and obtain deepwater 


ROV dives down to the bottom to groundtruth some of those multi-beam assessments.  


Alternatives are options as you are familiar hopefully with the lingo in these amendments.   


 


Alternative 2 and the two subalternatives are the only two options currently for a northern 


extension of the Oculina Bank.   This is another change.  This along with the updated VMS 


information are the two significant changes to this document.  You recall we had quite a range of 


other options for some of these actions.   


 


The council, when they talked about Coral Amendment 8 at their December meeting last year, 


following your joint meeting, they cleaned this document up a good bit.  They took out some of 


the alternatives that none of the APs had been talking about, weren’t really applicable to any of 


the interested APs; and so those are now in our considered but rejected appendix section of the 


document.  It is much more concise than it was when you last saw the document. 


 


Subalternative 2A – and I will project the charts here.  Again, Roger is going to get into some of 


the specifics with these spatial areas and the VMS points and the analysis in each particular 


scenario.  This depicts Alternative 2A.  The blue polygon is the proposed northern extension for 


the Oculina Bank. 


 


You can see down below the yellow polygon in the corner there is the existing HAPC for 


Oculina.  This was what the Coral Advisory Panel and the Habitat Advisory Panel originally 


recommended.  Again, it is based on the multi-beam data obtained in areas off of Daytona and 


Titusville, and probable extent of habitat. 


 


The bathymetric charts were used to make that assumption.  You can depict the high-relief 


features in the bathymetric charts.  That is where this particular alternative came from.  Now 


Subalternative 2B was what the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel had a hand in crafting at the 


Joint Advisory Panel meeting last fall.  This is also what the Coral Advisory Panel discussed, so 


this came out of the meeting. 


 


Hopefully, you have had an opportunity to see this rendition; but again the green polygon here is 


the proposed extension, and this tracks the 70 and 100 meter depth contour while annexing 
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obvious hard-bottom features.  I know there are some important areas that the rock shrimp 


fishery is interested in preserving for fishing activity. Much of your concern about the 27 fathom 


ledge – 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, well, this is an interpretation of the motion that was made at the Joint 


Advisory Panel meeting.  You can review – I know we’ve talked about his a little already this 


morning, but in that joint advisory panel report there is rationale for this particular alternative 


and that at the meeting both groups kind of had an understanding about what Alternative 2B 


should depict, so this is what we have.   


 


This is currently a preferred option for the Coral and the Habitat Advisory Panels.  I guess we 


need to talk about that today, if this is something that the Deepwater Shrimp AP would like to 


endorse and provide that endorsement to the council.  It was our understanding that you do have 


this option as a preferred; but if we need to make changes there, we can certainly do that after 


our discussion here. 


 


Alternative 3 under Action 1; this is the scenario for a proposed modification to the Western 


Boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  This hasn’t changed since the scoping process for the 


amendment; so this is nothing new.  This is the same scenario that you have seen before.  Again, 


the blue polygon is the area of proposed modification here to the western boundary. 


 


We’ve kind of with Pat’s discussion and Otha; we’ve discussed the transit provision.  That is 


Action 2.  This is the other action pertaining to Oculina Bank.  Again where did these come 


from?  Alternative 2 originally came from the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel.  When they 


were first presented with this amendment, they were instrumental in providing input. 


 


As you recall, the transit provision did not use to be its own action.  It used to sit as an alternative 


under Action 1.  It has been separated out, but the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel specifically 


came up with the specifications identified in Alternative 2.  We reviewed this with you last fall at 


your meeting; and essentially Alternative 2 stipulates the same transit provision that is currently 


in place for the South Atlantic Marine Protected Areas. 


 


The difference in Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 is the minimum speed.  The Law Enforcement 


AP developed a minimum speed of 5 knots and also stowage of gear, so that is different.  If you 


look in – the CFR is the Code of Federal Regulations.  That tells you that – yes, so it says that 


vessels must disconnect trawl doors from nets and stow and secure them on deck. 


 


That is another big difference here between 2 and 3.  Alternative 3 was what you and the Coral 


Advisory Panel developed during the joint meeting last fall.  We’ve already talked about that a 


little bit this morning so I won’t get into all the details there.  These were the specifications that 


your AP developed.  We will look to your group today if you are interested in recommending 


changes.   


 


The council is obviously interested in your guidance here for specifying a transit provision with 


assistance from law enforcement.  Six knots has been identified as a minimum speed in 
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determining that ping rate acceptable by law enforcement, which they specified at the joint AP 


meeting to be five minutes when in transit through the HAPC. 


 


We are talking about transit through the entire HAPC and not just the proposed northern 


extension.  All right, there are only four actions in this amendment.  Action 3 is moving offshore 


to the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC.  There are only two alternatives under here.  


Alternative 2 was the scenario that was developed during the Joint Advisory Panel meeting with 


your assistance last fall. 


 


This is what the Deepwater Shrimp AP and the Coral APs came up with collectively and the 


Habitat AP has also endorsed Alternative 2 as their preferred recommendation to the council.  


Alternative 2 is depicted here.  The pink polygon is the proposed extension to the western 


boundary, delineated along the 200 meter depth contour. 


 


This does release more of that sandy bottom in the southern region of the proposed extension 


here in cutting out some of those royal red points here that indicated in the VMS.  This does 


incorporate that area of known habitat while opening up the portion of sandy bottom.  What we 


would like to ask you today is this depicts Alternative 3. 


 


Now Roger and I have talked about this alternative; and it may be something that we recommend 


that the council remove to the considered but rejected appendix simply because this alternative 


came from the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panels during your meeting in 2012, 


after the public scoping process. 


 


So this is perhaps outdated if the Deepwater Shrimp AP is in agreement today in recommending 


Alternative 2.  Alternative 3 was the Deepwater Shrimp and Shrimp APs kind of response to the 


Coral and Habitat APs original recommendation for this area.  They have since kind of parsed it 


down to a much smaller extension; and so it is kind of staff’s understanding that this alternative 


is no longer applicable. 


 


 MS. THOMPSON:  Whose authority is it; who gives staff the authority to just throw an 


alternative into the rejected? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, staff can’t do that.  The council makes a recommendation.  The staff can 


make a recommendation to the council and they take that into consideration when they deliberate 


these areas. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  When was Alternative 3; when was that deliberated and when was staff 


instructed to put it in the garbage can? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  It is not. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Laurilee, it is not put in the garbage can.  This is the one that if you remember 


we talked about after scoping and came up with a scenario to look at trying to capture traditional                   


fishing grounds and then reduce it based on what was known with the mapping and habitat.  A 


lot has transpired since then.   
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If you look at this, it actually chops off a big significant portion of the northern portion of the 


area, cut off the southern and the readjusted, and that was from deliberations at the last AP 


meeting.  The only thing that happens about – and the only reason this was even raised, it is the 


council’s prerogative to include additional alternatives for public hearing. 


 


We don’t do that.  The only reason it got raised is if it is not something that really was – you 


know, all the deliberations between the advisory panels and the recommendations from 


Deepwater Shrimp had said this is the new alternative we need to consider.  If this is something 


that is not being really truly considered as one of the alternatives, it reduces the amount of 


additional analysis that has to be done.   


 


It just cleans up the ability to focus on what may be the direction that both the shrimpers want to 


see as well as helping guide the council and giving you appropriate information.  When it goes to 


public hearing, it may take away some confusion on what really say you all wanted to see versus 


something that was originally discussed; and maybe a lot larger and have a lot of different 


caveats that weren’t included. 


 


We don’t have the ability to pull anything out of the document.  The council makes the decision 


that they want to have it included as an alternative for hearing.  But they will be selecting 


potentially preferred alternatives; and your guidance is the other one, it just made sense to have 


discussion just like with the northern extension.  Then you focus on really what the real 


alternatives for consideration.  It is nothing we’re throwing out. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I’m sorry I didn’t make that more clear.  These are all currently in the document.  


How this has been presented sequentially to the Deepwater Shrimp AP, you have developed 


Alternative 2; so perhaps you as a group are no longer interested in the additional scenario.  We 


can get to that when we open this up for recommendations.  If the Deepwater Shrimp AP wants 


to keep that in there, then by all means we won’t take that forward to the council. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  In Alternative 3 from this AP; why was so much bottom reached down 


further south from the mapped habitat?  In Alternative 3 then it looks like they were willing to 


just not have that in Alternative 2. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Now you’re talking about why that originally had that finger down over there? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, I think the original bound that was recommended by the – and actually 


when I do my presentation, I’ve got the original one that was identified.  It extended all the way 


down – that was the one that came out of the first recommendation for a northern expansion.  It 


went all the way down to there.  What we did is we actually cut up into that and removed a big 


chunk of the area inside.  The southern boundary was part of the original proposal.   


 


The scoping alternative was removing a good portion of it, so that is why it is a remnant of that; 


and then the transition to where we are now was the latest based on the mapping and the AP 


reassessing habitat and coral; reassessing the need to go that far to the south; with the 


recommendation from the Deepwater Shrimp to move that off and then allow that to be added 


back in to adjust based on some of the real high-resolution mapping and everything to get that 
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kind of a – and with the endorsement of Law Enforcement saying we do have the ability with the 


VMS capabilities to deal with an irregular.   


 


Because originally a lot of times we propose those kind of things – so that is kind of the origin.  


It is really based on trying to address and reduce the impacts on the operations up to what is the 


mapped habitat.   


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  One other quick question.  How much between Alternative 3 and Alternative 


2, how much bottom – or actually not between those two, but between the original on the royal 


red shrimp part; what is the distance of that that will be closed off? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Let me clarify the distance or the amount of area? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Actually the distance in the shrimp access fishery area. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  This portion right here. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Right; that will be closed off under either of these alternatives. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  If you look at Table S-3 that Roger has there; it gives you the percentage 


of points difference between the two alternatives. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  His question is different.  It is about five miles of the access area.  Once we 


get into it; you will see how many points we’re talking about and how much fishing is actually 


going on in this area, the reality by cutting out that – I mean, in all scenarios that we’re talking 


about from almost the beginning; we’re talking about less than 1 percent of the entire time series 


that we’re talking about that even occurred within any of that inshore area.  I’m not sure there are 


any points in that northern portion all the way up to the top, but it is about – I think just looking 


at the scale we have on here, about five miles of the northern distribution of that large range 


access area. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Well, at some point I would like to hear what maybe Marilyn and Brent have 


got say about how that affects or impacts their fishing operation in the royal red; at some point 


today. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right; yes, that Alternative 2 does intersect with the northernmost fishery access 


area.  That takes us to Action 4.  The Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel has not provided a 


recommendation here.  This is an expansion of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC.  This is the 


deepest of the HAPCs that were put into place back in 2010. 


 


This is in waters off of Wilmington, North Carolina.  The Coral Advisory Panel has come 


forward with new multi-beam bathymetry data that has depicted high-relief mounds and they 


have groundtruthed this to determine its lophelia mounds.  They proposed an extension or 


recommended an extension to the council and that is where this action has come from.  This adds 


approximately eight square miles to that Cape Lookout Coral HAPC.  There is only one scenario 


for extension there, and that is Alternative 2; but the Coral and the Habitat Advisory Panels have 


endorsed that alternative as a preferred.  Those are the areas, and I think now we want to get into 


the VMS specifics unless you have questions before we do so. 







  Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 
  May 9, 2013 
  N. Charleston, SC 
 


24 
 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  One of the significant reasons we were going to reconvene the Deepwater 


Shrimp and other APs was at the concern about not having a more complete series of information 


on fishery operations as represented by the vessel monitoring system that had actually been 


implemented in 2003.   


 


In response to that, I’ve been working with OLE and the Southeast Regional Office, with Carlos 


Rivera, to get the information so that we could add that information into what had been presented 


earlier on the analysis of fishing operations relative to the alternatives selected.  This did provide 


us the opportunity to update those and focus on a more limited number of alternatives now; as 


well as even on, say, Stetson-Miami have more refined information.  Before we used some of the 


collapsed information.   


 


What I wanted to do is touch on both the fishery operations and highlight a lot of the habitat 


discussion we’ve already had in terms of justification.  To that, in order to be able to look at it in 


context, we were able to look at the entire time series of the VMS system, which I’m going to 


actually jump forward one and then jump back. 


 


This is a snapshot of the entire VMS pool of VMS points from 2003 through 2013.  The great 


thing about this is that it really distinctly shows the differentiation between the three fisheries, 


the penaeid inshore fishery – now, of course, it is only of the vessels that have the VMS, so the 


penaeid, of course, will not be a complete set. 


 


But it does a very good job of showing the concentration and focus of the penaeid fishery 


inshore, the rock shrimp fishery; and you can even see the outlines of the existing closed areas; 


and then very distinctly the royal red and that comment about the extent of the northern royal red 


you can really see how it is tapering off. 


 


When we look at that alternative; that literally is right where that alternative is, right at that point.  


This is some of the best fishing operations’ information we have for any of our fisheries.  This 


was really good to be able to work with this.  Now, in order to do the analysis, we wanted to 


capture the deepwater shrimp fishery, which would basically be all the offshore areas. 


 


But in order to refine it a little further and to be able to look at it, we looked at the royal red 


offshore fishery as well as the inshore portion of the rock shrimp fishery.  Now originally there 


had been some tiering to the north further inshore, to be able to at least capture and clip this 


information.  A lot of that gets washed out because the focus is going to be on fishing levels. 


 


Any of the transit that was occurring kind of on the inside gets pulled out automatically; so it 


does focus right on the fishing along those core areas of both rock shrimp and royal red shrimp.  


But this I think brought it down to a lot more of a very focused area of both fisheries.  Moving 


into the actual alternatives that have been developed; the spatial presentation, as Anna indicated 


before, this was the original alternative that was the highest habitat-based alternative 


acknowledging that the distribution of habitat inshore started essentially at 60 meters and went 


out to 100 meters.   


 


That was based on the work that John Reed did and mapping information and characterization of 


these habitats; combined both the habitat mapping information as well as the high-resolution 
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bathymetry.  Now that is something I need to make very clear is the high-resolution bathymetry 


was used to really be able to look at this area and look at how high-relief areas were associated 


with it.   


 


The line areas from the original discussions we had back when we started this were the 


alternatives that went from 60 to 100 meters and all in between; those have been based on 10 


meter line bathymetry; so we had very fine point resolutions, and that is where these real lines 


came from.  They are not based on this map.   


 


They are based on using that line bathymetry; but then using this habitat information on 


resolution.  I at least want to lay that out in the beginning before we move forward.  Then I’ll 


continue on.   


 


MR. WILSON:  I was just curious; these two squares; that is where the bathymetry mapped out, 


right, these two blocks? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That is the actual multi-beam mapping and numbers of levels imbedded 


within those areas. 


 


MR. WILSON:  This area that goes even further north; all this is based statistically on these two 


areas, right?  Okay. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes; and this is tracking – you’ve got to remember this amendment is directed 


toward the council’s mandates for conservation of deepwater coral and coral, coral reef and live 


hard-bottom habitat.  This is the capturing of both fine-resolution mapping that exists as well as  


that maybe high probability of occurrence; because from the experience on the offshore 


deepwater CHAPCs, virtually all this high resolution – when you were showing these type of 


high-resolution areas, they absolutely not only showed the similar bathymetry’s pinnacle 


distribution, but usually were like fivefold more.  Even though we consider this high resolution, 


it is nowhere near high – I mean, you look at one of these, when we zoom in to one of these 


things and then you might have four pinnacles on the high res bathy; 25 or 30 or 40 and it is on 


both sides, whatever; and once you get really focused down into the system; and it is also a 


system of systems you’re looking at here. 


 


It is the pinnacles, the hard-bottom structure, the low-relief coral distributions, the hard and 


transitions between the soft bottom and hard bottom.  It is an entire ecosystem that is being 


intended to be protected, similar to what has happened in both the Oculina existing area as well 


as the deepwater CHAPC.  That is kind of the context. 


 


But the answer – the long answer to your question, yes, that is the high-resolution mapping.  This 


is building on the technical advice that the council has been giving in terms of conservation of 


the highest probability for conservation of these areas.  This one represented kind of the broadest 


scope of what would occur; the original one that went forward. 


 


Now, as everybody has been working together, the collaboration has been to respond to the 


determination that came out of the last joint meeting to look at moving into the 70 meter to 


assume that a lot of that impact may have occurred in between the 70 and the 60, but try to 


recapture some of those. 
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It really was a habitat decision on the size and that is why some of that crafting of that, using this 


and picking some points.  It is very nominal amount of areas that really change from the 70, but 


it did capture those.  Everybody was in agreement that the 100 meter was the outside bound.  


Again that 100 meter on this is based on that high-resolution bathymetry so you can’t look at the 


– or the 10 meter line bathymetry; so you can’t look at the bathymetries on here as absolute.   


 


That is what created that.  Again, that is from the beginning of this discussion.  Those are the 


alternatives for the northern extension.  Looking at the VMS information, so the idea now is now 


we have an eclipsed original area, refined-down area and let’s look at the historic information; 


the combinations of these. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  May I ask one thing?  You say you are fivefold on this bathymetric meter 


to say where the coral is.  That is little small areas; but we give up 406 square miles of bottom to 


protect that.  Not that we drag it all, but we’re expanding out a lot of area to give up for these two 


little spots.  


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  No, I think that is the miss here is you are not protecting those two spots.  You 


are protecting the habitat throughout the range of this entire area.  It is a representative snapshot.  


In that area it may show four pinnacle areas that really translate to 30; and if you expand that 


through the entire, you are talking about hundreds and whatever; and again it is not just 


protecting those pinnacles.  It is protecting all the habitat connected in association as an 


ecological functional area. 


 


A lot of it is the nursery grounds for rock shrimp and for many of the other managed species.  It 


is a complex deepwater habitat system that is being protected, not just those few snapshots.  If it 


was just a few snapshots, of course, we would have created boundaries around those two areas 


and that’s it. 


 


But I wanted to at least walk through what we – in order to understand the fishing operations 


with the VMS information we had, again taking the information we have and the operations of 


the rock shrimp fishery; looking at the first one being that more I guess conservative view of the 


habitat conservation under 2A; what you do is you have this snapshot; you clip out these points 


that occur within the area.   


 


Now this is a little misrepresented, because this is all the points included in this image.  The way 


I worked on this, I was able to get all the points of the clip, but then actually sort it down to 2 to 


4 knots to do the analysis.  You will see the difference between where vessels have gone through 


there or have been fishing.   


 


This does show any occurrence of a vessel within that area, as well as the Alternative 2B, which 


you see does cut out a very significant amount of operations within that area.  Moving to the 


western extension, again this is the same thing.  One of the obvious comments has been, well, 


you looked at that and you are seeing actual activity in the satellite areas.   


 


Well, this includes both fishing and transit.  That is why you are seeing anything within those 


areas.  But this one again there is – it is not represented here, but the mapping down through the 


center of the northern portion of that; and this is some of the most high-resolution bathymetry 
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that occurs in any of the areas.  A lot of people have already stated that very little opportunity; 


the western – sorry the western extension, Alternative 3 of the western extension.  Here is a 


quick comparison – yes.  


 


MR. WILSON:  I just wanted to ask; is there something that – are there VMS points within that 


mapped habitat area?  I can’t see it. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I have to zoom down.  I am sure there are probably some, but the question is 


whether those are transit across.  If they are on top of the pinnacle, I hope they’re transit unless 


they are hung up on the pinnacle.  I would assume they are transit through that area.  But in order 


to at least look at the relationship between these and the spatial discussion; I put together this that 


compared where the original habitat coral recommendation on the northern for 2A; and with the 


deliberation between the groups, how it is brought back in and addressed a lot of the fishing 


operations that may have occurred in the western edge of it.   


 


What you see here is what we’ve gone from that one line at 60 meters to essentially the 70, with 


some bumps to capture some of the high-relief other habitat.  This is the modifications; and with 


everybody in agreement the time that is also – they are basically the same outside bounds of 100 


meters.  That is the comparative. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Those are right now the two scenarios we have, 2A and 2B. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  2B is the one that is in response to the joint meeting and the Habitat Advisory 


Panel in November was able to look at it, because we were able to respond and create this.  Mike 


attended that and we were able to look at least where it was at.  The Habitat at that time endorsed 


this as their preferred to move forward.   


 


Subsequently, the other day with the Habitat/Coral deliberations continued that based on – and 


again while there are adjustments, it is based on what they are determining as significant habitat 


conservation that the council needs to address.  It brings us to the information that we really 


wanted to try to look at and be able to look at the fishing operations relative to these areas.  


 


I’ve showed the points; I’ve showed the habitat and now looking at some of the relationship 


between the two areas; so I’ve got an analysis of what the impacts are relative to 2A and 


Alternative 2B.  Again, you’ve got over 1.2 million points for this entire time series that we were 


looking at of vessel operations.   


 


Of course, that included transit, it included fishing, it included all of it; penaeid, inshore, offshore 


and everything.  In order to craft that, as I indicated earlier, I identified where the core focus 


fishing operations were, captured all those areas and you can see within the table it shows the 


total points that you have of rock shrimping fishing through the entire area, how much rock 


shrimp fishing is actually, quote, fishing then between 2 and 4 knots; and then the total points 


within the alternative that we’re looking at, and then how many are actually within that area that 


is 2 to 4 knots.   


 


Now when you look at this, what I’ve done is we had the original dataset between 2007 and 


2011, partial 2007 to partial 2011; so that is why you kind of see a break between these.  The 
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beginning I think is in August of 2003 through a fall; so you have that connection.  But in order 


to at least kind of combine these, the key one was looking at the entire time series. 


 


When you look at Alternative 2A, the amount of points that are between 2 and 4 knots occurring 


within that area showed to be 12.3 percent.  Now, there had been comments that earlier there was 


a higher activity;  and this does show that because if you look back to the 2003 to 2007 there is 


about 14 percent and it dropped to 9 percent.   


 


Then the time series 2011 to ’13 is somewhat truncated, because it only goes through March of 


this year.  We may be able to add a couple more months before we go to hearing, before we 


finalize it and kind of maybe tweak it even a little further; but I can’t imagine the percentage is 


going to change that working with a million points or whatever like that. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I do have a question on that.  Looking at your total rock points, this is all 


rock shrimp VMS, correct?   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  When you go to the third column, rock shrimping 2.5 knots; we move over, 


total points in Alternative A; in every one of the columns there is probably three times more total 


points in Alternative 2A than actual fishing in 2A.  In the fourth column, if all of them are 


moving 2 to 4 knots, you go to the next column and you just cut that in a third?  How do you 


know they are not fishing?  How do you know that is not – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Wait a minute;, let me explain the way this is.  As you look at the rock shrimp 


fishing knot; that is the actual fishing that is the focal. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  2.4, 55,000; just using a top number, 17. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  You look at the other one that is fishing in – no, don’t worry about 17; look at 


fishing.  


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Total points. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  No, don’t look at that one; look at the fishing in Alternative 2A.  That is the 


relationship you look at is how many are 2 to 4 knots of the entire rock shrimp fishing effort.  


What you would compare that total points in 2A to would be to the total rock shrimp fishing, if 


you want to come up with that; so that includes transit and everything.  The ones that – and this 


was trying to show the complete. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I’m damned confused.   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, I’m trying to show you – 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  The rock shrimp fishing 2.4 knots; that is supposed to be all rock shrimp 


fishing or am I the only one seeing that?  If the third column says 2 to 4 knots, rock shrimp 


fishing; isn’t that anything that would be moving 2 to 4 knots, okay?    
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  The only thing you’re looking at are rock shrimp vessels VMS data.  


You’ve got – let’s just use the top number, 55 through 22.  Then we got total points are 17,588.  


How do we get – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  What you are doing is you are comparing a little bit apples and oranges, 


because what it should have done is push this column over to the other columns, because that 


total points in Alternative 2A relates to the total rock shrimp. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Right, but look at the difference between 2A, 17,500; and 2A, 7,600. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  You can’t compare – well, what it is of the 17,588; only 7,000 are fishing. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  How do you know that?  Why aren’t 17,588 – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Because those are 2 to 4 knot VMS points fishing; that is what they are. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Right; but they’re not VMS rock shrimp data? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  They are.  I should have put the same title. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Am I wrong here; am I confused? 


 


MS. JONES:  I see what he’s saying.   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  It is the same; I should have put rock shrimp fishing instead of fishing. 


 


MS. JONES:  It is the total points in all of them. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I don’t understand that; I’m looking at the last two columns. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  This should say rock shrimp fishing in Alternative 2A. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  What is the second column? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  This is all the points. 


 


MS. JONES:  All points fishing or not. 


 


MR. WILSON:  Well, what is rock shrimp fishing? 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Only vessels that have points are rock shrimp boats, right?  Am I right or 


wrong?  I don’t know, somebody clear this up, because I think we’re using a percentage from the 


last number, the 7,696 which makes the fishing in the areas lower, but maybe I’m wrong. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  No, it is terminology is all it is.  When you look at the first column – 


 







  Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 
  May 9, 2013 
  N. Charleston, SC 
 


30 
 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Am I wrong, Richard, or right? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Wait a minute; let me walk through it. 


 


MS. JONES:  Let’s go through it again column by column. 


 


MS. PUGLIESE:  The first column – 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  They don’t add mathematically; go ahead, Roger, I’m sorry. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  They mathematically add up; they do. 


 


MR. REID :  You can tell 2 to 4 knots with the one hour ping rate, so how can you say that? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Richard, if you are going to speak to the group, turn your microphone on. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  What you have in this dataset is the entire amount of VMS that occurs within 


that area of rock shrimping.  That is what the total VMS points are. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Row one. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  No, the total VMS is the total for the entire everything; so that includes 


everything.  The total rock shrimp is what occurs in that offshore area.  Then what we looked at 


was that off that entire offshore area, how much is actually those points are identified as fishing 


points.  That is the 2 to 4 knots you see. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Right. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Right; so then what we did is we looked at the 2 to 4 – and, again, it is the 


placement of columns probably.  That area and then you look at a snapshot of the actual 


alternative we’re looking at; and that really is what is in this column. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  How did we change those over so drastically? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  This should be here to there and this should be here to there is what it comes 


to, because this relates to this.  This should be total rock shrimp points in 2A, including both 


transit and fishing.  Then this is rock shrimp fishing.  Then this is rock shrimp fishing in 2A.  Are 


you all following that?    


 


I mean, what it is is it is just taking a snapshot of the area, cutting into it and then looking at how 


much is fishing versus transit.  That is what you come up with here.  This is all the points that 


occur within that alternative.  Then these are all the points that are actually between 2 and 4 


knots. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Then why do you have that other column that says rock shrimping 2 to 4 


knots?  Because you have a total rock shrimp, a total VMS and then a 2 to 4 knots, then in total 


points in A and then you have fishing in total.  It’s probably me. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  My question is – 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  It doesn’t look like it’s adding up.  It looks like we got a lot less dragging 


points being given credit for; but maybe I’m wrong. 


 


MS. PUGLIESE:  Are others having problems understanding this scenario, because right now – 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I’m probably the only one. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Really, this just builds off of what that – it is the same analysis that we reviewed 


in October last fall.  The only thing we have done is added in the entire dataset.  We did have 


only 2007 to 2011, and you have all reviewed it, and everybody talked about it in October.  The 


only thing we’ve done here is added to that data pool. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I don’t mind that part.  I’m just confused with total points in Alternative 


2A; they are moving at 2.4 knots also.  That is in the box, and that is my question.  In the fourth 


column, total points in Alternative 2A – that would be moving at 2.4 knots, because – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  No, this is not 2.4.  What I should have done is put 2 to 4 knots in Alternative 


2A.  This is total points so it is all boat points.  These are the ones that you are looking at fishing 


and you’re looking at fishing in the alternative.  But then you are looking at the total, both 


fishing and non-fishing. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  The headings could be clarified and we can do that. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, because this is all of the rock shrimp fishing.  Then that is what is fishing 


actually was identified at 2 to 4 knots within the actual area.  You relate these two and you come 


up with a percentage there.  These are totals down here.  These are not aggregating that.  This is 


when you look at the entire time series, there is 81,000 rock shrimp; what would be considered 


points that are between 2 and 4 knots.  Within the alternatives, there are 10,000 points there 


between 2 and 4 knots; so probably just drop that entire column we would have kept it cleaner.  


That is what it is.  It is a terminology. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Marilyn, let’s go from left to right so you have total VMS points.  That is 


all of them in the world, okay? 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Yes, I’ve got it. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  The next one is total rock shrimp points. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  All of them in the world. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That is reducing the area, correct? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That is cutting it down to only those points. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That is just reducing the area that he is saying that rock shrimp occurs.  If 


you looked at that one where he had those two stripes on the page, it would be that stripe that 
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was considered to be rock shrimp versus red shrimp.  That is that total rock shrimp.  Then he 


says total rock shrimp fishing in that total area that is considered to be rock shrimping at 2 to 4 


knots.  Then he’s got those same total points at 2 to 4 knots in Option 2A. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Okay but see the way it is worded, it says – but it’s okay. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Correct. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Clean up the wording, correct, yes. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Then we have – 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Just making sure I understand why we went from one to the other, but I got 


it. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That’s okay.  No, that is fine.  I think that you need to understand it and we 


need to look at this data and see what it’s telling us.  That is important. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Truthfully, I tried to make it simpler here, because the last time when I did 


this is I compared it not only for like rock shrimp; I did it rock shrimp and then as it related to the 


deepwater shrimp, as it related to the entire shrimp fishery.  I was really trying to focus and make 


it a little simpler to look at, because those are relative ways to look at – especially if the 


economics is in the analysis.  Sometimes they want to look at how it relates to the different 


fisheries.  But that is why this was to focus very specifically on the fishery. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  If we’re going to go to economics of this; if we have in 2011 to 2013 only 


5.4 percent in that area – 


 


AP MEMBER:  That’s two years. 


 


MS. JONES:  That’s only two years. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  That’s only two years. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  It is not even a full two years. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  But 5.4 percent can be where we made the entire rock shrimp trip, season.  


That might be the one trip that made our money.  Economically that is a lot more – in other 


words, over a whole year, two-year period of time you have got 5.4 percent of it.  You’re saying 


that is all that we used in that box in that area.  That could have been the $200,000 trip that made 


us or broke us. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, those are the things that need to be discussed in the economic analysis.  


What I’m trying to do is really look at what we can at least connect to fishing.  Because what you 


need to do is jump down to the next area, which is the alternative that has been developed 


through the collaboration between Deepwater Shrimp, Coral and Habitat that was adjusting this 


down, because now what it did is it has dropped the overall down to 5.5 percent activity within 


the entire area.   







  Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 
  May 9, 2013 
  N. Charleston, SC 
 


33 
 


 


Historic again, with a little higher than – which everybody had made the comments earlier on 


was up at 604 in that time series, but the key is looking at the entire fishery over time, which is 


still pretty close.  It is still pretty close with 5.5, which is a far cry from the historic 13.9 percent 


under Alternative 2A or the overall 12.3 percent, so it is even less than half of those areas.   


 


I think there has been a pretty significant reduction down to that.  Yes, that is where this is really 


going to is that where we stand with that alternative is included in response to the approved 


motion at the October meeting and then subsequent discussions.  That is 5.5 percent of that 


alternative. 


 


Let me move to the western extension and I’ll just go directly to the entire time series.  On the 


western extension you are showing at 0.8 percent of basically of – it is basically less than 1 


percent of any of the VMS points that were between 2 to 4 knots came from that little sliver that 


is in the existing alternative. 


 


There was an image that we would need to add – it may be in there now – that shows the entire 


extent of the fishery and then where that alternative sat.  It showed how it is right at basically the 


top end of the entire fishery.  It stops right up in there even before you get into I think that 


northern portion of that area.  That isn’t much different than the historic.   


 


If you look back at what wasn’t included earlier; 0.9, there really has never been – once you get 


to that point, you are really getting at the top end of the operation so that even the occurrence of 


that species within the area.  Moving on to the Stetson-Miami area that we had just talked about 


a little bit before – yes. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I just wanted to point out that in that western area there, that 2.8 percent; I 


think I pointed this out yesterday in the meeting, too, is that is a pretty significant increase 


actually in that short period of time.  I know you are laughing about the significance. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, no, I’m looking at the point numbers.  We’re talking 90 points out of 


300,000 points in the time period. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  What is significant though is if you have got a four-year period and you’ve 


got 0.9 percent and you’ve got another four-year period and you’ve got a 0.5 percent, and you’ve 


got a two-year or less period and you’ve got 2.08 percent; it shows an increase in fishing in that 


area.  That is all I’m pointing out.  The significance there is that the fishery moves.  In these last 


couple years, it has moved into areas where it puts pressure into different areas.  That is the only 


thing I’m pointing out. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay; moving on to the areas encompassed by the extension of the Stetson-


Miami Deepwater CHAPC, the one that is closer and impacting the royal red fishery operation; 


going all the way back to the first proposal that was on the table; this is the extended proposal 


that really went a lot further than both north as well as south and adjusted.  What you see is our 


partners, the Navy actually – this is some of the most extensive multi-beam mapping and 


characterization work done – provided this.   
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This is the foundation for further discussion.  Of course, the area, as discussed earlier on, 


included a portion of the North Florida Marine Protected Area; so we got the secondary benefit 


of actually mapping some of our protected areas in this.  But it also gave us that southern portion 


that gave the ability to look at that.   


 


Then Steve Ross looked at that, and others, it was really the Navy information that helped 


refining and going beyond what was the scoping alternative to this alternative here.  You can 


really see if you go back and forth; so just go to the scoping alternative, it went beyond this 


scoping alternative to the next one, which is the present alternative.  What it did is if you look at 


that original detailed area and you can see that notch; you can see the habitat really starting up at 


that area. 


 


It really gave that ability to tweak and refine that southern boundary.  In addition, if you 


remember that image of the mapping; they also dropped it down to where there was no mapping 


north of that area.  Now it doesn’t impact the fisheries that great; but to be a little more 


conservative and drop it down to what we definitely have some mapping for, so that northern 


boundary dropped down to 30 degrees, 37 minutes. 


 


It did adjustments on both ends.  It removed that tail on the bottom and more clearly connects 


into some of the distribution information on the southern boundary and reduced the northern 


boundary down to the mapped areas.  Looking at that area; the one thing, when we originally had 


the analysis that was put together, this is an area that we deliberated on and had had when we 


were first building the Deepwater CHAPC, the shrimp fishery access areas; and that is why 


you’re seeing some connections.   


 


If the shrimp fishery access area went to the bound of any VMS points, we went right up to that 


line; so that is why you are seeing that extend all the way to the points.  The analysis last time 


was just showing that there was an occurrence within this area; that southern portion.  What I 


was able to do now is get at the data for the entire time series extending all the way up there; and 


what it did was it provided the snapshot of what is really going on in the area.   


 


If you do look at that; the two alternatives, what you’re seeing in the original alternative, it 


showed that there was 0.7 percent if you look at the entire time series.  Then Alternative 3 is 0.1 


percent was the one that had originally come from scoping.  In both scenarios, again less than 1 


percent; the fishery is operating generally south of this entire area for the entire fishery.   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Basically, what is cutting out the fishery by this alternative is not where 


they are actually dragging; it is where the line is being drawn.  Because what has happened is 


any of that area that is above that line; there is no net on the bottom of that area.  What that 


typically is, is drift from pulling up the nets.  That is the point that these guys can make better 


than I can. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The bottom line is the VMS points that even occur are just the drifting up into 


there.  There is really no – 


 


AP MEMBER:  Why are you bounding the south end of it?  Why?  Tell me what is the reason 


for doing what you did on the south end?  Tell me what you see there that would justify you 


putting a boundary on that south end right now.  Why did you do it? 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  The idea was to capture an entire area.  When you say putting a boundary – 


 


AP MEMBER:  Well, I’m asking you – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE: – how could you create a protected zone; because again think about this now – 


and I think I should have made this point before in relationship to the habitat discussion.  This is 


prohibiting the use of all bottom-tending gear, anchoring and grappling so it addresses a number 


of other fisheries beyond shrimp in these types of areas. 


 


It protects these from bottom longlining, from use of black sea bass pots, from use of anchors or 


grapples throughout this entire system; so it goes beyond that.  What this southern area is, is 


trying to compensate both – 


 


AP MEMBER:  So you – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE: – and captures the most of the habitat boundary while reducing – cutting off 


that area and reducing any points that occurred in that southern beyond the mapping area. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Well, see, I just want to make a point to you.  What you see there is really not 


what you see, and I’ll explain that.  When we hit that southern edge we’re hauling back, anyway.  


We’ve never drug there.  That is VMS data that is saying we are there; but you cannot stop at a 


point and pick up at that same point in that depth of water and that tide. 


 


That is going to take you miles until you get your rig to the top; do you know what I’m saying?  


It just doesn’t work that way.  Now, what you have done to us there is you have cost us probably 


another hour dragging time on the bottom, because we are going to have to stop way short again 


and start picking up.  We’re going to lose a lot of bottom just by putting a boundary down there 


when really it doesn’t need it for us; maybe for another fishery, but for us we’re not even 


dragging it. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  If I could elaborate; what he is saying is that the gear – so the reef might be 


here and they are coming with the tide.  They start picking their gear up off the bottom a mile 


from here; and by the time they are moving with the tide and they’re pulling their nets up, the 


nets are up off the bottom, but the tide is still pushing them north at a really rapid rate.   


 


Those VMS points that you are seeing right there; their gear is not on the bottom.  They are 


picking it up, it is on the boat, and the tide is pushing them.  They are trying to get turned around 


in the tide and get going back south again.  By putting that boundary there, you have eliminated 


not only – I mean, they are not dragging where you see those VMS points, but you have also 


eliminated their ability to fish up to a mile south of there just because of the way they have to 


pull their gear up in the tide.  You’ve taken away more bottom than what you actually depict on 


that graph just because of the mechanics of how you have to work the boats and the gear in the 


tide. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I guess I’m just curious why didn’t this come up then at the October meeting? 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  It did. 
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AP MEMBER:  It’s in the minutes if we can find them.  I personally stated it.  I talked about this 


in the last meeting. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  But in the report from the meeting, we have the motion that was made by the 


Coral AP, and there was no opposition by the Deepwater Shrimp AP. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  The report is one page long.  Half of the minutes are 70 pages long. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  It’s a four-page report. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  But I think the key, too, though, is the motion was brought to the group.  If 


you all had that much problem with it, why didn’t you oppose that action?  That is the thing that 


I’m a little curious about, because if it was that significant – and right now even though you are 


saying that it is impacting and has some potential over there; the points we’re talking about still 


are not – they are all going to be less than 1 percent of any activity in the entire fishery, so I’m 


not sure – you know, we have to balance this – the council will have to balance what the 


implications are on that.  But this is something that we had that extended area going down and 


cut that off to reduce that area so that it addressed where more of the points were occurring. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  The motion that came out of that committee was to modify the southern 


boundary of the HAPC extension in a manner to release the flat bottom region to the extent 


possible while maintaining protection of the coral habitat.  Then we were supposed to be 


working with Dr. Ross to develop lines for this area. 


 


Did anybody work with Dr. Ross?  I don’t think so.  But, Roger, we probably spent 30 minutes 


talking about this at that meeting.  Unfortunately, the minutes aren’t available to reflect that; but 


this was brought up and it was discussed for a long time.  That is why you have Alternative 3.  I 


think Alternative 3 kind of allows that to happen.  Alternative 2 is going to take away a huge 


amount of the ability to fish where they have traditionally fished. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, I think the purpose of the meeting today then is to reaffirm or provide 


rationale for what your recommendations are going to be.  I think we can move away from the 


fact that the minutes have been compromised.  We’ve already talked about that this morning.  It 


is unfortunate; we all think it is unfortunate. 


 


But in a productive manner and for efficiencies sake, I think we can kind of move beyond these 


presentations and kind of discuss what does the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel want to 


recommend to the council.  If your recommendations are different, then I think that will be 


productive and helpful to take forward to the council.  We don’t have anything set in stone here 


today.  If you want to make changes, if you recommend an entirely new alternative, then that is 


what we need to get from you. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I have a question.  Where they did the mapping there in that chunk right there; 


what occurred over here to this side that they felt that they only needed that little space and they 


could move the boundary over? 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  That is one of the reasons I included that.  The mapping and characterization 


information provided by the Navy; the Navy shows that mud area extends up into it.  That is 


where on the left side, the hard structure and pinnacle areas and lophelia; the most inshore 


distribution of lophelia known extends down like a finger down in there that fart.  That is why it 


was trimmed off there, but it does occur there and then it kind of tapers up into there.  That is 


why this configuration was developed.  


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Since we lost the minutes last time, I would like to just make a comment.  


Before 2003, when we put the VMSs on, the agreement was made from council to all of us that 


have boats that we would not lose anymore trawl bottom.  By putting the VMSs on, we were 


regulating ourselves.   


 


We’re back in here doing exactly what they promised us that we paid for not to happen.  We 


argued this at the last meeting that was not put into the minutes.  We don’t want to give up any of 


our VMS pings, none of them.  I’m not in favor of giving up not a point of a zero percent; so 


there, in the minutes recorded. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, Anna, how do we want to proceed from this point?  Have we got all 


the presentations?  I don’t think there is any point in going over Lookout Point.  I don’t think 


there are any issues where Lookout Point is concerned.  In fact, we can cross that one of the list 


as done, I think.   


 


Does anybody have any issues with Lookout Point; so we don’t even need to go there at this 


point.  What do we want to do at this point is go back and talk about the alternatives and say 


which one we prefer or what adjustments that we want to make to those so we can get some 


progress going here? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, I’ll leave that up to the AP. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay; is that what everybody is agreeable to do is we’ll start back now.  


We’ve got all the presentations; we’ve seen all the data.  We’ve seen everything.  Let’s now start 


and look at the alternatives and say, yes, no or whatever it is that we want to do to them, okay?  


Let’s go back to our alternatives’ document.   


 


MR. WILSON:  On the Alternative 2B for the northern extension; suppose we wanted to just 


tweak it a little bit.  Can we suggest tweaking 2B or do we have to have a whole new alternative? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, it would be a recommendation to tweak Alternative 2B.  The council 


would then talk about it; and because 2B is what the Coral and Habitat APs have endorsed, and 


they are charged to conserve habitat, I would anticipate the council would consider making that a 


new alternative; but I would suggest recommending tweaking Alternative 2B. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, we’re going to start with Alternative 2, correct, Anna.  Okay, so 2A 


that is basically the 6,100.  I don’t think that there is anybody here in the room that is a pro 2A 


person, correct.   


 


(Several responses of “right”.) 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, next is 2B.  Roger, could you put up the slide that shows the VMS 


points within the green existing 2B?   In November of last year I sent some coordinates to 


modify that southeastern edge from about halfway up to the southern start of the expansion.  I 


don’t know if everybody has seen that; but basically what it did was if you see the VMS points 


that are on the eastern southern edge of that boundary – and one thing that would really help, 


Roger, would be to – it is really hard to see at that level.   


 


It would be really helpful to see some blow up of these areas in a little bit more detail.  But 


working with what we have, what I did do was create an alternative from about halfway down to 


the southern edge of that boundary.  That would be my recommendation is that we either modify 


2B to include that edge or have a new alternative that has that boundary change in it.  I think, 


Roger, you and I talked about this on Monday, that that would probably be one of the 


recommendations coming out of this meeting. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think what is going to be important is you identify what the rationale is to go 


beyond – I mean, your position coming out of the joint meeting was that you were going to use 


the 100 meter contour on the eastern boundary, and all the groups agreed to that.  I think if there 


is specific rationale of the fishery, because what I tried to indicate that right now that boundary, 


based on the line bathymetry, is where those 100 meters was from the beginning of this 


discussion.   


 


If there is additional rationale like you would like to see it move into 90 meters, add that to the 


rationale of what this point is, or an approximation of what those points represent.  I think it 


ultimately is inshore, because you can’t use the habitat bathymetry to kind of determine that.  


Make that clear for the record, I think, and that is definitely the direction you would go in terms 


of recommendation coming from Deepwater Shrimp for council consideration. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay; and that recommendation is being based on track data that was 


given to me that shows – as the VMS data points out; so I think it would be worthwhile to see 


that modification and then look at the VMS analysis at that point.  Since the track data is really 


not something that we want to look at here; let’s look at the VMS data and say, okay, well, how 


many VMS points, then what is the change.   


 


If we do make that modification; where are we at now in VMS analysis points?  Do you see what 


I’m saying?  I am not going to argue with you about the 100 or the 110.   I have charts that show 


one thing, and you probably have better charts, more recent charts that may show something 


different, so that is not the point.  The point is what we’re trying to do is preserve rock shrimp 


habitat for catching rock shrimp that has been there. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The way this will be done is you make those recommendations, we can do the 


analysis for the council and the council will have that to determine where to go with it.  That is 


how this would unfold, because we will proceed with whatever recommendation; and we can 


look at what that means relative to the existing with the additional rationale that you build for the 


case.   


 


Then the council will be looking at the existing position of the Coral and Habitat as well as the 


recommendations from them as well as the recommendations from Deepwater Shrimp, with 
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whatever rationale you make for adjustments to any of these alternatives we’re looking at.  That 


is what is going to unfold after whatever deliberations you make here. 


 


MS. JONES:  I’ve got a question.  Can you go to the one that shows all the VMS points?  No, 


just the one that shows all the VMS points.  That one – why can’t we just draw the line right 


inside the track?  We don’t drag inside there, anyway.  Why can’t we just inside of our tracks 


draw the line?  We don’t drag the coral heads, anyway.  Has anybody drawn an alternative where 


you just draw inside the track? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  You all provided an alternative to council a long time ago that basically 


eliminated everything and that has been addressed.  You went to the last AP meeting; you had 


the deliberation between Habitat and Coral and came up with this alternative; so it has been on 


the table before to eliminate everything.  That was one that actually the council removed out of 


here because you all had talked about and endorsed a subsequent alternative.  If you want to go 


back to something that does that, that is the prerogative of the advisory panel in its 


recommendation to council. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I believe we were handed some documents showing that we want to take this; 


and then we had to deal with that and try to fight for it and gain whatever we could out of that 


and make some kind of compromise.  I know we didn’t walk in with here is what we want and 


we like this.  We did not. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  We did present – and I have it if you want to see it; but we did present an 


area that basically left all tracks outside of the proposed closed area.  When we went to the 


meeting in October with the Coral Committee, we did try to come to a compromise between us 


and the Coral Committee and made great strides in that direction when we went to the 70/100. 


 


That is the progression of how we got to where we are today with the 70/100 that is the green 


line that Roger has.  The only contention that I had – and they redrew that western boundary; 


John Reed and Roger did.  I had really no basic problems with what they did, because it really 


didn’t exclude any more tracks that I had from the 70/100 just as a general term.   


 


What they redrew I didn’t have a problem with; but when I looked at it, it looked to me like on 


the southeastern side, according to the data that I had, the tracks that I have, it hadn’t moved; but 


it did have tracks that were on that southeastern side that in my data showed that they were out to 


the 110,.  In Roger’s it is the 100. 


 


We’re not going to dispute the 110 or the 100.  What we want to do is say there is significant 


amount of fishing here.  Significant is a relative term, right, but for us it is a significant amount 


of fishing.  It occurs in that area that we want to preserve.  We are going to recommend that we 


move that line in to the boundaries that I sent to you guys.  The rationale will be that we want to 


preserve that traditional fishing area, and the other part of that rationale will be the VMS analysis 


that says the amount of impact it is going to have on the fishery.   


 


Though it looks small to everybody and insignificant from a numbers point of view when you are 


looking at these percentages, Roger, it is not necessarily that small when you look at the fishery 


and what they’re doing out there. 
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MS. SOLORZANO:  When we were in the meeting in November, we were basically told that 


they were going to take 60 to 110 and we had to come up with a plan of something to give to 


them so that they would be accepted.  We didn’t want to give up anything.  We didn’t go in, 


volunteer and say, here, go ahead take this bottom from us.   


 


That was never on our plan.  It wasn’t on our table.  What happened was we were told we’re 


going to have to work with you all.  We’ve got to give you something.  Everyone here agreed 


that is what we were told; we’ve got to give up something.  We tried to work it to as narrow of a 


loss as possible and brought it into the 70/100 to work this; but we’re still losing a small 


percentage to you, but not to us.   


 


Sometimes our entire trip for the year, all our profits and money made are in that small 


percentage.  I know you are thinking I’m exaggerating, but it is a lot to us when the shrimp – the 


shrimp aren’t in that whole area.  That big section you see on there; we don’t just go out and rock 


shrimp anywhere and everywhere on there and catch shrimp.  They are going to be in spots.  


Sometimes those spots that you’re taking; that is our survival. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I would like to say for the record the only reason we come here is because we 


are told somebody wants this area and you need to come here and deal with it.  This is the only 


reason we come here.  Otherwise, we wouldn’t come here at all if we were told, hey, everything 


is fine and nobody is going to take your area ever again.  We know that in two years we’ll be 


here again for the same reason. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Anna, how do we proceed here with an alternative?  Let’s just try to get 


through some wording here that gets us past this point here.  How do we get to an alternative 


here or a suggested modification to 2B that includes that and includes the VMS analysis that 


shows some rationale as to why we want this? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, first of all, I just want to go back to Marilyn.  The AP can bring back an 


alternative from the considered but rejected.  I think the joint AP meeting; you shouldn’t have 


felt like you had to come.  You could have presented your own.  We could have met that meeting 


with a recommendation from the Deepwater Shrimp AP that was completely different from the 


recommendation that the Coral AP was interested in suggesting to the council, but that didn’t 


happen.   


 


Both APs agreed on the same motion, and nobody was holding your hand to say the Deepwater 


Shrimp AP has to agree to these terms.  I just want to make that clear.  I mean we can bring back 


an alternative from this considered but rejected appendix.  I don’t want the Deepwater Shrimp 


AP to feel slighted here.  You can make your own recommendations.   


 


The council is not just listening to the Coral and Habitat Advisory Panel.  That is why they 


wanted this meeting here.  The recommendations from the Deepwater Shrimp AP are also a part 


of this process; but what we took from that meeting was this Alternative 2B.  I think that is what 


we’re trying to work on.  I think we need a motion that would reflect what – and the AP perhaps 


doesn’t – maybe the AP doesn’t agree on what to do here. 
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MS. THOMPSON:  We did come in with a recommendation.  Our recommendation was 70 


meters to 90 meters, and we were told that no, no, no you can’t do that.  The Coral AP; they 


wanted a half-mile buffer between the pinnacles and – 


 


AP MEMBER:  Buffer zone. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  Buffer zone, yes.  Even though it was mud bottom, they wanted a half a mile 


buffer zone between the pinnacles, but then they came back – after we had a lot of really amiable 


discussion; they came back and their attitude was we really don’t want to take the bottom away 


from the shrimpers.  It is mud bottom and there is not coral in it.   


 


They were kind of okay with not taking our bottom away from us.  But when we came in with 


our original proposal, which was 70 to 90 meters, we were told no, that won’t fly.  You can’t do 


it.  You have got to come up with something different.  That was our proposal, 70 to 90 meters. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Could you clarify, Laurilee.  Who told you that you couldn’t?   


 


MS, THOMPSON:  Without the minutes, it is kind of hard to tell. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE: Let me make a comment.  I would like to redo something real quickly is that 


you do have to remember that this amendment is being developed to protect these habitats under 


the council’s congressional mandate to conserve these systems, so that is the driving force on 


here.  I think the groups have been trying to adjust and work together to try to minimize the 


potential impact, but the directive to the council is conservation of these resources. 


 


I think that also is a driving factor in terms of that and from the last meeting that agreement on 


those boundaries was at least where we stood coming out of that.  You have the opportunity here 


to come up with a recommendation, use the area with adjustments based on those coordinates or 


preexisting recommendations.  It is in your hands for further recommendations at this point. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, I think we’re rehashing a lot of stuff that we did at that meeting.  I 


know there is a lot of don’t give up any bottom and that; but I do think we’re close.  If we can get 


to the point where we can get a motion that us – and maybe I’m wrong.  Maybe you guys want to 


go back to our 70/90 and not go with any of these or any modifications to 2A or 2B.   


 


That is the AP’s prerogative here.  My recommendation would be that we make some 


modification to 2B to move that eastern boundary westward enough to allow for that trawl area 


to remain inside the fishery, but leave the western boundary where it is.  We knew we were 


giving up that middle ground area.  We talked about that as a group back then and knew that we 


were giving that up; but we were fine with going with the 70/100.  Now we’re just asking that we 


move that lower portion in a little bit to allow for those VMS dots to remain as part of the 


fishery. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I make a motion that we make a recommendation to tweak 2B to those 


amendments that you turned in. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is there a second to that motion?   
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AP MEMBER:  Second. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Hold on just a second; I want to make sure I capture it. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think I have sent most of you pictures of that bottom.  I don’t know if you 


had a chance to look at that eastern side; the coordinates that I sent to Anna and Roger I had on 


there.  Have you all had a chance to look at that to know what you’re agreeing to?  As long as 


everybody has had a chance to look at it and you know when he makes that motion, it is to those 


coordinates that were sent to you already.  That is what the motion is. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I would like to sort of – I guess Steve made a motion – maybe add where it 


says westward to open up trawlable areas; I would make that historical trawlable area. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Do we go to discussion here on that motion, because we have a motion and 


a second, correct?   


 


MS. MARTIN:  The motion I typed reads recommend tweaking of Action 1, Subalternative 


2B to move the eastern boundary of the HAPC westward to open up historical trawlable 


area as indicated by Mike Merrifield’s coordinates provided to staff.  Roger, do we need to 


get them again? 


 


(Mr. Pugliese made remarks off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Do you want them listed right here; I can give them to you.  I have it right 


here.   


 


(Mr. Pugliese made remarks off the record) 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I just want to make a comment.  I think we are tying ourselves way too 


much to 100 meters, 90 meters, whatever.  Anybody that has been out in the ocean and tried to 


coordinate what is on a paper chart with the reality of what is happening knows that the two 


don’t always coincide.  We’re talking about 100 meters.  What we want to do is deal with reality.   


 


In this case, reality on this ancient bathymetric chart; the 100 meters where is says, it may not be 


100 meters; but we do have scientific data that shows that we’ve been dragging in these areas for 


30 or 40 years.  The data doesn’t show that; it only goes back to 2003; but we do have scientific 


proof that we’ve been working in these areas.  That is what we want to preserve.   


 


I don’t care whether it is 300 meters; I don’t care.  What we want to preserve is where we’ve 


been fishing all this time.  We know there is no coral there or we wouldn’t be making these 


drags.  I think we are killing ourselves by trying to pin it down to a certain 90 or 100 meters. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  But that is how the original – and maybe it was misworded at that time, but 


that was how the original alternative was set up.  All we’re doing now is changing a portion of 


that to be a specific set of coordinates that are going to replace a set of coordinates that you have 


already, Roger.  It is from 0.16 to 0.25 in the 25 set of coordinates. 
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It is just going to change those numbers 16 to 25 to a line closer to where the track data shows 


that we are.  You are right; probably going to a contour line isn’t always the best way to go here; 


so that is why we should have that ability to come back and maybe tweak that as John did on the 


western side, this is what we’re doing on the eastern side.  If you’ve got a comment, go ahead. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  It just that I think in the discussions – and this is the habitat side.  This is your 


recommendations.  I think there is kind of a reorientation discussion in terms of doing this.  In 


the joint session, I think there was discussion and agreement on that 100, because it also 


provided some distance between the edge of the habitat and the activity.   


 


I think that was in the context of that.  It is fine to change that position now, because we’re 


getting down to kind of brass tacks in terms of what your recommendations are.  Yes, I think it is 


clear now with what you said here with the coordinates – and we are on a coordinate thing.  We 


are not on bathymetries anymore, because every one you see is as represented by the spatial 


image, and they have specific coordinates for everything.   


 


It has gone far past – especially with tweaking; that doesn’t track a line, this doesn’t track a line.  


Those are as represented.  Now I will state that the Habitat and Coral made it very clear that they 


wanted to still support the 100 meter very specifically.  It goes back to their original justification 


about the bounds of habitat distribution.  That I just will kind of insert in the discussion, but I 


think you all are heading to what the council needs for their deliberations. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  In yesterday’s joint meeting, on the Coral AP side there was certainly 


some interest in supporting or at least listening to and then what it is that we’re presenting and 


then going from there as to whether they think they needed to have a committee approval or AP 


approval or not.  I don’t really know how that would proceed.  At any rate, I think that they were 


amiable to changes as long as we had some kind of justification that said this is why we want to 


do this.  I think we have that.  Are there any other comments?  John, did you have one? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, going back to the motion, if Steve agrees, maybe change it one more 


time.  Where it says open up historical; it is not currently closed now.  I would just change 


that to include. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Are we at a point to take a vote on this motion? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  For the record we have justification, which is helpful in explanation of the 


motion so, yes.  I think, AP, if you want to vote or take consensus, however. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  You have enough justifications for doing this at this point.  All in favor of 


this motion say aye; any opposed. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I don’t want to do anything now. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  You’re abstaining; that’s fine.  Okay, that’s fine, Marilyn abstains.  


Everybody else is all fine.  Okay; that takes us to Alternative 3.  This is the western expansion.  


The alternative is to modify according to – and we have not really ever offered an alternative 


here.  We’ve just kind of looked at this and said that we didn’t have any strong objection at the 


time to this alternative; correct? 
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MS. JONES:  I’ve got a recommendation for the bottom part of it; go from the bottom left corner 


of the satellite and go straight to the corner of the other Oculina Bank instead of having that little 


hanger and you free up a lot of points on that bottom corner.  Do you know what I’m saying?    If 


you just go from here to here, it frees up all those where it is taking them away here.   


 


It would go right on the outside of them.  I mean, I’ve done a paper on my map here and it 


uncovers all those VMSs but it still covers the pinnacle.  I mean that could be an alternative; 


from the bottom left corner of the satellite, the lower satellite, to the bottom left corner at the 


bottom of the yellow.  Right there; there to the corner of the satellite; and instead of having that 


jog over it is a straight line down. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  You’re talking about a line that would extend through the area to this point, 


the end of the map through here.  We can find out what that coordinate is and it’s just a simple 


line. 


 


MS. JONES:  It frees up a lot of the VMS.  I was going to that triangle – however you all think 


that it should go, but I don’t think it should jog over like that.  I think it should go over more. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I have a question, because I’m looking at the report from the joint 


committees, Joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP meeting report.  We actually do have minutes 


for this part.  There was a lot of discussion about that the Deepwater Shrimp Committee wasn’t 


prepared to develop a recommendation for the southern part of the HAPC.  I want to know at 


what point where in the process did it go from we’re not prepared to do this?  How is it in front 


of us now? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  This has been there since scoping. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  This is a Coral AP that we said we weren’t ready to participate in or develop 


any recommendations or anything. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  If you’re prepared to do that today, then let’s do that. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  Well, if you look at the comparisons, what is it; Table 1  


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  No, I’ve got Table 2. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  Or Table 2, fishing associated with the Oculina CHAPC proposed western 


extension Alternative 3.  Roger has got it up on the screen. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  We need to get conversations down here.  If you want to make a comment, 


we can do so, but it’s hard to get everybody talking at the same time. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I have the floor right now, though.  If you look at the percentage of fishing 


in Alternative 2B and then you look at 2003 to 2007, that is four years; 2007 to 2011, that is four 


years, and that is like 0.5 percent.  Then you look at 2011 to 2013, well, we all know that there is 


no data for 2013 that is even available yet.  The season hasn’t even started. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  We’ve said this already. 
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MS. THOMPSON:  You’re basically looking at part of 2011 and all of 2012 and maybe January 


of 2013, but it jumps up to 2.8 percent.  That is in a two-year period, and it goes back to what 


Marilyn was saying about the shrimp move around and they’re in different places in different 


years.  The shrimp that were caught in 2012 were caught in that area that we are talking about 


closing now. 


 


It was a big percentage, a big jump.  I think we need to be careful, because that is where 


everybody made their trips that year was between the two satellites and just south of the south 


satellite.  If we hadn’t been able to fish that bottom, we would not have had hardly any rock 


shrimp at all in 2012. 


 


MR. REID:  I would just like to make a comment.  The last time we met we did not have the data 


from 2012, and that is why it wasn’t a factor then as much as what has made it up now.  I just 


became aware that is exactly where the shrimp were – a great majority of the shrimp were caught 


last year. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  What would you all like to do here?  You can make a new recommendation.  


Currently you haven’t endorsed Alternative 3.  I guess we need some specific guidance from the 


AP.  Would you like a new recommendation here for a new proposed extension?  It is kind of at 


the pleasure of the AP what you would like to do here. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, I would have to side with Marilyn on this.  I don’t know why we would 


even consider a western extension.  Because we’re not dragging in the coral, anyway, why would 


we even consider a western extension? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Well, back to Roger’s comment is that they are going to be federally 


mandated to protect a lot of that area that does have pinnacles in it, which some of that western 


area does have a fair amount in it.  Most of the line that is currently up there right now, it resides 


on the 70 meter.   


 


A little bit where the shrimp was caught in this last year resides right on that 70 meter in the 


lower half, below the second satellite, below the southern satellite of that western expansion.  I 


don’t believe there was anything in the northern part –  


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  in the northern part or in the southern part?  Which part? 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  The only area that falls within the 70 meter – and we’re going back to the 


meter thing, meters are one thing and realities another.  But everything that is in between the 


satellites is according to my bathymetry greater than 70 meters.  The place that gets inside of 


where the 70 is was included inside that new boundary – new closed area boundary is below the 


southern satellite; that piece that is in the southern portion of that expansion.   


 


MR. WILSON:  On this proposal; was there any mapping; because there is no box on here so it 


is not showing any mapping. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  The high-resolution bathymetry was core of it, but there is mapping that has 


occurred right down through the center that originally, I think, started some of the discussion to 


begin that, because it was pinnacles.  That relief that we see here is real.  Those are some of the 


most extensive pinnacles in the entire system occurring in this area. 


 


MR. WILSON:  What if we followed that line? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  No, they go all the way out to the other area.  These areas in here include 


those.  It is the same type of situation where the mapping occurred inside, but the pinnacle 


structures in that area occur. 


 


MR. WILSON:  The previous technology never saw this before?  I mean, we’ve been dealing 


with this since 1995 since I’ve been on here and previous technology never noticed this before?  


It was a council stand at one point with the current HAPC, we have conserved 95 percent of the 


coral.  That begs the question are we going for conservation or preservation? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  What did you get in ’95? 


 


MR. WILSON:  I have documents from the past. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  As time goes, the council responds to new information.  This high-resolution 


bathymetry wasn’t in our hands when the council did the satellites.  A lot of that was based on 


the sample components that were done as transect by Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institute,  


John Reed that occurred in those areas; so the council was conservative in selecting those two 


areas.   


 


This is just like many of the other situations; habitat distributions are not focused; they are 


extensive.  This, in combination with the bathymetry – I mean the bathymetry in combination 


with the mapping of some of those areas has given more information on how extensive this 


habitat exists in those areas.  That is why coral area has been recommended by the Coral and 


Habitat Advisory Panel. 


 


MR. WILSON:  Is there data we haven’t seen? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  What is the pleasure of the AP here; what do we want to do here?  We 


have this alternative that is here.  We haven’t offered any alternative to it to date.  We have just 


kind of gone with it.  Then what has happened is in this last year we get a significant amount of 


fishery in some portion of that and now we have some concerns about the boundary.   


 


I guess what we need to do is decide is there an alternative here that we want to offer?  I can see 


a modification on the southern half of that expansion, because I can see where the 70 meter goes 


inside of that boundary.  That is the area that I understood was where we had some strong fishery 


activity in the last year to year and a half or whatever it was.   


 


I don’t know anything about the northern.  I don’t know about any activity in the northern 


portion, not to say that it is not there.  I would need to have some data that says what to do there.  


It sounds like we don’t want to go with this alternative and we want to develop something 


different; is that what I’m hearing? 
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MS. MARTIN:  Your other option would be to oppose Alternative 3. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Right; the other option is to say no action to a westward expansion.  I don’t 


think that is a wise option, because there is a lot of coral in there that will be protected whether 


you like it or not. 


 


MS. JONES:  I propose that we come up with an alternative. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is that a motion? 


 


MS. JONES:  I make a motion that we come up with our own alternative. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is that something, Anna, that we can do at this point is say that we’re going 


to come up with another alternative for this within some time period? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, you’ve been discussing some of those. 


 


((Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Right; but to give coordinates to this right now, I am not prepared to do 


that. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think, sure, as long as it is an AP recommendation.  I’ll defer to the Chair to 


tell staff that this is a recommendation from the AP in entirety, or not entirety even, a majority I 


guess; as long as we have that in time for the council meeting. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  There won’t be any ability to do any analysis if we don’t get that type of a 


recommendation soon.  The whole point of this meeting was to come up and to look at the 


present alternatives; to either endorse them or come up with additional alternatives and provide 


some guidance to council.   


 


We’re talking about this being added in and adjusted and brought to the council for a 


recommendation.  It is the prerogative of the group.  There have been some recommendations on 


at least some guidance on what you were looking at.  Tom is here.  If he feels that is appropriate, 


then maybe we can just respond as provided.  We need some of those things sooner than later to 


be able to at least give the council a perspective on what the recommendation is.  If that is the 


reality of what is going to be recommended, then we will respond and add that in. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  The only thing I can offer, because I am not prepared to give coordinates 


to some alternative at this point, is that I would need to have data from the AP.  I’ve got some 


track data, but I need to know what it is that you are concerned about here.  I can have an 


alternative together in a matter of – it takes not time at all to do that, but I need input. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  As a council member and observing your meeting; it is important that you all 


understand that this is your meeting and you do as you see fit.  I would say that I wouldn’t like 


for anybody to feel they have to rush at a decision right at this very minute.  It is 12:30; and if 


you all would like to think about it a little bit rather than rush into anything, I wouldn’t like 


anybody feel they’re shortchanging themselves or have time to discuss this.  That is an option. 
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MR. WILSON:  I know it is a bit of an expense, but is there a possibility of calling another 


Deepwater Committee later down the line? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That’s a priority of the council; but from what I’m hearing recently, we’re 


going to be dealing with some significant budget cuts and the council is going to have to deal 


with what is coming out of Congress I think shortly.  I think it is important.  I’m not trying to 


couch it, but this is why this meeting was held to specifically address the proposals on the table.   


 


This one especially has been on the table multiple times from the beginning of the discussion.  


Whatever you can do to provide guidance in the most rapid point, but like Tom said, you don’t 


want to rush anything; but the sooner the better to give guidance to the council on what your 


position is.  It is your prerogative and it is your meeting.  Again, back to that point that Tom 


made; I think that is the key. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think we have two options here.  One is that we look at this at lunch time 


and come up with a decision; and the second option is that we come up with something within 


the next five to seven days and say that this would be our recommendation.  I think that is 


probably the better option of the two only because there is data out there that you are going to 


need to get that says where this activity is and where it is that you want to preserve.  I don’t have 


that data.  I have historical data, but I don’t have last year’s data or maybe the last two seasons 


data.  To me those are the two options.  What do you want to do here? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I agree with you, Mike, I think Option 2 is the better one to at least gather up 


some data so we can make an educated motion on this. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  There was a lot of discussion at the joint meeting.  In fact, there are almost 


20 pages of discussion in the minutes about the original HAPC and the western boundary.  The 


Coral Committee was okay with kind of making a tradeoff between we would put the boundary 


in place on the western side and then have an allowable trawl area on the mud bottom where we 


had historically fished before on the other side.  I have been trying to find where that was shot 


down in Wilmington. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  It was tabled at Wilmington at the council meeting by Doug Haymans as 


the chairperson of that committee, I believe, to hold off until 2014 when that area is going to be 


reviewed.  That is something that we want to keep on top of, but right now I don’t think that is 


going to play into that action or this alternative. 


 


But it does maybe as some justification to making this change not only because we’ve had some 


recent fishing activity in that area, and Roger’s VMS point analysis of any modification that we 


would make, plus that aspect that you just brought up that point that you just brought up about 


the Coral AP’s position.  Put those together and that would be our justifications of why we would 


make this recommendation. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  Why wouldn’t we just say why don’t we hold off on making this decision 


until 2014 when everything is going to be reevaluated, anyway?  Where is the big emergency 


that we have to do this right now today if the whole thing is going to be reevaluated in 2014, 


anyway? 
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MS. MARTIN:  2014 will be an evaluation of the Oculina Experimental Closed Area.  If you 


remember, that was developed under a snapper grouper amendment as essential fish habitat for 


snapper grouper species.  The added benefit there is the protection to the deepwater coral that 


occur in that area, too.  It has been documented that tilefish – it is important tilefish spawning 


grounds.  The reevaluation that will occur will obviously take a look at the deepwater coral in the 


area, but it is specifically a snapper grouper amendment. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is that reevaluation of just the experimental area or the entire Oculina 


Coral HAPC, including the expanded area? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  It is the Experimental Closed Area alone.  The evaluation is a requirement under 


when the Experimental Closed Area was initially put into place to evaluate the effectiveness of 


the regulations that were put into place in the Experimental Closed Area.  That precluded 


possession of snapper grouper species on board. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  The other area – we’re getting off track here on this, I know, so the other 


area inside the Oculina Coral HAPC but outside of the Experimental Closed Area; what is the 


status of that area?  Does that fall in at the same time as part of that evaluation or is it a separate 


evaluation altogether or does it not require any evaluation? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  What you’ve got with the Experimental Closed Area is evaluation specifically 


tied to the MPA.  It is an evaluation.  The last iteration actually was tied to a sunset clause.  This 


is not.  This was really intended to be a progress report on where the Experimental Closed Area 


is and encourage as much research to be done to support the council’s continued use of that in 


the existing MPA areas; and how a lot of the questions that really were driving its reason for 


being placed into conserve those resources for the council’s benefit.  The evaluation will be 


looking at – and I think, as Anna has indicated, the species – it will be addressing it in the habitat 


characterization, because that has been occurring within that area, but that is the focus of it. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, let’s get back to this here, because we’re off track here. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  One real quick comment back to the VMS.  The guy doing the VMS stuff, 


if he pulls up the coordinates for ’11 and ’12 that he has; that is going to show where the boats 


were working last year.  Did he have access to just those pings; if he could do that, that gives us 


the information? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Roger actually should have that data, correct?  Does that chart include?   


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  In the western expansion, that has the VMS points inside the box; right 


there; does that also have – 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That includes the entire time series. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That goes all the way up to 2013. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  You do see what occurrences within that area for the entire – but what you’re 


seeing right there includes both – it is the entire points, so it is transit as well as fishing in the 


area. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  It is kind of hard to see on there what the VMS points are, but it would be 


interesting to look at that.  If there was increased activity during those last two years, then it 


should show on that VMS chart right there.  I think we want to get back to the alternative or what 


we want to do – our motion for this alternative. 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  It was showing like 194 something pings inside that area and that is where 


I was coming back to how do we know that those 800 and something weren’t dragable, too?  


You have a number on it, but we just don’t know where they actually are in there for ’11 to ’13. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The one issue we may run into is you have got to be real careful about how 


we use it.  This information for your benefit is considered classified information.  We have to 


have secure access to be able to use it.  If we get to a point where we project this, that it gets 


down to a vessel information, we are in trouble.  For your benefit that is why we have to be 


really careful of the ability to how fine we can begin to project and look at some of this 


information.   


 


If only a couple vessels were involved in that area; that may be a problem of trying to project 


that information in an open forum at this.  You may be able to look at that and analyze some of 


those; but again it comes down to the fact that what you’re talking about in that entire time series 


for the western alternative is for anything within the area, 180 points for actual fishing in the 


area; 90 points for that partial 2011 through March of 2013. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, let’s try to get a motion or an agreement on what we’re going to do 


here with this alternative. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I move that we not make a proposal now, but give it a week, seven days to 


gather up the data, analyze it and then make a proposal from that.  Then we can e-mail it 


out to everybody. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I recommend we table this until after lunch and then make a motion 


when we get back. 


 


MS. JONES:  I second to go to lunch. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is this a good time to take a lunch break?  Okay. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Wait a minute; we still have Steve’s motion on the table.  We’ve got to do 


something with it before we take a second one.  Steve, do you want to withdraw your motion 


until after lunch? 


 


MR. WILSON:  Yes, I withdraw my motion. 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay let’s take a lunch break.  What time do we want to be back here?     


We will reconvene at 1:30. 


 


(Whereupon, a recess was taken for lunch.) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, before lunch we were trying to decide what option to take here with 


the western expansion and we had a motion withdrawn.  Did you want to re-put that motion out 


there or what do we want to do here?  Again, the options are – one is to come up with a solution 


right now; two is to take five to seven days and come up with a solution.   


 


I would say five business days or something like that and come up with a solution for this.  It is 


not going to be a complex thing.  It is just I don’t have all the data right now in front of me.  I 


would be looking for some data.  The third option is to not have a preferred alternative, which I 


don’t think is a good idea. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I’d be willing to put my motion back on the table. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Could you state that again? 


 


MR. WILSON:  I move that we hold off for five business days to come up with a solution 


and present it.  We could probably e-mail it out to everybody and let them look at it and 


approve it.   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I can e-mail you the pictures like I did of the northern extension and then 


you can give me approval, and then I’ll send those coordinates on to Roger and Anna.  Is there a 


second to that motion? 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I’m not sure that I can get the information from the VMSs in five days off 


the boats.  I know where some of the guys are working.  I can try; but if you send me what you 


have, maybe I can work it in there and see. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I have the southern piece of it; I don’t have the northern piece of it.  But I 


think that we can kind of look at – if we’ve got all the VMS points in Roger’s illustration there of 


the western expansion, that we could probably, based on historical data, come up with a 


recommendation for that northern area, if that is satisfactory.  I am trying to think who else we 


have out there that is fishing that we could grab data from.  Joel, is he in?   


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Are we going to commit to a five-day period here?  What do you want to 


do; what kind of timeframe do we want to have. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Did they rock shrimp last year, in ’11 or ’12, recent data? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  What timeframe are we under?  There is a June council meeting.  We have 


to have this in as a preferred for our alternative by – and this would also be looking to Roger to 


do some of the VMS analysis on it, too. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  I would try to stick to this timeframe we were talking about if you really want 


to get it into our briefing material, because we need to get it into at least the second briefing book 


for the council for deliberation, I would hope. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think we can do that.  I think that we can come up with that alternative by 


that time. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Again, this is going to public hearing – approval for public hearing, it is not 


even going to public hearing yet.  It’s going to public hearing in August. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think we’ve got some time.  I don’t think you need to feel rushed, but in order 


to present this appropriately to the council at the June meeting, which is when they would make 


this an actual alternative presumably, we need to have the adequate data to be able to represent 


what we’re talking about here, right, Roger? 


 


MS. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, so we have the first and do we have a second? 


 


MS. JONES:  I’ll second. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Nancy seconds.  Okay, is there any discussion on that item?  Seeing 


none; let’s take a vote.  All those in favor say aye; any no’s, any abstentions?  Okay, we’re 


good.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  Next we’re moving on to Action 2 in that summary document handout.  That is 


the transit provision.  Right now we have the AP’s preferred recommendation being Alternative 


3.  Does everyone have that?  I can read it:  When transiting, vessels maintain a minimum speed 


of not less than 6 knots determined by a ping rate acceptable by law enforcement,” which was 


discussed at the Joint AP meeting last fall to be five minutes with gear appropriately stowed – 


stowed defined as doors and nets out of water.  Then we’ve discussed somewhat this morning 


that call-in specification and that may need to be removed. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  We’re looking at Alternative 3, correct.  I think the important thing there is 


the stowed gear defined as doors and nets out of the water.  I think that we all agree on that and 


that is the only alternative that has that in it.  The other aspect of that alternative is the six knot 


speed, and there was some question about that earlier.  Did someone want to make a motion to 


change that? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes I would like to make a motion to keep Alternative 3 as preferred 


with the change from 6 knots to transit to 5 knots. 


 


MR. REID:  Second. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Seconded by Richard.  Before we go any further, Otha, is there anything 


that we need to do to the statement about the call-in provision on that in case of a mechanical 


failure or an emergency? 


 


MR. EASLEY:  Let’s see, it said the transit provision includes a call-in specification in case of 


mechanical failure or emergency.  No, when I read that. that comes across to me as there is going 
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to be a specific protocol that should be put in place that deals with mechanical failure or 


emergencies only.  Now the specific – I guess how I say this; but the specifics are going to be 


tough.  Earlier I mentioned about putting this into regulation is one thing; but actually being able 


to pull this off with the several players that deal with enforcement and the reduction of 


enforcement resources and how putting in specifics will probably give us some extra duties and 


burdens to try to fund and put in place. 


 


In this environment, I know earlier in the morning I mentioned sequestration being an issue.  


That is a real life something we have to face here in reality.  The wording at the end – I know 


you would like to have something on the record at a minimum that says that there is a way out if 


there is a problem. 


 


The language up there at the end of Alternative 2; in the event minimum speed is not sustained, a 


vessel must communicate to appropriate contact.  That is pretty much, like I mentioned earlier, a 


default that exists now when it comes to accidental violations.  I can go with – I probably 


wouldn’t have a problem with putting in the record some language closer to that at the end of 


Alternative 2.   


 


But let me say that if we put this in black in white, either one of these in black and white, what it 


says there if you don’t call for any of these reasons, mechanical failure, emergency or as stated in 


terms of three or you fail to communicate as stated at the end of Alternative 2, then that would be 


an additional violation.   


 


Putting it in black and white means it can be used against you as well as for you.  What I’m 


getting at is by not putting it in black and white, the practice at the end of Alternative 2 is already 


something we’ve been practicing all along.  I don’t know if that confuses you or the issue.  I’m 


all ears at this point. 


 


 MR. MERRIFIELD:  Your recommendation would be to take the language at the end of 


Alternative 2 and use that in Alternative 3 as opposed to what is in Alternative 3 right now. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  Between those two options as far as the language is; what is at the end of 


Alternative 2 is more palatable, but like I said it still puts an obligation on you there to call us; 


because if say, for instance, we find out the alert goes off on Pat O’Shaughnessy’s VMS screen 


and his staff if you went below, say, 5 knots and you didn’t call, then that is two violations right 


there.  Because, one, you went below five knots, and, two, you didn’t call.  But as far as the 


fiscal burden on OLE; we prefer the language at the end of Alternative 2 than Alternative 3. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is there any discussion about that amongst the group here? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I have a little bit of a problem with one word in the last sentence of 


Alternative 2; “the vessel must communicate to the appropriate contact”.  There are times when 


you can’t communicate; and if you must and you don’t, but you can’t, you could be in violation. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  That is my point; that word “must” makes it a “you shall” and no option. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Actually this occurs today, because I know that there are guys that call in 


today when they have a problem or in some way have drifted to where they are not supposed to 
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be or something like that.  There is a call-in, and I think some of them call in as we speak.  It 


may not be – at that very instant they may not have connectivity or the ability at that point in 


time; but I know that within a certain period of time they do call in and let law enforcement 


know that there was a problem.  It has not been an issue in the past.  Everybody has been very up 


front about it and they know that there was an issue and there was no action taken. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  That’s right, Mike, and that is my point.  It is not written in black and white 


anywhere like we’re proposing in these two alternatives, but it is something we routinely practice 


and plan on continuing. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Because today it is not even a 24-hour line.  A lot of times if it is in the 


middle of the night, and I think one of the guys was using a cell phone access in the middle of 


the night and the guy finally said quit calling me in the middle of the night, wait until daytime 


hours and call me and let me know then.   


 


I think that is what they’ve done is that they wait until – if it is not a 24-hour line, that is not a 


problem as long as within some 24-hour period somebody makes a call and says, hey, I had a 


problem.   I ran into the area and I drifted but I got right back out, or whatever the situation was.  


I just think that we want to have something that says if there is a mechanical problem and you’re 


drifting at a 3 knot speed or under 5 knots at any level, that there is something that says – you 


know, l think these guys; most of them would be happy to be able to call in and say here is my 


problem but I’ve corrected it; I’m taking care of it or somebody needs to come out and get me. 


 


MR. WILSON:  Well, if there is already a procedure in place there, we don’t need to add it on. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is the consensus kind of that we want to take that statement out altogether?  


Is that what you think, Otha? 


 


MR. EASLEY:  Well, I’m thinking I don’t blame you all for wanting to have some language in 


there, but let me ask this.  To this point has enforcement not been accommodating; has it been an 


issue?  I believe it pretty much hasn’t been an issue where you think there has been some – you 


know, one officer being stricter than another or is there a lack of fairness when these phone calls 


are made? 


 


If all that exists up to this point, I can see you saying by all means let’s put something in there 


and get some consistency across here; but as far as I know, we’ve been pretty fair; more than 


pretty, we’ve been fair and consistent at least with this industry, with you all on these types of 


things. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Absolutely.  I’ve called Erica on occasion and before that I believe it was 


John, and I don’t think there have been any problems at all.  I think that they’ve been very 


accommodating.  I don’t know Woody calls when he – 


 


(Responses of “John”.) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  John?  But John is not there anymore so now it is Erica that I call, anyway.  


To my knowledge, there has not been a problem ever contacting and letting law enforcement 
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know, and there being any kind of issue or ramifications as a result of it.  Back to do we leave it 


in or do we take it out? 


 


MS. JONES:  I make a motion that we take it out; because if it is in there, you might have a 


habitual person that is constantly calling, oh, I accidentally drifted in there.  That is probably the 


other thing he was talking about.  It leaves it open for somebody that is going to habitually – so 


just leave it out. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  It really doesn’t happen that often, though.  It is not a common occurrence.  


It is very seldom.   


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Yes, it has been very seldom.  It is not something that happens on any kind 


of regularity at all.  I bet you in the last year there hasn’t been one call. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Unless I hear something different, I can amend the motion to remove 


that. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is there any exposure there?  Go ahead; is there a second for that? 


 


MS. JONES:  I’ll second. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, so the motion on the table is to remove the call-in provision in the 


case of mechanical failure or emergency and just assume that capability is there.  If you’re 


comfortable with that; is there any discussion on that motion?  Go ahead, Otha. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  I would put your desires definitely in the record, though, that you are removing 


that language – if you all so vote to do that; request that the council remove that language under 


the guise or preamble or whatever that enforcement will continue to receive those phone calls 


and respond accordingly or as appropriate so that your whole meaning for putting this in isn’t 


lost in the whole document. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, I would like to change one thing in that motion seeing how it is mine of 


mechanic failure clause, I would like to take that out.  That just limits it to mechanic failure, and 


maybe put what’s in Alternative 2; minimal speed is not sustainable, in the event.  I want to 


remove the mechanic failure part and put in the event that minimal speed is not 


sustainable. 


 


MR. WILSON:  What he is saying is it should stipulate we’re removing this clause under the 


guise that there is not a problem with law enforcement. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  How about a suggestion; the AP revises the wording for Alternative 3, and so 


you are not directly stating in your motion removing a clause.  You state how you would like 


Alternative 3 to read and then in the report that Mike and I will prepare from this meeting we 


will provide the rationale for that alternative for the motion.   
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Does that make sense, so you’re not directly stating in your motion removing the clause.  We’ll 


provide the rationale that Otha has provided that you have discussed here; they are going to 


continue to operate like they have been with this fishery.  Does that make sense?   


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MS. MARTIN:  How is that? 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I have a question about doors and nets out of the water, because we had a lot 


of discussion about – typically when they’re running, they have the doors out of the water but the 


nets are not.  The nets are kind of dragging.   


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  Okay; that is fine, then. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  This is from the motion that you made at your last meeting; that specific 


language. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I second it. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Do we need to vote on this? 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:   Is there anybody that has a problem with this; the way it is worded?  


Okay. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  In the report from the advisory panel, Mike; the rationale for this specific 


change would just need to reflect why that clause was removed. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, so I will need to add that when the report comes out. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Sure, and you and I can work on that together.  We’ll just make sure that 


clarification is included. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I send these reports out to everybody and I don’t get feedback.  If you have 


comment, I need to know about it before we get to the next meeting. 


 


AP MEMBER:  No comment is good. 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That takes us to Stetson-Miami.  The alternatives for the expanded 


boundaries for the Stetson-Miami Terrace, there are three; no action, but the ones we’re looking 
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at are Alternative  2 and 3, and 2 is the one that we had extensive conversation about at the last 


joint meeting with the Coral AP.   


 


I know this was a compromise that we did express that we were giving up some area because of 


pick up times and things like that.  You just have to decide if you want to continue with 


supporting that Alternative 2 or you want to look again at Alternative 3.  I don’t know what the 


consequences of 3 are, because 3 is the finger.  Is there anybody that wants to tackle this and 


give their opinion about it? 


 


MR. REID:  Where did 3 come from? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Three came from – it was an alternative brought up – correct me if I’m 


wrong, but Roger developed this alternative.  Basically what happened was that the first one 


came at the bottom of that finger and came straight eastward and cut that whole entire area off.  


 


MR. REID:  I remember all of that. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Then we came back and said that there was a lot of prime historical bottom 


in there.   


 


AP MEMBER:  Was there any in there?  Was there any in that finger there? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Not in the finger, no.   


 


AP MEMBER:  It was historical bottom? 


 


MR. MERREIFIELD:  If you look at the VMS analysis, it is 0.1 percent, which I don’t have 


anything that shows that.  That 0.1 percent – I mean, it does show us some VMS dots in there, 


but I don’t have any tracks inside of that area there. 


 


AP MEMBER:  You get that shallow right there. 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  No, all the bottom is inside the mud bottom there in the center of that area.   


 


AP MEMBER:  Well, it is saying we are not losing any historical bottom on 3. 


 


MR. REID:  Three is better than 2 for that reason; but it moves up. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Yes, for that reason. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  But 3 makes it – if you are even crossing the finger; are you going to have to 


call?  I mean, if you are moving around – 


 


MR. REID:  If you’re maintaining five knots. 
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MS. THOMPSON:  Okay, I don’t understand the rationale for the finger extending so far south, 


because it makes it hard for law enforcement; and they don’t fish there anyway so what is the 


point of it? 


 


MS. JONES:  Why don’t we cut the finger off like on Alternative 2 and just keep the angle on 


Alternative 3? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I thought we agreed to 2 before. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  We did.  There was a lot of – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Three was before – three was in response to scoping.  It is when we sat down 


at scoping meeting and looked at the data and looked at the information and came up with an 


alternative that tried to capture the traditional fishing grounds; so it excluded virtually – that is 


why the percentages are raised.   


 


It included virtually all the points there, all the transition, looking at the mapping, looking at the 


area that came with the subsequent alternative that chopped off the corner, but also provided kind 


of that adjustment to the bottom.  That is in response to that directive to Steve Ross just to get 


what would constitute a connection to habitat as well as reduction. 


 


There was that compromise between cutting off the finger on the bottom, reducing the top and 


then readjusting a line that Habitat felt comfortable with and kind of making that cross between 


two actions.  Those are the transitions form the even bigger one to the scoping to this, because 


the one I showed with the Navy mapping was even bigger.  That was covering even more of the 


southern area. 


 


MS. JONES:  Well, like I say, go with the angle of Alternative 3 with just the verbal knowledge 


that the gear is not on the bottom there, anyway.  That one mile; the gear is not even on the 


bottom.  With the currents out there, it is hard to cut it off, and we’re not going to go past this 


line.  Plus it also hooks up to this shrimp fishery access area. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think what I hear is you’re interested in revising what is stated for Alternative 


3, right? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Cut the finger off. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Cut the finger off.   


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. WILSON:  Can we add a stipulation that he’s not dragging – as long as he is just picking up 


and not dragging in this area? 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MS. JONES:  Just by doing that; it automatically – that you covered that area. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  The one thing is if you look at that, it goes a lot further up on Alternative 3.  


And if you compare the mapping to that; that actually does go into the hard-bottom areas.  That 


is more than just taking a line across.  I think if you’re talking about taking a line across; that is 


different than – Alternative 3 comes up to about – 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Don’t worry about Alternative 3; go back to where we were, Alternative 2.  


You are talking about trying to do something here or there or whatever, because what you’re 


doing – there is habitat.  That is the problem is that part of this is habitat that is kind of – and that 


is why this kind of was the compromise to do that when they looked at this habitat.   


 


It brought it down; it eliminated this to get rid of that to allow fishing all the way up in here; but 


we’re trying to address the habitat that occurs kind of on a bound.  If you remember the way the 


Navy showed that structural habitat, so it is a little different.  This went all the way up to like 


here, and that was without any of the information on the mapping.  That was just going – literally 


taking the points and cutting them off when we first did the scoping alternative. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Can I ask a question here?  Are we discussing something down there?  No.    


Okay; if you are pulling up but prior to hitting that line, what speed are you going at that point?  


What speed are we going up in these areas here, at whatever drift speed is? 


 


MR. REID:  It is slower than the current, whatever that happens to be. 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  What’s your question? 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  What she was showing was essentially a line cutting up from Alternative 2 to 


capture the VMS points.  That is different than trying to take that Alternative 3, which went way 


up and then went over.  This is targeted at what you’re trying to accomplish by capturing that 


piece of the VMS occurrence.  I think the reason you saw the other one is that there is some 


habitat that is kind of in a loop there.  That needs to be taken into account, but the council can 


deal with it. 


 


MS. JONES:  But again the gear is not on the bottom in that area, but the boat is in that area.  


Somehow we’re going to have the boat in the area with the gear not on the bottom, some sort of 


access. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay; we have two options here and if you are interested in creating a 


third, we can do that.  What do we want to do here?  We’ve got this one here that we talked 


about extensively in the joint meeting, and that is where we – if you look at my chart here, I’ve 


got about 10 different boxes on here because we had so many different alternatives going at one 


time.   
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Now we’ve got to the finger here, which actually excludes all those tracks and then you’ve got 


this green line and on my charts here, which cuts the tops off of these, which is really mostly 


drift.  It is not bottom time; it is mostly drift.   


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Those are the three things that we’re looking at.  We can either go with this 


one or we can also come up and say we are going to create another one, and I can go from the 


top point of Alternative 2 – with the little top of a nub finger there and then angle up above, and 


that will give you that ability to drift.  Where that line is today, everybody picks up at least there, 


probably before, because there are obstructions, rocks and sunken ships actually in this area prior 


to getting to that line.  Three options; we pick Alternative 3 as our preferred, Alternative 2 as our 


preferred or we have to develop a new alternative that allows for that drift.  Are there any 


comments? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Could you just modify 2 and go from the point and head to the northeast? 


 


MS. JONES:  To the shrimp fishery access area, just diagonals up to the shrimp fishery access 


area. 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  There is a shrimp fishery access area, but there is never any shrimping in 


the shrimp access area.  I think that was just an extension of a shrimp fishery access area that is 


further down south and it just kind of goes up the western edge of the current Miami-Stetson, so 


that is all that is.  It just extended further north than it needed to.  Roger, in the naval data and the 


bathymetric data that you’ve got; what are we protecting by having that line where it is today? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, I think the idea was to capture that almost a loop that occurs of the 


habitat within that area, and that is why the recommendation came the way it did.  You have 


habitat that extends down through here and kind of loops up and around.  And it is almost moot, 


because you are saying you are actually not fishing in here or there.   


 


This is mainly to address this issue of haul back and drift.  One recommendation you could do – 


now I’m not sure; I hope this isn’t going to complicate anything beyond this – is to keep the 


boundary where it is and to put something that would be a line here to here and call it a shrimp 


fishery access area, which would allow that drift to occur; but then it would address all the other 


gears, prohibiting really any bottom fishing in that area with benthic gears, but it would not 


immediately put you in a compromise for that type of thing or a box that would just literally 


capture the shrimp fishery access.   


 


The reason this was cut across over here was to try to address habitat on the two sides in that.  


That was the compromise; the only way they could capture this was to do this, eliminate this and 


give you the trawl area back here, eliminate that and then in order to keep the integrity of both of 


these sides was to have to trim off there.   


 


Now that is the only thing I could think of as an option, because we’ve already got this kind of a 


capability, is maybe to come up with something that would deal with the compensation for haul 







  Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 
  May 9, 2013 
  N. Charleston, SC 
 


61 
 


back.  Also on that point is that area there – you’ve got to remember these points are all points so 


that is not all fishing we’re looking at there.   


 


Any of the other fishing points may have been distributed through that entire area, the 2 to 4 


knots.  Any of those points combine to make that, what, 90 points?  This is actually the 183 


points we’re looking at or something in this area.  I’ve got to go back and look at the numbers 


here.  It is 292 or something for the entire area or something.  A lot of it is both true transit and 


then some of it is fishing. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Well, you can kind of tell that this is probably true transit.  If this is the top 


of the fish access line, the top of the pink box is the shrimp access line and this picture right here, 


the one we have up now, the line comes down across below the shrimp access line.  On the other 


picture where it goes up at an angle, aren’t we getting all those dots back in, all the pings back 


in?   


 


We just got further to the west, but we get all of our dragging – we get more of our pings back in 


and those others may be just transiting.  Is that right, Brent?  See, you are going to the top of the 


shrimp access on this one, so you’re getting that area; this area right here.  You have it in this one 


and 2.   


 


AP MEMBER:  Exactly. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  But if we go back to 3 and we draw the line, we’re actually going to lose 


some of it. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Yes, you are going to lose an hour’s dragging time. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  You’ve got more of a chance of running into – 


 


MS. JONES:  Yes, going with Number 2 and then do that diagonal and make that whole diagonal 


area shrimp access; that would be as easy as there to there and that would just be the shrimp 


access area instead of – 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  But you are going to lose some of the pings like that.  His idea to go 


straight across compensates because of the shrimp.  The pink line – the two pictures you’re 


looking at; the pink line is how far north and south.  The pink is at the top.  He is going to come 


up to the west with is purple line just a little bit, just a mile or two, and cut over versus coming 


down with that western line that he has and angling over.  See, you’re still going to lose those 


points. 


 


MS. JONES:  Just make a box instead of the triangle. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  You don’t have your pings there.  This left line; this west line is still in this 


picture right here that is cut off.  It is just taking your pings in Number 2, it is just taking your 


pings.  It looks like it is more of a finger sticking down to the south, but it is really not if you 


look at the shrimp line; the pink line on the side.   


 







  Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 
  May 9, 2013 
  N. Charleston, SC 
 


62 
 


The pink line on the side is the shrimp access area.  You’re pretty much – the western edge of it 


is about in the same location, a tiny bit north, but you’re getting more pings by doing what Roger 


says more draggable area, more area to get in by making the square instead of the diagonal line. 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Yes, but he’ll go all the way over to the pink line, I’m sure. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Kind of the break.  You see that natural break right here.  The point is that is 


very close to kind of the intent of what the original shrimp fishery access area is to compensate 


where truthfully in the CHAPC fishery access area, people were not really fishing and it was to 


compensate for the currents, the drift to the side and different things there.  It was just to ensure 


the same type of a situation essentially. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, so it sounds like we have a motion or a recommendation for a 


motion here that is formulating about a fish access area as a modification to Alternative 2.  Is that 


what I’m hearing and does somebody want to make that motion?   


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  The purple areas; that is what you all are planning to propose.  We can’t 


just move the line up without having to have it an access area and just make the whole thing 


different, the whole purple outline? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think they’re concerned about other fisheries. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The habitat that occurs in there is still occurring.  The point here is not that 


you are going to be fishing in that area; it is you are trying to compensate for drift and for haul 


back and the fact that the regulations are going to cross all these other fisheries and bottom- 


tending gear impacts is the real justification to try to address that.  That is why it is targeted 


towards the shrimp fishery; it allows that but then the other gears are – 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  We are talking about, what, 12 to 1,800 feet; is that what we’re talking 


about of water? 


 


MR. WILSON:  I move that we accept Number 2 with the stipulation of having the shrimp 


fishery access area in the square box. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is there a second to that? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Second. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Discussion; and in discussion I think we need to talk about how are we 


defining that area.  I know we pictorially have an idea of what that looks like.  Are we satisfied 


with that? 


 


AP MEMBER:  We didn’t accept 3 because of the other fisheries that are involved in this area. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Should this be established on coordinates? 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  I don’t know, Roger, do you want to put coordinates with that or how do 


you want to do that? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think the intent is as represented by the VMS information, the top end of that 


concentration – what I was going to try to do is if I quickly at least find out what the latitude is.  


The idea is that the box follows that to the present fishery access area and monitor.  Then you 


can clarify that you basically extend that, use that – if we get that one coordinate, that will give 


you the top bound. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That would be great. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Let me make a quick question.  I think enforcement supported some of this 


fine tuning before; so I think that has been a good thing so hopefully Otha can weigh in again. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I was just going to ask, Otha, are you still on the line? 


 


MR. EASLEY:  Yes, still here. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay; so did you capture the discussion of their new kind of preferred 


recommendation here to carve out that area of Alternative 2 under Action 3 and include a portion 


of that as a fishery access area? 


 


MR. EASLEY:  I’m looking at Alternative 2 and there are several VMS dots I guess in black 


there in the bottom of that – just above the pink line that is going across on the east/west, 


correct? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That is the area, yes. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  Yes, that sounds doable.  I was also going to –  it is too bad I’m not there to see 


all the visuals and the pointing and everything; but I was also thinking that a hybrid of 2 and 3, 


which I think many of you were thinking of where there three turns – I mean it starts to head at a 


diagonal a little further north than where Alternative 2 cuts straight across at 90 degrees.  


 


Where it heads at 45 degrees or so upward, continuing up that line just past the majority of those 


VMS dots, and then making it a direct east/west line turning towards the east would encompass 


those VMS fishing locations and without any special designations.  But then, as I say that, I 


heard Roger say that then allows other fishing gear to get in there as well that they still want to 


be prohibited.   


 


I don’t know if that would mess up my approach or not, but if it does mess it up, so to speak, 


then carving out those particular areas where the dots are and calling it a shrimp drifting access 


area; you know, something about at least putting the term “drift” in there, because that is what it 


is all about?  It is not fishing so no one gets to – no NGOs or the habitat folks, et cetera, coral 


folks don’t get the wrong impression that this is a cut out for shrimping.  It is just for drifting. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, the only reason I had identified it as shrimp fishery access area – and  


actually that terminology is a little misrepresented, because originally those areas, as you 
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probably do know, is that they really were trying to compensate for some of this kind of disparity 


on the way the fishery operated and the drift to the side, so it is very similar.   


 


You are accurate that probably having a different terminology for it would at least clarify the 


intent of trying to have it as a haul back zone or something, but what we have used before was 


the adjacent.  The only thing I saw was if there is going to be a confusion of the shrimp fishery 


access area versus a haul back area.  But that is something that may be worthwhile doing to 


clarify it, as you say, especially for the public and, et cetera, so a haul back or a drift area would 


be appropriate.  You can do that; and then if NOAA General Counsel has some 


recommendations, we can address it there. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Does this verbiage capture the intent of the discussion? 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I think it was Otha’s intent to remove the words “shrimp fishery access”.  I 


don’t think he wanted any reference to a fishery in there. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think Roger mentioned that is the current terminology; and that if they 


want to make a change, then you would probably have to do that elsewhere, too. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  It is your motion so you can clarify what is going in. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  We do probably need to clarify the intent of – well, you do; you have that 


this is a haul back access area; a drift and haul back access area.  There are obstructions that are 


going to prevent there being any dragging in that shrimp access area.  It is a dead stop across 


there.  I think that reflects the intent of what we’re trying to do.  Are there any discussions on 


that? 


 


MS. JONES:  I think by leaving shrimp fishery in the wording; that way if they ever reopen 


grouper or whatever, they are not going out there and anchoring in it, because that is what they 


are doing is trying to keep everybody out of it.  They were giving us access by saying shrimp 


fishery; we’re in, and then have access to that area for the haul back. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think that wording was good; I think that’s good.  Does everybody agree 


with that?  No problems on the table with that.  I think we got the wording down for that and it 


seems to me that it is pretty descriptive in its intent that this would be a drift and haul back 


access area as defined in the motion.  So far everybody has agreed to that.  I think we are done 


with this item, correct?  Okay. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  What I was going to do is how about I give you that point at the top of the 


distribution, so it is clear that what you are going to do is create this area that hits the top of the 


concentration, straight through diagonally on top of the concentration and then over.  Is that 


based on your approved motion?   


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay, what I was going to give you is that point, because then you can 


connect the two; basically the 90 degree from there and the diagonal from the bottom and they 
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come and they get the way Otha recommended.  It captures virtually almost all the VMS points 


in that area. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That would be great and then I can pass that around to everybody.  At that 


point – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay, I’ve got it. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  You have it? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes; 80 degrees, 5.66 minutes and 30 degrees, 6.50 minutes.  You might as 


well be as clear as you can on what you’re looking at. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  80.566 and 30.650. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I’m not sure how you say the connection.  Actually, let me see if I can sort 


this out. 


 


MS. JONES:  Instead of angling, why not go straight up and then straight over; would that be 


easier? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think that is what he’s doing; am I right? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I was angling in response to the way Otha had talked.   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, so you are – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I was putting a point so that you could connect to the two dots. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I got you, okay. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Then it basically cuts you right across there.  The rationale to some degree is 


again those areas probably to the west of that area are definitely transit areas, because that habitat 


map starts picking right around that area.  It is right in through here. 


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Take this point and go straight and straight from here and there and meet 


those two so you capture that entire concentration. 


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I was just trying to respond some to Otha’s comments. 


 


(Remark made off the record) 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  It’s whichever you prefer.  That looks pretty good, though.  This would be 


your pivot point right here.  It comes from this point to that point and straight over.  Okay, does 


that cover everything? 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Are we changing this motion?  Are those the correct coordinates that the AP 


wishes to use? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think that looks fine to me.  Does that look fine to you?  It does 


somewhat angle over and then cuts straight across.   


 


AP MEMBER:  Is that what we’re doing or going straight up and over? 


 


MR. REID:  Alternative 3 is not acceptable? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  It is still in there, Richard.  It is an option under the action. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Well, you need to pick your preferred right here.  We just went through an 


exercise of creating another point here with the shrimp fishery access.   


 


AP MEMBER:  The reason why I didn’t think we were even talking about 3 is because of what 


he said about the other fisheries.  We don’t see it flying because of that reason.  That is just the 


ultimatum.  By doing it like we just talked about really save what we’ve got. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  It is a 20 mile scale; it is 5 miles north that we get for a shrimp access area 


so that we can move on up there in it and get turned around or whatever we need to do. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  This is what we’re recommending to the council; this is our preferred?  


This is what we would like to see?  Roger brings up the point that there is area there that they 


want to protect from other fisheries that I’m not aware of; but what we are aware of is that if we 


have that as a shrimp fishery access area, it gives us the ability for haul out and drift.  You don’t 


look like you’re happy with that, Brent. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  I’m happy with Alternative 3.  That is what I prefer over all of it; but if that is 


not going to fly, that is my second choice what we just come up with.  I would push for Number 


3, me and him; you, Marilyn? 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Yes, but we’re trying to give them plenty of options so that we at least get 


our area. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  I would rather see Alternative 3. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Yes; but by giving them three choices, two of them at least give us our area 


to drag in.  One does not. 


 


AP MEMBER:  That’s what it was about with me. 
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MS. SOLORZANO:  That’s right; getting what we want. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  Just for clarification and as reporting to the council and what this group is 


going to bring forward to the council; would it be possible to write the adjustments on 


Alternative 2 on a piece of paper and just let me see them to make sure I am clear on what is 


going to be taking place in that alternative? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The key was is that it is not moving the boundary.  This is similar to the way 


we did – the habitat boundary stays the same as proposed.  The idea is to recommend creating a 


shrimp access area to allow for this issue of haul back and drift into that area so that they can 


turn around, so that all the other gears can still be out of that area to make sure that you don’t 


have habitat impact in that area. 


 


AP MEMBER:  But it would be a whole lot less confusing if we had this one. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  Yes I understand that, too.  What I’m looking at, Roger, is on Alternative 2 to 


come straight up and then head to the east. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The action stays the same as presented.  There is a shrimp fishery access area. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  Yes, I understand. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  You get a diagonal.  What you’re doing is basically eliminating – the idea is 


you eliminate almost all of what these points, most all haul back and drifts.  It provides access to 


be able to do that. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  You have an angle and this one is straight? 


 


(Too much overlapping conversation at this point to transcribe) 


 


MR. REID:  I drew that from him. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  I just wanted to make sure everybody was on the same page.  That is very 


important at this stage of the game; I want you all to know that. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Maybe how we word this is – because this is kind of what it sounds like 


the consensus is at least by the players in this fishery that are here at the table; that Alternative 3 


is the preferred with a fallback to modified 2 with a fishery access area in the event that there is 


habitat that is being preserved for some other reason like you stated.  Does that make sense?  Is 


that something we can do?  Is that what I’m gathering the consensus is that 3 with a fallback to a 


modified 2 with the fishery access area?  Okay. 


 


MR. REID:  Do we need to make a motion? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think we’ve kind of done that.  Well, do we need a motion on that? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes; in this case, yes. 
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MR. REID:  I make a motion that Alternative 3 of the Stetson-Miami Terrace proposed 


extension is made the preferred proposal.   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  With a fallback?  He’s sticking with that. 


 


MR. REID:  I’m sticking with that. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  He’s sticking with that; does somebody want to second that? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I second that. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Discussion?  We don’t want to put a second preferred as a modification – 


 


MS. JONES:  I think Alternative 2 should be on there with the modification. 


 


MR. REID:  That is a different one? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  It is a different one.  We spent the time to develop it.   


 


(Discussion off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That is not the motion on the table; the motion on the table is that Number 


3 is the preferred, period. 


 


AP MEMBER:  But we want a stipulation in there too like you’re talking. 


 


MR. WILSON:  If we dig into the sand, we’re going to get stuck with a lot of sand.  I think we 


should go with the preferred Number 3, but we should stipulate have the backup that we at least 


have that area.  Otherwise, if you don’t get 3, and they don’t give you 3, you are going to be 


where you won’t have all that area. 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  We either need to take a vote and say we’re going to go with this or we 


need to amend that motion and put in there that we want a fallback of a modified 2 with the 


fishery access area. 


 


MR. REID:  I’m willing to go with the modification, but I’m not prepared to word it. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  We actually have it worded already.   


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  No, we came up with that alternative.  It is a modification of 2.  That is an 


alternative we designed right here just a few minutes ago.  Now what we’re trying to do is say 


we’re trying to take a motion that says what is it that we want?  I thought it was that motion that 


we came up with, but then I’m finding out that actually the preferred is 3 with a fallback to that 
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new motion, so we need to say that.  Someone just needs to put a motion together that says our 


preferred alternative is 3 but our fallback – 


 


(Too much overlapping conversation to transcribe) 


 


MR. WILSON:  He said he would go with it, but he wasn’t prepared to word it, but we said the 


wording is already there. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, Richard, would you like to modify your motion?  Is that how we go 


about this or do we have to kill that motion? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That’s fine; we can amend your motion. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  We’re not that formal here.  The motion has been modified to say that 


our preferred is 3 with a fallback or secondary preferred as a modified 2 with a fishery 


access area. 


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Richard did though I said it. 


 


MR. REID:  I did. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I second it. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  The intent is there and I guess we’re going to need to just make sure 


the verbiage is there for the intent to say that the preferred is Number 3; but we 


understand if there is issues with habitat in that area, that we could support Number 2 with 


a shrimp fishery access area that allows for haul back and drift.  Did you get that? 
 


MS. MARTIN:  Good luck explaining this one in June, Mike.  I think this will work and the 


rationale that will be included in the report will help to supplement the language of the motion. 


 


MR. WILSON:  What the rationale will say about the habitat. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  The rationale will be taken from your minutes and hopefully the AP will weigh 


in on the draft report. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is there anything else that we need to cover today?  The only other thing I 


want to bring up is where are we on socio-economic impact studies on these things, or are we 


doing any of that? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  What happens now – and part of it has been already integrated into the 


document – is the analysis of the alternatives and then the social impacts, the economic impacts, 


the next progression; so some of it already is actually integrated in here, descriptions of the 


fishery that then feed into that. 
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The next stages on looking at some of the alternatives is the ability to look at some of the 


impacts and beginning connecting the information we know on operations as those connect to 


actually impacts to the fishery and catch, et cetera.  The economists basically pick up from here 


and the sociologist to get those social impact analyses and economics integrated into this 


document based on the alternatives that are being brought forward to the council. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  The reason I’m questioning that is because it is a very difficult thing to do; 


because as we’ve kind of pointed out here, and I think that it is hard to express that to you guys is 


that while VMS points look like insignificant impacts, you almost have to talk and find out what 


the value of some of those VMS points are.  I don’t know how you capture that information.  


How does an economist capture that information?  How do they know that 0.9 percent of the 


fishery being eliminated; what kind of impact that is to the fishery in a given year? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Truthfully, this is going to go beyond my expertise in terms of the analysis.  


This is not the first time the economists at the region and the council kind of dealt with the rock 


shrimp fishery in subsequent amendments with what we did in the deepwater shrimp fishery 


before.   I think there is expertise and there are other things that they are going to tap in.  VMS is 


not the only information source to be able to draw on.   


 


It just adds another piece of information that they will come up with; because it will be across 


fisheries, it will be across a lot of different aspects.  I think your clarification about the 


complexity of it is something that can be relayed to the individuals doing the assessment.  The 


plan team has representatives, economists and sociologists that are involved in directly writing 


this and doing the analysis.  The Southeast Regional Office has people doing these.   


 


I think that message is going to be there, but also I think you do have some expertise in terms of 


understanding some of the operations traditionally of what the fishery was like.  They’ve had 


iterations of this in other activities that we’ve been working on over the years.  I think your point 


of the complexity is well taken; and again it gets past some of my expertise in doing the 


economic or social.  That is in a different ballpark.  Now once upon a time biologists used to do 


that before we actually got them on staff. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  Just for clarification so I understand when the discussion comes around the 


table when Alternative 3 is discussed; now if I go back to Alternative 2 and the lines that are 


drawn there, there is no trawling or dragging on the bottom north of the lines established in 


Alternative 2; is that correct? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Other than a stipulation of a drift. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  Yes, I understand that but I mean there will be no bottom-tending gear north of 


that.   


 


AP MEMBER:  No. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  So Alternative 3 is basically just an extension of the access area to allow for 


drift or to haul back; is that correct?  Do you get what I’m saying? 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  Three was just developed to allow for all the VMS points; not knowing 


what those VMS points were, but just allowing that all those VMS points would be excluded 


from the closed area, so that this line here would allow all those VMS points. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  There is not going to be any dragging above that line, is there, on the bottom. 


 


MR. REID:  If 3 is accepted, there will be. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  Oh, there will be.  Okay.   


 


AP MEMBER:  Well, pretty much. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  Do you get my drift of what I’m asking? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Yes, I do, I do understand it.  In reality it is going to be the same. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  That’s what I’m getting at. 


 


(Too much overlapping conversation to transcribe) 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  For the shrimp fishery operation. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  As you can see, there are obstructions that are cut off here that stop that 


trawling.  Any trawl line that is above this – you could take the top of any of these trawl lines 


and you can drop back about where you actually stop dragging, drop back about how far; about a 


couple miles, a mile, two miles and that is where the actual trawl is. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  Okay, I just wanted to be clear on that because there will be discussion. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  At that point, the gear is coming up off the bottom. 


 


MR. REID:  But to leave it like this would be a whole lot simpler, and you’re still doing the same 


thing. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  Right. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  It’s just it doesn’t take into the other habitat components that we’re not 


aware of. 


 


AP MEMBER:  They claim that other fisheries will be accessible to this, too, and then it won’t 


go. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  I understand; but as you can understand my position when I’m at the table and 


people are speaking about this, too, they’re going to ask questions, so I wanted to make sure 


everybody – 


 


AP MEMBER:  We prefer 3. 
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MR. BURGESS:  Yes. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I think I know where Tom is coming, because I think we may be setting 


ourselves up for failure even by saying that Option 3 is our preferred alternative, because it was 


made very clear to us that there were concerns about somebody putting an oil rig right there or 


some big ship can throw out an anchor there. 


 


Those are the impacts that they are concerned about.  They understand that you guys have your 


gears up out of the water and you are hauling back, and you guys are not affecting what is on the 


bottom there.  The reason that they want that to be in the protected area is so that other entities 


can’t do that. 


 


I think that if you can accomplish by making a change to Alternative 2, which is I think their 


preferred alternative, I think you’re going to have more success with that then just by digging in 


and putting your heels in the sand and saying, no, we want Alternative 3; because with 


Alternative 3, you do not exclude other bottom impacts in that area that they are trying to protect 


there.  That is just my opinion. 


 


The other thing I wanted to address is in the summary of effects – it is on Page 24 of 161 in 


Coral Amendment 8; and it is the economic statements.  It says that if we do no action, there 


could be long-term effects to the commercial fisheries because of negative impacts from 


potential loss of habitat.  I definitely agree with that, but I disagree with the next sentence, which 


says the various subalternatives under Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would have negative short- 


term impacts on the rock shrimp and snapper grouper fisheries.  When you take away bottom 


that people have been fishing on, I don’t see that as a short-term impact; because the bottom is 


gone and nobody can fish there anymore.  I don’t agree with that statement and want to go on 


record as saying that.  Thank you. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  This is why I bring up that you need to read these economic impact 


statements, because you understand better what the impacts are than anybody else, than some 


economist that has never been out there fishing.  You need to read those and make sure that you 


comment on those so that you can get your opinions across about the economic impact.  That is 


important stuff. 


 


The other thing as far as economic impact is the VMS.  There is going to be economic impact 


from the VMS.  We are going to probably have to bear that cost as far as new equipment.  Well, 


we’re not sure yet, Pat is going to look into that, but there is the potential we would have to look 


into purchasing new equipment and increase in – some people may have some increase in their 


recurring costs.  Those are the kind of things we need to look at when you are reviewing these 


documents when these come back around for review and comment period in August or whenever 


that is going to be.   


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  By them taking any of that additional rock shrimp bottom, it is not going to 


help habitat for rock shrimp.  It is going to hurt us economically.  By closing that, it is not going 


to help us in any way whatsoever to take that rock shrimp.  There is no anything good going to 


come economically to any rock shrimp fishery by closing anymore of that area.   
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I can understand they are saying to other fisheries.  Maybe I misunderstood, Laurilee, when you 


were reading it; that you agreed with them closing that – that the rock shrimpers would have 


more – you agreed with the economic impact that it would help fishermen by closing it.  I don’t 


agree with that.  I don’t think it is going to help rock shrimping any by taking any of the bottom.  


No economic boost to rock shrimping in any way is going to come by closing any of the extra 


areas. 


 


MR. THOMPSON:  Let me clarify myself, and I apologize.  I think that the coral needs to be 


protected because it is the nursery ground.  We think it is the nursery ground for rock shrimp.  


Nobody really knows.  There is no research that has been done on rock shrimp that verifies.  We 


have no idea where they even spawn.  But the coral needs to be protected and that is where I 


made my mistake.  I meant the coral needs to be protected.  There could be long-term impacts 


due to loss of the coral habitat, so let me clarify. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I have this question – and I’m not trying to reopen debate, okay, but when you 


mentioned about on that little chunk down there where the mapping was; you didn’t say Oculina 


Coral you said the other coral.   


 


AP MEMBER:  Lophelia. 


 


MR. WILSON:  Lophelia coral. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, that is lophelia.  That is the furthest inshore distribution.  That is why this 


was a really significant issue to come up here.  That is the furthest inshore distribution of 


lophelia that has been found. 


 


MR. WILSON:  Is that so really, really rare? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  It has got to do with – and it is through some of that area.  We don’t know the 


full distribution, but that is the inside of that whole area.  I think what you’ve got  – and as we 


know, this is not static area.  You have some very unique circulation patterns going on that are 


probably carrying and allowing that settlement in that one zone that extends further inshore and 


upwelling combinations.   


 


There are all those oceanographic characteristics that have created this type of more unique 


habitat.  That is why it has been on the table.  That is why – and, yes, lophelia and not oculina 


exists in that inshore, relative nearshore habitat.  


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay; any other topics or comments? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Did you all approve this motion?  I know Laurilee raised the point of the issue 


she had with this motion.  Was this approved by the AP?  I just want to make certain.  I didn’t 


type it. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Alternative 3 is preferred with the fallback of the modified 2.  Is that 


where everybody wants to be?  All in favor say aye; any abstentions.  Laurilee objects; she 


wants to go to Alternative 2 modification as the preferred. 
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MS. SOLORZANO:  Can I ask a question.  I agree with all this; but if we have 3 as a preferred, 


isn’t 2 still presented to them or do we only get that one?  Then they are getting both options. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is that correct, Anna, that both – the requested modification to Number 2 


will be presented, correct? 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Laurilee; then why wouldn’t you agree with 3? 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  Because, as I said, I know that we want to keep as much bottom as we can, 


but I don’t want us to be viewed as being just against everything and adversarial, and I think you 


have got to compromise in some places.  I think this is an area where we can compromise.  I 


don’t understand why – if you’re getting your VMS points for your haul back; I don’t understand 


the rationale of insisting that Alternative 3 be the preferred alternative.  If we have a chance to 


make some points with the council by giving up really an area where there isn’t even hardly – 


there are like three dots in it, anyway.  I don’t understand the rationale.  I am baffled; I’m sorry. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Can I say one thing?  Because later they’ll come back and take some more.  


We’re going to have to fight them again and we can give them that on the next round.  I’m sorry, 


but that is how I feel.  We’re going to be back.  We’re always battling.   


 


MS. THOMPSON:  You’re giving them an area we don’t fish anyway? 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  They are going to come and want something else later, though. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, I think we’re sticking with the preferred as it is stated.  Is there 


anything else that needs to be covered?  I think we’re good. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I make a motion that we adjourn. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I second it. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is there anything else that we need to cover, Anna, that you know of?  


We’re good.  Okay, meeting is adjourned. 


 


 


(Whereupon, the Deepwater Shrimp AP meeting adjourned on May 9, 2013) 
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The Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council convened in the Charleston Marriott Hotel, Charleston, South Carolina, 


Tuesday morning, November 15, 2011, and was called to order at 9:00 o’clock a.m. by Chairman 


Pace Wilber.   


 


MR. MAHOOD:  I just wanted to welcome everybody.  For those that don’t know me, I am Bob 


Mahood, the executive director of the council.  We just want to welcome you all to Charleston.  


We appreciate the good turnout.  I think you know that the habitat issues we are dealing with in 


the South Atlantic are very critical to our mission of managing the fisheries resources.   


 


Unfortunately maybe the only credit we do get is for the good work we have done with a lot of 


the habitat.  We have had to be so restrictive here lately on the fisheries harvest and reducing 


overfishing and rebuilding overfished stocks that we have – I guess as of probably today there 


are fewer fish that you can actually pursue out there than I think we have had in the past.   


 


We are not particularly popular with the recreational and commercial fishermen, but some of the 


things that have had its basis here with the Habitat Committee, such as some of the big area 


closures to protect the coral and the habitats off the coast, we have been getting some accolades 


about that. 


 


I don’t know if you are aware but we received an award out in – where was it, Duane?  What was 


the award that you went out there to pick up out in Denver, Colorado.  It was an award of the  


Professional Science Association, which was kind of nice, and that was relative to the large area 


closures to protect the deepwater corals off our southeast coast.   


 


A lot of the basics that come out of this group here have had some very positive image effects for 


us whereas some of our management activities on fish have not had such a popular – provide 


such a popular image for us.  I do appreciate the work you all do and I appreciate you taking time 


out of your busy schedules and coming here to the meeting.  I hope you have a good one, and I 


know Pace and Roger will lead you through it.   


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay so before we get into the meat of the agenda, it would be good if we kind 


of went around the room and everyone introduced themselves and said who they work for; and 


since we will probably do this in kind of a U-shaped fashion, if Pat would kind of start us off we 


will go around the U. 


 


MR. GEER:  I am Pat Geer.  I am from Georgia’s Department of Natural Resources down in 


Brunswick, Georgia. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I am Marcel Reichert.  I am with the South Carolina Department of Natural 


Resources. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I am Carter Watterson, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, U.S. 


Department of Navy. 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  Alice Lawrence, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in Athens, Georgia. 
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MS. DEATON:  Anne Deaton, Marine Fisheries, North Carolina. 


 


MR. PRATT:  Terry Pratt, commercial fisherman from North Carolina, one of the ones that is 


dissatisfied with what Bob was talking about what he is doing. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  Steve Trowell with the North Carolina Division of Coastal Management. 


 


MR. DUREN:  John Duren, and I am the recreational fishery representative from Georgia. 


 


MR. JONES:  Tom Jones, but I am here with John. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Duane Harris; I am a council member from Georgia. 


 


MR. LANEY:  I am Wilson Laney.  I am the council representative from the U.S. Fish and 


Wildlife Service. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I am Pace Wilber from NOAA Fisheries, Southeast Region, based here in 


Charleston, South Carolina. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Roger Pugliese.  I am with South Atlantic Council staff who works on habitat 


and all our ecosystem coordination efforts. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  Todd Kellison, NOAA Fisheries, Beaufort, North Carolina. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  Terry Gibson, Florida Recreational Fishing. 


 


MS. DREVENAK:  Sera Drevenak, Pew Environment Group. 


 


MR. ELKINS:  Chris Elkins, North Carolina Recreational. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Tina Udouj.  I work for the Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute in St. 


Petersburg, but I live in Arkansas. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Pricilla Wendt, South Carolina Department of Natural Resources here in 


Charleston. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Jenks Michael.  I am the conservation representative from South Carolina.  I live 


on Edisto Island, about 50 miles away from here. 


 


MS. HILFER:  Susan Hilfer.  I am the recreational fisherman from Beaufort, South Carolina. 


 


MS. WHITTLE:  Amber Whittle with the Fish and Wildlife Commission in Florida, in St. Pete. 


 


MR. ELLIS:  John Ellis, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh, North Carolina. 
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MR. WILBER:  Okay, we have a few folks in the back to introduce.  David, do you want to 


begin? 


(Whereupon, introductions were made from the audience.) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, thank you, and again echo Bob’s welcome to everyone and thank you for 


coming and participating in the advisory panel meeting today and tomorrow.  This is actually the 


first meeting where I have been like the official chair, so I am sure I am going to forget all kinds 


of Robert Rules of Order kind of things, so feel free to point those out. 


 


I also probably have a tendency to participate more than I should as the Chair.  If I start to kind 


of yak too much, somebody just kind of give me the evil eye.  I know some people in the room 


are pretty good at that, so feel free to go ahead and do so.  The first order of business actually is 


to accept the agenda for today’s meeting and the minutes from the previous meeting.  I am sure 


you have all looked at that 145-page set of minutes and you have marked it up.  You have got all 


kinds of typos that have been flagged.   


 


MR. MIKELL:  I so move. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I guess the agenda and the minutes have been accepted, first motion.  Okay, so 


the next item on the agenda is for Roger to talk about the Implementation Plan Tasks and 


Products.   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  First of all, I would like to again thank everyone for making the special effort 


to be with us today and tomorrow.  I think it is going to be a very productive and forward- 


thinking meeting.  What we want to do is try to focus on some longer-term efforts and tasks, 


opportunities that we have developing with our coordination with the council and with partners 


in the region as you see with the second day being integrating the ecosystem coordination 


meeting. 


 


Today what we wanted to do was to highlight a number of different sessions; the first session 


being addressing essentially a step forward from where we were with the development of EFH 


originally and the original fishery ecosystem plan.  The intent is to look at how some of the 


different things have progressed to address the EFH five-year review and then looking to the 


future for the next generation of a fishery ecosystem plan. 


 


In addition, that would also entail looking into the development and the status of Comprehensive 


Ecosystem-Based Amendment 2, as well as some input on the preliminary stages of the 


development of Comprehensive Ecosystem Amendment 3.  The focus of the first session today 


really is going to probably ultimately – the most important part is some input specifically on any 


recommendations on what is on the table, comments, thoughts, other items that the council may 


need to address.  The idea is that we’re at the early stages.   


 


Later in the afternoon we are really going to get into discussions on mapping, research, and 


observing, and policy, and look at how a number of these different – get pretty much updates on 


the scopes of the different components within our region and provide guidance on really looking 


at where we need to focus efforts on mapping additional research and trying to build – to a great 
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degree a number of these different ones are really going to be setting the stage for some actions 


that we can integrate where we can work with individual AP members, individual state AP 


Chairs to look to some products in the future.   


 


Then we are going to finish off the day with a discussion of how some of these are all being 


integrated directly into some of the web services, and then ultimately this digital dashboard that 


is developing to give more tools to the council, to our partners in the region to enhance habitat 


and ecosystem conservation.  That is kind of the focus of what we want to accomplish today and 


with that I will pass it back to Pace. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, the first part of the morning session really is to kind of just provide some 


updates on a few key items related to the execution of the EFH program within the council and 


the Southeast Regional Office and then transition into a discussion of what could be part of the 


Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3. 


 


The first item, which unfortunately there is not a copy of in your briefing package, is the 


successful completion by the council of its EFH five-year review by the regional office.  That 


review was done last year and Dr. Roy Crabtree signed off on the letter in January, indicating 


that the council had completed successfully its EFH five-year review and outlined some specific 


items to look to in the future that we would, as the Fisheries Service, look to help the council 


accomplish in time for the next five-year review, which is due I believe in January of 2016. 


 


Much of those recommendations focused on trying to flesh out additional information about EFH 


with respect to specific life history stages of the managed species.  Roger being proactive, as 


always, already had in place a program to start fleshing out that information and that is 


something that he will talk about a little later on today. 


 


Another important component of that EFH five-year review was to complete the guidelines that 


clarify the existing EFH designation language.  This group last November saw a draft version of 


those guidelines, and those guidelines I believe are Attachment 5 to the meeting materials that 


you received.   


 


Since last November when this group had a chance to look at the draft guidelines, Roger and the 


staff at the council have updated the guidelines to include the latest information coming out of 


the CE-BA 2 process to make sure that the EFH designations in the guidelines for tilefish and so 


on reflect what the current status of those designations are through CE-BA 2.  What we are 


proposing to do now is there are still a couple of little holes that need to be filled in there mostly 


relating to identifying spawning aggregations for snapper grouper species, but what we are 


proposing to do now is to open up the latest draft to comment from the AP members with a 


deadline of, say, January 15 to get comments in; and then ask for the AP to sort of empower 


Roger and myself and the state subpanel chairs to faithfully execute the final revisions to the 


guidelines based upon the comments that are received and to complete those guidelines by the 


end of February.   


 


That is sort of our basic plan for how we want to do that.  If there is some endorsement for that 


particular plan, we would like to hear that.  If there is some concern about maybe that the 
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guidelines need further revision, we could have that discussion as well.  Does anybody want to 


make a motion? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I have a question first; have we already received these guidelines to review or is 


that happening soon? 


 


MR. WILBER:  The guidelines are in Appendix 4 of the meeting materials that you received.  I 


didn’t really see much point in kind of slogging through it paragraph by paragraph during the 


meeting today.  It is fairly short and sweet.  Again, we did slog through it paragraph by 


paragraph by paragraph back last November. 


 


The results of the comments that were received are captured in the version that is up there on the 


screen now.  If after this meeting you guys had any additional comments you would like to make 


on it, please let us know, but we would like to kind of wrap this up fairly quickly.  Our proposal 


is to take any comments we receive and then work with the state subpanel chairs and then wrap it 


up fairly quickly in January and February.  Anne. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I just have a question then.  These are the guidelines that affect CE-BA 2, right, 


but these are the guidelines on what exactly is EFH and EFH-HAPC, so does that then go to the 


council or you will just finalize it and that is the end of it? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, the EFH designations stand as they do in the existing documents that 


have been developed to date.  The specification for EFH under that individual FMP is the 


wording we defer to the original wording.  What this does – and I guess guidelines might be 


almost a little strong sometimes with this because it is clarifying where you talk about where we 


have designated inlets, this gives you the specific refined – these are discussions that have been 


ongoing to make sure that we have that either uniform and standardized and then also resulting in 


the spatial footprints that are going to represent that. 


 


I think most of those links have been identified already in here and we just need to refine.  Some 


actually have to be developed but there are state designations that apply to those.  The idea is that 


this really does provide that next tier where there is uncertainty, as Pace said, trying to make the 


EFH as operational as you can in the field and in the commenting activities. 


 


The core ones are going to be fairly straightforward.  It is when you get into some of the finer 


level that this is going to provide essentially that.  We went through that at the last meeting and 


kind of getting there, as Pace said, added in those refinements and now we just need to finalize 


this and then really focus in on getting the spatial layers that the state has, or if we want to 


uniform those through the region and shore that up.  As always, these continue to be modified as 


the state refines theirs and as we get better information. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I will actually provide like an example that I think kind of might jar everyone’s 


memory from before.  Roger, if you could go to the one on penaeid shrimp.  The way the 


guidelines are set up is that the very first part under each fishery management plan is a direct 


quote from the EFH and HAPC designation language; absolutely no edits to it at all.   
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If we were going to make edits to it, we were going to have to run those edits through the council 


or through some more elaborate review process, but in some cases all we needed to do was 


simply clarify or provide illustrative examples that map back to that original designation 


language. 


 


Great example, if you look down into the part there where it talks about clarifications, there is a 


reference to state-designated nursery habitats.  At the time that the EFH designations for penaeid 


shrimp were put forward what was in most people’s mind I believe at that time were the primary 


nursery areas that exist in North Carolina. 


 


Those are very clearly unambiguously state-designated nursery habitats.  They are codified to 


North Carolina regulations.  There are zillions of maps and all kinds of information to support 


that.  The question that we have at the Fisheries Service in implementing our commenting on 


projects is do state-designated nursery habitats exist in the other states.  What we are clarifying 


through these guidelines is the answer to that question.   


 


We can go down to Florida because it is the simplest case after North Carolina.  Florida has 


state-designated aquatic preserves.  If you look into the reason things are designated aquatic 


preserves in Florida and they talk about the value of those aquatic preserves, the word nursery 


habitat is used throughout all of that language.  We feel comfortable in implementing this 


particular EFH designation to consider these state aquatic preserves in Florida to be state- 


designated nursery habitat, so we will comment on projects accordingly. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  In South Carolina estuaries, are they not considered essential fish habitat? 


 


MR. WILBER:  I will get to that in South Carolina in a second.  South Carolina is the more 


difficult case so I will save that one for last.  When you move to Georgia, Georgia is also a fairly 


simple case.  Georgia has in its regulations a framework for outstanding resource waters, but has 


yet to actually designate anything an outstanding resource water or an outstanding national 


resource water.  In Georgia there are no state-designated nursery areas under their existing 


regulations. 


 


South Carolina, now we get to the difficult case.  South Carolina has a rule under DHEC to 


designate outstanding resource waters and outstanding national resource waters.  Those waters 


are listed in rule in South Carolina.  What we propose to do is in actually one of the appendices 


to this; Appendix 1 – yes, Roger is going to pull it up.   


 


These are the outstanding resource waters that have been designated in South Carolina within 


coastal counties.  Again, the documentation behind each of these designations is maintained in a 


file at DHEC.  Those designations have been examined, not for each and every item listed 


because it is a fairly long list, but for a representative subset.  It is clear from those designations 


that the value of these areas as nursery habitat was paramount and figured prominently in that 


designation. 


 


Again, in executing the EFH program in South Carolina, we feel comfortable designating these 


areas or viewing these areas as state-designated nursery areas.  Now the challenge we have trying 
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to modernize these designations is that these are basically the description that you see in the 


right-hand column there, that is verbatim the description in its entirety in the DHEC regulation. 


 


How to translate that stuff into a GIS and something that is easily mapable is a bit of our 


challenge, and we are actually working now with the NOAA Coastal Services Center to develop 


a GIS layer of these particular water bodies.  Again, going back to the whole purpose of these 


guidelines, we are not changing the fact that state-designated nursery areas are part of the EFH 


designation. 


 


We are just clarifying what state-designated nursery area means in all four of the states that the 


council intersects.  Again, it was a no-brainer in a place like North Carolina; still pretty easy but 


still a little bit more complicated in Florida; and then as you move up to Georgia and South 


Carolina, so we are just clarifying things. 


 


This is how we actually execute the program.  Now state-designated nursery areas is a good 


example to kind of go through, because if you recall from looking at the EFH designation 


languages as that was reviewed at the past meetings, state-designated nursery areas is a phrase 


that is repeated multiple times in different fishery management plan EFH designations. 


 


It occurs for the coastal migratory pelagic species, it also occurs for the snapper grouper species.  


Back in the good old days when red drum was managed by the council, it occurred in the red 


drum designation as well.  Hopefully, that maybe jars everyone’s memory of where we were at 


from the previous meeting and then actually the meeting last November reflected a couple 


previous presentations on this basic problem. 


 


That is what we have done with this document, provide those kinds of clarifications.  In the few 


cases where some change to the EFH designation was necessary, that has been part of CE-BA 2 


and is on schedule to be approved with the rest of CE-BA 2, which I believe is going to be 


sometime in the spring, right? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, I was going to touch on that in a minute in a little more detail but final 


rules should be published toward the end of the year.  On CE-BA 2, because of the Octocoral 


ACL, it has to be in by the end of the year.  Hopefully by the end of the year, the actual 


implementation will be in 2012. 


 


AP MEMBER:  You are looking for a motion to accept or recommend acceptance of the 


guidelines at this point? 


 


MR: WILBER:  What we are looking for is a motion to accept the plan to complete the 


guidelines, and that motion is to open it up for comment to the entire committee by 


January 15, and then for Roger, myself and the state subpanel chairs to finalize the 


guidelines based upon the comments received. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I would like to make that motion.  I am very confident in our subpanel chair to 


make any North Carolina specific comments and changes. 
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AP MEMBER:  I second that motion. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, any discussion? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I just have a question.  Because these guidelines are tied to other designations 


that may change every year, every few years I don’t know, will we review these guidelines every 


year and update them or do they plan to just kind of stay in place for the next five years or so? 


 


MR. WILBER:  I would expect that these guidelines will be formally reviewed annually to 


determine if changes are needed.  Literally these guidelines are in the hands of project managers 


inside the Fisheries Service and state people and are used daily.  When things change out in the 


regulatory framework that is no longer coincident with the guidelines, we will know it much 


sooner than an annual review. 


 


Then we will be able to assess what the appropriate action would be from that.  I hate the phrase 


living, breathing document because you hear it all the time and I have yet to actually see one.  


But this is certainly our intent that by keeping this kind of outside the CE-BA process and 


outside the formal regulations, that this is the kind of document that we can respond and make 


changes to fairly quickly.  We have a motion.  Yes. 


 


MS. HILFER:  I just had a comment on the South Carolina listing, these ones in Beaufort County 


specifically because I am from Beaufort.  It is almost like they skipped half the county in terms 


of some of these, because Beaufort County is just totally made up of water.  It seems like they 


only – I know these are DHEC’s sort of regulations on these.  How do you comment on your 


taking it from DHEC? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Actually I could probably show you off during the break, but South Carolina is 


interesting because while there are about 60 or so water bodies that are designated Outstanding 


Resource Waters, they occur in three very dense clusters and then a couple little oddballs that are 


not in one of those three clusters.  I don’t know why DHEC did that.   


 


The other thing to note, too, is that most of the areas that are designated Outstanding Resource 


Waters in South Carolina are way away from any development and really unlikely to have any 


significant development, but they are what they are.  It is an extra tool in the toolbox to have.  I 


don’t want to say that the areas that are comparable habitats in Beaufort County that are not 


designated outstanding resource waters receive any kind of lesser level of protection.  We just 


use other tools to get to that same level of protection. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Not to get stuck on this point, but a lot of these creeks in  Charleston County are 


great resource waters, but you can’t eat the oysters out of them.  I don’t understand that.  How 


can they be clean, clear waters when you can’t eat the oysters? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Again, is somebody here from DHEC to answer that?  Again, we are just trying 


to implement the state designations, not quibbling with the state designations themselves.  I 


would guess though that in South Carolina DHEC goes through some kind of formal review of 
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its regulations on a schedule, and maybe that is the kind of the venue to bring that kind of an 


issue up.   


 


AP MEMBER:  I’ll take that one.  Because a stream or creek is closed based on bacteriological 


reasons, coliforms, it doesn’t mean it is not a great nursery area for – in fact, it might be a better 


nursery area because you don’t take the oysters out and you have got all that habitat.  A perfect 


example is Morehead City; Calico Creek is wall-to-wall oysters.  The boys go up there and fly 


fish for red drum in amongst those oysters.  You have to understand that just because some dog 


or raccoon feces get washed in, it doesn’t mean it is not a great nursery. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Also one thing I think that there is some kind of overriding concern to that 


these areas are only the focused areas.  We are looking at areas that are designated as Essential 


Fish Habitat Areas of Particular Concern, so it is a step up.  As Jenks was talking about; a lot of 


these areas are under a broader umbrella of estuarine habitats that are EFH.   


 


They have an EFH designation in the broader scope and capture most all the distribution.  When 


you get to that HAPC designation and trying to refine it down to a state-tied designation, then it 


brings it – and provides a little bit more tools to get into permitting issues and commenting 


through that process. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I am thinking it sounds to me like if you don’t feel the state designations 


represent or fully represent all your high-quality nursery areas, the avenue to go is to work with 


your state and you could get another area designated.  Once it becomes a state-designated 


nursery area, then it would be included under this HAPC.  


 


For example, in North Carolina we have those really high-defined PNAs but they are not the 


only high-quality nursery areas.  We have anadromous fish nursery areas but they are not 


designated.  We have the grass beds that are nursery areas, but they really were included with 


that.  We would have to go as a state and get those areas designated. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Actually, Roger, can you go to the table and I will kind of explain.  Actually in 


North Carolina, I kind of oversimplified it a little bit when I said PNAs.  That whole top part of 


that table are the North Carolina designations that we view as HAPCs under the existing 


language.  Primary Nursery Areas I think are by far, area-wise, and then counter-wise when that 


is most common to us, but we include the crab spawning sanctuaries, the oyster sanctuaries, and 


so on. 


 


Now as far as Anne’s question, if there is something missing in these designations, how do you 


go about making it an HAPC, one avenue is the one that she mentioned, and that is to work 


through your state process to make that designation happen.  Once that designation happens, it 


will automatically cascade into this EFH guide. 


 


The other avenue is the one that we will talk about later this morning, and that is the scoping for 


the issues for CE-BA 3.  If we wish to add EFH or subtract EFH or whatever, something that will 


require a change to the existing designation language, CE-BA 3 is the next bus leaving the 


station where that can happen.  If we have specific locations that we would like to add to the list, 
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CE-BA 3 could do that.  It is probably an equally long, maybe equally difficult road to go down 


to effect that change, but it is another alternative to doing that. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and to that directly, that is something that has been clear on the record 


from the original council deliberations on EFH, and specifically on the EFH-HAPCs with regard 


to state designations.  There was a real desire to create something that provided that mechanism 


so that as the state added in things such as when North Carolina added in the strategic habitat 


areas, new efforts, that those would be umbrellaed, as Pace said.   


 


There is a very clear record that the council intended that in the beginnings of when we created 


some of these designations.  I think it is a real good opportunity to initiate that and proceed 


further to get any new ones that could ultimately be folded under this umbrella. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Any further discussion on this proposal?  All right, so just to kind of recap, the 


proposal is that the entire guidelines are open to the entire committee for comments by January 


15, and then the committee empowers Roger, myself and the State Subpanel Chairs to finalize 


the guidelines based upon the comments received.  That motion has been made and seconded, 


so now we’ll take a vote if there is no further discussion.  Everyone okay with it say aye; 


any opposed?  So carries. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think this is really an important thing because as we get into some of this 


other discussion about collaborations and cooperation with other efforts, as we get some of these 


refined designations, there may be a real opportunity to use some of the other partners to provide 


us identification of essential fish habitat designation within watersheds, within sub-areas so that 


we can ultimately be looking at how things change over time. 


 


We are directly going to be connecting into having permit information connected to some of the 


EFH information so that you could look at where within a watershed there may be permits and 


direct comments by National Marine Fisheries, NOAA Fisheries on those, so we can get a better 


scope of it.   


 


It will benefit the operations at NOAA Fisheries permit efforts, but also with the partners in the 


region, and maybe even get some tool capability to really connect that into the broader scope of  


watersheds, at river systems, and then maybe even into things that could collapse into connection 


to estuary-dependent species like gag or something that would look at changes over time, how 


efforts have changed, both water as well as in habitat distribution and changes in those. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The next item on the agenda is for Roger to review some recent funding that the 


council received on the Eco-Species Project. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Let me jump in real quick and just touch quickly on CE-BA 2:.  I was just 


going to run through a quick couple slides on where CE-BA 2 is in the process, because I think 


what happened is that when we first went down the road of CE-BA 2 all of these types of things 


were in massive long lists and the reality of really refining that deliberation, discussion and 


understanding that really these are umbrellaed under many of them; really refined it down to a 
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couple of the measures that remained in CE-BA 2 for finalization and the council did finalize 


this, submitted it, and CE-BA 2 is in review.   


 


I just wanted to touch back on some of the essential fish habitat actions that were included.  


Under Action 6, the designation of the deepwater MPAs as EFH-HAPCs under snapper grouper; 


that was important because what we want to do is look at the entire context of these areas and not 


just the individual hard bottom structures but the habitat that combines that complex that makes 


up this MPA. 


 


Also under Action 6 was the area that we had discussed earlier on that had essentially slipped 


through the cracks.  I think all the information in the original habitat plan made it clear that the 


tilefish having such a fine distribution really constituted EFH-HAPC under snapper grouper, but 


it never got folded into the wording.  The effort under a subpart of the amendments to snapper 


grouper designated the 150 to 300 meter area as tilefish EFH-HAPC. 


 


In addition, to again build on this idea of complexes that are being designated have – complex of 


deepwater habitats, the Deepwater Coral HAPCs were also identified as EFH-HAPC.  Again, it 


gets this idea of the structural components of hard bottom lophelia coral, and all the 


interconnected habitats constitute significant habitats in this complex; so the idea that this also 


would be designated as essential fish habitat areas of particular concern.   


 


The last specific EFH designation was with regard to actually creating EFH for pelagic 


sargassum.  The original sargassum plan, while being approved and prohibiting most all the 


harvest of sargassum in the region, did not have an EFH designation because we were looking at 


– the original designation was virtually the entire South Atlantic Region from the beach to the 


end of the EEZ. 


 


This refined it down to the top ten meters within a Gulf Stream footprint that we had developed 


earlier.  It actually picked up on a spatial area that was already designated as EFH for a number 


of other species.  This shored up our sargassum designation.  The other actions under CE-BA 2 


included the modifying of the octocoral, discussions about that. 


 


Actually what it did is it really – under the federal plan now there is total zero allowable catch 


for octocorals and essentially there is zero catch for any corals under the federal plan.  What that 


was accomplished by was dealing with the octocoral area south into Florida.  Florida will 


manage octocorals in federal waters under this. 


 


The council still has EFH designations, has other mechanisms to do it, but under the federal coral 


plan essentially everything north is no allowable harvest.  It finalizes that and meets the 


mandates under Magnuson with regard to specifying the ACLs.  Under the federal plan there is 


zero allowable harvest of any hard bottom coral or coral reef or octocoral habitats. 


 


Under Action 4 there is a modification of the SMZs off of South Carolina to limit harvest for 


snapper grouper species and coastal migratory species to the bag limit and with the use of non 


prohibited gears.  The last action under CE-BA 2 is modifying the turtle release gear 


requirements for the snapper grouper fishery.   
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The timing of notice of availability I included in your briefing materials.  It was published on 


September 26; comments are due by November 25.  The proposed rule just came out November 


8, also with comments due by November 25.  Again, to meet the statutory deadline, the final rule 


will be forthcoming and hopefully implementation will come in 2012 to finalize CE-BA 2, which 


pushes us into the next generation with the development of CE-BA 3.  That is it on CE-BA.  One 


thing I would like to make a quick point about is hopefully you all weren’t overwhelmed with 


the entire briefing package.   


 


As usual these are not intended to be full review.  A lot of the material is tied to especially with 


our coordination collaboration efforts with partners.  You are going to have a lot of things to be 


able to refer back to with structural things, a lot of referencing mostly of the ecosystem 


coordination efforts of a lot of our partners tomorrow. The idea was to be able to have those 


available for use now and in for the future.  That is all on CE-BA 2. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I jumped the gun there a little bit.  Any questions about CE-BA 2 and its 


schedule?  It has been a long time in the making.  I think at one point the council had the idea 


that the CE-BA amendments would be done from start to finish in 12 months, but they are taking 


a little longer than that.   


 


Really, just my personal opinion is that by far the most significant EFH-related action in CE-BA 


2 is the co-designation of the Coral HAPCs as EFH-HAPCs.  It would be getting fairly deep into 


the weeds to explain the difference between those two, but essentially as folks in the regulatory 


community we were struggling with how to treat Coral HAPCs in a regulatory context, because a 


lot of the regulations and stuff for EFH-HAPCs don’t exist for Coral HAPCs; so by having a co- 


designation of the two kind of closes that gap and really makes it a lot easier for us to deal with.   


 


It is also pretty significant, and that is, what, 25,000 square miles or something – 23,000 square 


miles of EFH-HAPC that is designated through this so it is a pretty significant thing.  We will 


hear from our colleagues from the Navy later on about how that complicates their life for training 


missions.  With that said, are you ready to go on. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, what I would say is that if individuals want to supply comments, as I 


indicated those comment periods are open, so I would encourage those agencies and individuals 


to support what you all have been working on.  It helps the record.  What I would like to move 


on to is the next generation is CE-BA 3. 


 


As I mentioned earlier on, we are early in this process.  We are in the mode to ultimately the 


council really would like to get to this point where we have these types of discussions through 


the middle of a year; come to the end of a year, identify what are going to scoping at the end of a 


year, go to scoping in January, February, and do a Comprehensive Ecosystem Amendment the 


following year.  We are little by little getting closer to that and this is the next generation.   


 


What I will identify is that some of these issues are resulting from issues that may have been 


raised earlier in other amendments, in other issues; they have been laid on the table by advisory 


panel or council members.  We are in a real early process of looking at what may move forward. 
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Subsequently, the Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel and Coral Advisory Panel have met and have 


had a first preliminary look at this list.   


 


The list right now identified as potential actions that could be addressed is protective measures 


for speckled hind and Warsaw grouper in the mid-shelf fishery; potential powerhead prohibition 


in the EEZ off North Carolina; potential expansion of the coral HAPC areas based on new 


information on coral distribution or combined habitats; consideration of expansion of the Snowy 


Wreck MPA; wreckfish fishery impacts on deepwater coral; and what impacts may be associated 


with deep-dropping for snapper grouper species.  The first one is tied directly to action the 


council previously took.   


 


The council had an amendment in place that had designated a 240-foot depth contour as a 


prohibition of deepwater species mainly to address the bycatch of speckled hind and Warsaw in 


the fishery.  That was removed and the council is now looking at provisions that would replace 


that and have more of a focused effort to look at these species.   


 


Some of the first discussions are how they relate to the species distribution relates to MPAs 


within our region, whether inside or closely associated with those, so the potential for expansion, 


modification, revisions of those, and specifically maybe spawning area closures where they can 


document very specific areas for spawning area closures, so the process of beginning to look at 


what the information is available and how to start that process; to just touch on some of the first 


levels from a habitat side and from an ecosystem that we have information on; touching on our 


IMS system. 


 


We were able to look at information that was tied to the MARMAP data system, 


MARMAP/SEAMAP, and I doubt SEFIS was included in this data set.  It has not been 


integrated into some of the original things; but just giving you relative distribution of some of the 


catch records, specific fishery-dependent catch records relative to the MPAs in the northern 


section of the area. 


 


To give you an identification of one thing that became obvious is that actually a lot of the 


distribution of speckled hind was to a great degree inshore of the original 240 line so that will 


play in as the council looks at this.  Another one was looking at one of the newer components of 


the South Atlantic Fishery Reviewer, which is ultimately going to have all of the fishery- 


independent programs folded in here; again looking at speckled hind distribution, now looking at 


relative to live hard bottom structure, and being able to look at where it is predominant and how 


it is tied to some of those habitat distributions.  Those are first preliminary views of relationship 


to regulatory structure as well as some baseline habitat information.   


 


The next item that was being addressed was powerhead use off North Carolina.  The Division of 


Marine Fisheries issued a paper in January of this year looking at having some concern over 


localized depletion relative to snapper grouper species and the use of powerheads.  Subsequently, 


a letter was provided to the council in March of 2011 specifically to address the prohibition and 


use of powerheads off North Carolina.   
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In the discussion the council has been looking at the whole scope, so it has been raised as, well, 


if North Carolina is looking at it, there may be a consideration or prohibition off of other states.  


Just as a note I indicated in 1994 the state of South Carolina specifically requested the 


prohibition of powerheads off of the EEZ in South Carolina.  


 


That was driven a lot by some of the efforts that happened on targeted efforts on gag and areas 


on some of the reef systems in the state, but that did go through and was approved.  The council 


is looking at what the possibilities are and how to address powerhead use off of North Carolina 


in response to the request from the state.   


 


There were a number of potential coral habitat areas of particular concern, the deepwater coral 


HAPCs that were essentially just put in place not too long ago, but there has been continued 


effort and research.  In preliminary review a couple of different areas have been focused on.  


Multi-beam data in 2010 looked at distribution relative to Cape Lookout and potential 


modifications of the Northern Cape Lookout, which is a fairly small CHAPC, and some areas 


were identified in the northern section. 


 


The shallow water lophelia off Jacksonville was identified also in 2010.  There is a 


recommendation – and this is associated with the western bound of the large Stetson-Miami 


HAPC.  Then the potential for other areas of oculina distribution were identified also in recent 


dives. 


 


Quickly, to at least get a scope on some of the areas they are discussing, this is Cape Lookout 


HAPC to the north.  The preliminary capture of the proposal is to capture this corner point up in 


this area.  As I will indicate is this is the first discussion of this, the first presentation of available 


information on it. 


 


We need to go through and review what other habitat information is available, use patterns, 


fishery patterns, et cetera associated with all these things.  We are at, again, an early stage of 


doing this.  It was a long process and pretty intense to get these in place, so we want to make 


sure that the same type of effort is done. 


 


One of the other areas I just mentioned was the potential for the Stetson-Miami Terrace, the large 


HAPC.  As you can see, this is the actual area and the area of focus right now is this section in 


here.  Embedded in it is actually the North Florida MPA, is right in the center section of this 


area.  If you look at some of the mapping that has been done mainly by John Reed’s work, and 


really the mapping area is here with some baseline areas as well as JSL Dives Associate. 


 


When you look at the southern is a blowup or a reduction from a blowup to that area.  This 


captures that entire area from 30 degrees 45 minutes north to I think it is 29-52 south.  Now we 


do again have to look at how much other information is available.  Some of this I think is really 


based on the potential speculation that some of these areas into the north also have some types of 


habitat, so that has to be taken into account. 
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Again, fishery operations, because I know just from working with the original data, especially 


under VMS information, that I would say that the fishery operates at least up through this entire 


region in the southern section that may be proposed.   


 


(Question asked off the record.) 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  This one right here?  This is actually a blowup of this cruise that was done 


here, which would be in this little area right there.   


 


AP MEMBER:  What is it telling you? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  What it is telling you is there are deepwater coral pinnacles that have been 


found in here, here and here.  There also are some coral habitats I think that are maybe flat-based 


hard bottom with coral on them within that region.  It is just giving you a footprint of the 


bathymetries.  This is high resolution multi-beam, and then some point areas that have been 


identified at pinnacle.  The truth is I haven’t had a chance to look at the details of some of these 


to see to what degree some of these areas may be impacted. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Just to followup, the interpretation of that is just that the warmer colors are 


shallower and the cooler colors are deeper, and where you see strong contrast between colors it is 


indicative of significant structural relief. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That is probably what you were really asking, sorry.  Yes, you are looking at – 


the bathymetry is based on, or temperature applied to what real bathymetries in that area are 


based on multi-beam work that was done. 


 


 MR. WATTERSON:  Roger, may I ask a follow-up question?  This is more detailed probably 


then is necessary for this, but it goes to what I was going to talk about this afternoon.  The two 


boxes in the upper right, the light gray boxes that are mapped.  Those are areas that John Reed 


has mapped? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, this got folded into a combination effort of what has been done to date.  


This, as I mentioned, was really preliminary.  This was pulled right out of some of the 


presentations and did have the navy information integrated directly into it.  We will get into the 


real details later on, but I wanted to at least kind of cobble together in a quick view some of the 


things that we see right off the bat as we are looking at the proposals on the table from the Coral 


HAPC. 


 


In addition to those specific HAPC designations, there were discussions of a number of other – 


on that first list I show you the snowy wreck, and the snowy wreck was raised because there had 


been identified an additional – a deepwater wreck that was larger in designation, larger and also 


they had identified potentially some lophelia on the deeper section of the snowy wreck. 


 


There was no specific recommendation from the Coral AP to move forward this, and essentially 


they are saying that they need to look – additional data and additional mapping need to be 
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accomplished to refine what that area really is like off of the Snowy Wreck MPA.  Other issues 


that were raised; two gear issues that were identified were the issue of the wreckfish fishery. 


 


This is a pushback to the original discussions in CE-BA 1; and actually before that in the original 


wreckfish plan document I think I had identified this as just needing to understand the 


operations.  These are not bottom-tending gears but they are fairly significant gears; large 50- 


pounds weights with trailing lines on them.   


 


But to date from as far as I know the Snapper Grouper or Coral APs were not provided any 


additional information on impacts, and I have not been able to identify any additional 


information that has been identified on identifying potential impacts of this gear.  In addition, it 


is the same with some of the recreational deep-drop. 


 


This was an issue that was raised earlier on in deliberations under CE-BA 1 and following that.  


So far again we don’t have any specific detailed either studies or data that are showing what 


potential impacts, and as far s I know nothing was presented at the Snapper Grouper or Coral AP 


meetings. 


 


On both of those issues, I would just at least raise those if anybody else in the AP or associated 


with these has any other information that would support even moving forward with this as an 


issue, because right now there is no additional information that I have been able to find to 


provide or access for the APs’ deliberations. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Roger, just to my knowledge it is a knowledge gap.  I mean. it is something that 


I think hasn’t been addressed.  A number of us have talked about how that – it is not an easy 


research topic. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and again it is a fairly – especially the wreckfish fishery is a small 


fishery to begin with and even getting smaller from the last iterations from the ACLs that I 


understand.  But it is an information gap, it was identified as an information gap earlier on in the 


original wreckfish plan, and the followup in CE-BA 1. 


 


There just needs to be some work to really probably get some videos to see how they operate and 


how close they are getting to some of those ledge systems and put that into context of the 


distribution of those habitats, too.  I think one of the other things that had been identified is that 


there was potentially a spawning aggregation for wreckfish identified on Miami Terrace, and the 


implications that would damage habitats or what that kind of broader implication may be, so I 


think it is significant research information for that fishery. 


 


MR. WILBER:  My question for Roger is how can this advisory panel help you sort through that 


handful of bullets to stay on schedule for what should or should not be in CE-BA 3 and help 


refine what actually might be in CE-BA 3? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  This is the time to at least look at this list to see if there are ones that from a 


habitat standpoint or ecosystem standpoint makes sense to have the council address under and go 


into scoping for the subsequent year, so are there ones that given the information may not be 
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worthy of actually an action to be considered or an alternative to be considered this time, but 


more of a research need. 


 


I think any input guiding the council on what the efforts are – I think with regard to Number 1 


with the speckled hind, Warsaw, the council, given the congressional mandates, has to move 


forward with this, identification of the types of information that could be looked at or maybe 


useful.   


 


I just started touching on things, habitat and species-associated information to provide us either 


concentrations or spawning information I think is something that needs to be directed and we 


need to move forward with to get even more information on.  It is fairly obvious that one is going 


to have to move forward. The request from North Carolina, concerns about – and actually that 


was one we raised earlier on about powerhead.   


 


There have been comments about the implications from a habitat standpoint, ecosystem 


standpoint, and those kinds of comments I think would be useful for the council to hear because I 


know there were some specific comments.  Anne may have raised this very specifically about it 


because there have been statements that, oh, there are no habitat-related impacts, and that was 


something very different from the last time we discussed this at the floor. 


 


MR. WILBER:  We have these six bullets up here for consideration under CE-BA 3.  Maybe 


after we wade through these six bullets, we will then entertain whether there should be a seventh 


and eighth or a ninth bullet for other things.  But, would it be useful to you at this point if we just 


sort of, okay you have given us an overview of each of these issues, maybe now we just start 


adding a couple of sub-bullets under the first one; maybe the first sub-bullet being, based upon 


current information that Roger has provided to us, does it seem like a smart thing for the council 


to continue to explore designating this area as EFH or an HAPC?  And then ask getting the 


panel’s input on what additional information they think would help further complete that 


exploration and then maybe go through each of the bullets in that kind of a fashion; would that 


be useful to you? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, I think so, because especially on the first one there is something I didn’t 


mention that it has a direct tie to the EFH designation.   


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, does it sound like a reasonable way to proceed?  All right so are you 


going to take the notes underneath the bullet?  I guess the first item is does the AP kind of feel 


this is a useful item to continue to explore for CE-BA 3 or is the AP generally just unsure about 


that based upon the information that is available? 


 


MS. DREVENAK:  I would say that it’s something that needs to be there.  I think that the 


implications of action for Warsaw and speckled radiate out to all of the other species that are 


managed by the council.  I think that protections particularly in the mid-shelf for Warsaw and 


speckled are going to be protections for all of the species. 


 


Anything that is on that mid-shelf break where we see the Warsaw and the speckled is going to 


have the consequence of protecting habitat that is essential to all of the animals that are managed 
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by the council.  I do think it is appropriate for these amendments, and I think it is something that 


is vital that it is in there. 


 


I think some of the things that are necessary to move forward, I know there are a lot of sort of 


parallel efforts right now to gather suggestions from fishermen about where these spawning 


aggregations may be.  I know there has been varying success of getting that information from 


people and whether that information even exists. 


 


It sounds like those are coming together fairly quickly, and so it seems like the timeline may be 


possible.  I would suggest that information is vital to get information from the people who are on 


the water.  Then we have that analysis of the speckled and the Warsaw, but I think it is important 


just to say over and over again that analysis was incomplete.  It didn’t sample any fisheries 


outside of, what was it, 240 feet, something like that, so those data are not extremely reliable. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I just have a technical question.  These areas where the speckled hind and the 


Warsaw groupers congregate at the mid-shelf; what kind of information do we have about their 


use in that area?  Is it simply that they are more concentrated in that area or do we actually have 


information that they experience superior rates of growth, reproduction, or survival at that 


location? 


 


MS. DREVENAK:  I think we know almost nothing.  My understanding of what we know is just 


that there are reports of interactions with those species at those locations.  All that means is that 


somebody filled out a logbook or somebody returned a MRFSS call indicating an interaction at 


approximately that area with one of those species, but there is no sampling in other areas.   


 


There is a lot of evidence from people like Jerry Ault and these guys that there are aggregations 


of these species and that they do occur in that mid-shelf area, but we can only infer that the two 


are related, that the aggregations are related to these increased interactions with the species in 


those breaks. 


 


AP MEMBER:  St. Lucie and Martin County have a robust, probably too aggressive artificial 


reef program in my opinion, but they have got ample video with at least Warsaw and fairly large 


aggregations relative to what history would have looked like.  That is available if you want to get 


it.  But again, like Sera said, I don’t think we know much. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I have just got a quick question.  Are these seasonal aggregations or spawning 


aggregations or do they seem to aggregate throughout the year; just for my information? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I would have to check. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Being an EFH person, the reason I ask is you guys have all seen the past 


meetings that triangle that occurs in the EFH regulation that talks about levels of information and 


the importance one should ascribe to an EFH designation based upon that level of information, 


and the bottom part of that triangle is presence/absence.  The second level up is concentration.  


The third level up is superior rates of growth, survival and reproduction.   
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The apex of the triangle is recruitment into the fishery.  Now while there is no hard requirement 


that a certain level of information needs to be attained in order for a designation to be an HAPC 


designation, there is sort of a general feeling that HAPC designations tend to be at the superior 


rates of growth, reproduction, or survival and not at simply the concentration level and definitely 


not at simply the presence/absence kind of level. 


 


Now we don’t necessarily have to be kind of confined by that, but that is sort of the state of the 


current implementation of the EFH program.  One of the protective measures that could be done 


is to designate special EFH for speckled hind and Warsaw grouper.  If we are going to do that, 


we need to know at what level of information that designation is actually going to occur and then 


decide if it will cascade up to a higher level of protection of being an HAPC. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Just my opinion that I think probably most of the information available for those 


species is at the presence/absence level and possibly there may have some understanding of 


relative abundance on the shelf versus shelf break versus upper slope on that.  I think probably 


there is zero information on relative growth rates or survival across those three different broad 


habitat types for either of those species.  I am not fully familiar with the literature so I could be 


mistaken about those, but that would be my best guess about where things stand. 


 


MS. DREVENAK:  Yes, I know and I agree with that.  I just think that it is going to have to be 


on a pretty low information basis.  I think these species are in pretty – from what we can tell they 


are at extremely depleted levels, and the council is mandated by law, appropriately, to do 


something.  The alternative is everything outside of 240 feet is closed to all fishing.  That is sort 


of this balance of management and science and letting the perfect be the enemy of the good is not 


necessarily always the best. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I just wanted to mention a paper by Ziskin et al out of our lab.  I think it is the 


most comprehensive study on speckled hind that came out I think earlier this year or late last 


year, and I can provide that paper.  I think that is the most up-to-date and comprehensive 


information available on that species.  Yes, Ziskin et al, and I can provide a copy to those 


interested. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  One thing that does tie this together is that under the EFH designations right 


now we actually have a line under snapper grouper that identifies EFH-HAPCs for species in the 


snapper grouper complex.  If there are spawning locations identified technically, it is intended to 


– and actually the user guide alludes to that that was going to be done. 


 


We started a process a while back looking at some of the baseline data from MARMAP where 


there was spawning fish identified and tried to look at coming up with some of these spatial 


layers, whether it be for the complex, for an area, or whatever.  But that is a process that – the 


point is that technically under the designation right now it is specified that it can be an EFH-


HAPC once that information is available; similar to what we did with the state designated areas.   


 


I guess the next process is to look at what available information, if in the MARMAP and other 


information you do have at least a baseline of identifiable spawning fish in some areas, that you 


could begin to cobble those together into some type of an aggregate of an EFH-HAPC which 







Habitat AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                November 15-16, 2011  


 


22 


 


could be almost the broader footprint from which maybe there would be a regulatory component 


in that the council may move forward. 


 


MR. WILBER:  In my mind that comment about the spawning aggregations, which is specific in 


the EFH, also ties back to the Level 3 in that at superior rates of growth, survival and 


reproduction, so it all fits in that plan.  We have sort of the guts of what an EFH designation 


might kind of be and at what level it might kind of be.  We kind of understand some of the 


information that we would need to collect to kind of further this discussion.  My question then is 


are there other protective measures for these species besides an EFH designation that the AP 


might want to consider further pursuing? 


 


MS. DREVENAK:  I don’t think there is much left in the toolbag.  There is a complete 


moratorium on harvest.  We are down to the bottom of the toolbag, right, of things that we have 


available to us to sort of help.  I think the EFH designations is one of the last good options we 


have got for these guys. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, are we ready to move on to the next bullet?  I see a few heads nodding.  


The next one is the powerhead prohibition in the EEZ off of North Carolina and potentially other 


states.  Does the sort of gut first kind of feel; does the AP feel this is a good thing to continue to 


pursue? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Absolutely, and I would like to see it extended throughout the council range.  


We have a huge problem in Florida with the gag showing up and one or two boats out of 


Jacksonville coming down and shooting every last gag off the wreck as soon as it gets warm 


enough for them to appear in those waters.  Additionally, people are going out and shooting 


Goliath groupers.  They either can’t tell the difference or don’t care.  A coastwide ban on 


powerheading could have a lot of cascading benefits for a number of species.   


 


MR. DUREN:  I can sure understand the issues about powerheads but is it a habitat issue? 


 


AP MEMBER:  This is a bit of an extrapolation, but I have had a number of conversations with 


Chris Koenig about spawning aggregations in the Gulf on gag groupers.  They have a hard time 


documenting them even with a sub underwater because they are so noise sensitive, or so he says.  


There is at least a chance that the explosions could be disrupting aggregations of spawning 


groupers. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I was just going to mention that – I think I have said this before, but I think 


there does tend to be habitat damage if they are – when they are focused on this type of activity, 


they are not watching the coral and so there is that kind of physical breakage.  In that way it 


relates to habitat.   


 


I think what I saw in North Carolina was last year, which spawned that issue paper and 


everything, was South Carolina fishermen were coming up and doing this in North Carolina.  


Whenever you have a prohibition in one state it kind of, you know, the guys move around.  I like 


the idea of everywhere having similar restrictions, but at least North Carolina does support 


restricting those powerheads, I believe. 
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AP MEMBER:  Sure, I fully understand the concerns that are being raised, but my first question 


was the same as Mr. Duren’s about under what is the relation to our task as an advisory panel, 


because this is something that is more appropriate for a Snapper Grouper AP? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, Duane might want to jump in here, but we call ourselves the Habitat 


Advisory Panel, but that is really like the short version for the Habitat and Ecosystem 


Management Advisory Panel.  In that broader charge I think we are okay.  I do feel there is 


enough of a habitat kind of foothold here that we can at least have the conversation.   


 


I think like any good advisory panel our job is to try and push our boundaries, and it is up to the 


Habitat Committee to kind of say, no, get back inside your box.  I think this is a perfectly 


appropriate Flexing of our muscle here.  That is just my opinion. 


 


AP MEMBER:  On that note, Todd, you well know that groupers are major reef engineers.  


Those powerheaders are targeting the big males.  They are sweeping off the reef, creating space 


for corals, and also shooting the biggest and best spawners.  As we all know, small fish from the 


larval stage on up to a significant size are also bait for anything that is above them in the 


ecosystem.  I think we are on solid ground here. 


 


AP MEMBER:  In the context from what I remember from last year’s Marine Fisheries 


Commission, it was brought up that many of the divers are targeting hogfish, the larger males as 


well.  If they are spawning and depleting a particular sex may affect that.  That was the context 


of much of the discussion at the commission last year. 


 


MR. DUREN:  I think if we don’t want certain animals killed, that is quite an appropriate 


measure to be taking, but I don’t see it should be taken under habitat rules.  I think it ought to be 


taken up under other aspects of the fishery management plan.   


 


MR. WILBER:  Do we know if other panels are considering this? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, this was brought up to the Snapper Grouper Panel and to the Coral Panel 


but I don’t think there was a whole lot of discussion at the Coral Panel on this issue, but Snapper 


Grouper had some input.  But, again, as early as this is in the stage, kind of the request was this 


is a list and the council has to move forward with this action.  Duane may have more details on 


that because I did not see the specifics from snapper grouper on powerheads. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Along those lines, we have heard some anecdotal stuff about the habitat tie.  Do 


we know of any reports or more formal studies that would get us beyond simply a collection of 


anecdotes? 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Pace, the bullet specifically says North Carolina, and I have heard I think 


Florida express an interest in this, too.  If we are talking about it, why won’t we talk about it 


from the whole South Atlantic side; because if North Carolina has a problem and they outlaw it 


out there, then they are going to move into South Carolina, and I don’t want to see that.  If they 


move into South Carolina and we outlaw them, then they move to Georgia.  Why don’t we just 


tackle the whole thing as the South Atlantic and not just North Carolina? 
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MR. WILBER:  I think that is good.  We are going to at least begin talking about this now, 


clearly talking about it as a South Atlantic thing and not simply something simply limited to 


North Carolina.  Again, as Duane said, our charge as the Habitat AP would be to build the best 


habitat case for this prohibition.   


 


The more we can get beyond anecdotes or maybe start formalizing the collection of those 


anecdotes, the closer we are to building that stronger case.  This is something I guess Roger and 


the rest of the council will take into advisement and figure out how to move to the next level on 


this discussion. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Some of these specific points right here, if we can begin to pull together what  


have been identified, sound issues, breakage, and disruption of sex ratio by harvest of larger 


individuals, all those on the habitat and ecosystem context are pretty significant.  As you all have 


mentioned those, as Pace has indicated if you can identify any resources where it may begin to 


provide that type of technical background and input, that is going to be important to move that up 


the chain as this proceeds.   


 


This is early in the process so I think we have got of latitude to not only go from what you know, 


but also now that this has been kind of clarified a little bit more about intent and what we are 


looking at, individuals can maybe look into other great literatures and other things that may 


provide more foundation for this action. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, are we ready to move on to the next bullet, expansion of the Coral HAPC 


boundaries?  A few people are nodding; I guess that is good.  All right, so on to the next bullet.  


Roger, just kind of refresh our minds real quick as to where those expansions might be. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Probably best to look at it in kind of three different contexts right now.  


Really, we only have two on the table as even consideration right now; the first being the 


expansion of the Cape Lookout HAPC.  Again, on all of these we have to really look at other 


information beyond what the recommendation is.  We have to look at the fishery use as well as 


other habitat information.   


 


Right now there is a small area to the north that has been identified as potentially expansion of 


the Cape Lookout, so that is the first area.  The second proposal was looking at a larger area, but 


again tied to the western boundary of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC.  Some of this has to do 


with a detailed survey that was identified plus some information that has been identified that has 


been provided by the Navy.   


 


I think it was very clear from what I had heard is that the recommendation may be based more on 


potential habitat distribution than actually some of the detailed high-resolution or field-verified 


information.  As we go through this process we will see some more detail from the Navy on 


some of their information as well as other information that the council has to review.  Those are 


the two major areas.   


 


The third one was the distribution of oculina north of the existing HAPC area.  Right now there 


is nothing on the table.  There have been some cruises that have identified – again some multi-
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beam that have identified additional pinnacle system to the north, and we have to look at – I 


think John Reed may be providing a recommendation prior to the December council meeting.  


We do not have that in hand right now, so that is going to be moving forward. 


 


I will identify that the council has known that there are some of those habitats to the north.  The 


rock shrimp fishery – and it is not just the royal reds now – the rock shrimp fishery when you 


starts talking about oculina has been fishing some of those northern habitats pretty extensively 


for a lot of years. 


 


I think that is also going to have to be taken into account as we go down that road to see what the 


impact of that fishery has been on those habitats, if they are recoverable.  Those will be all in 


balance as the council looks and deliberates on it.  Those are the three contexts.  Some has more 


information, some is still in development, and again this is early in the process and we haven’t 


even looked at the detailed use patterns yet.  But those are on the table for at least consideration 


by the council for adding into the suites for scoping. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Any comments?  I would suspect, again just my personal opinion, that the AP 


would have no issue with expanding the boundaries provided that the habitat is present in the 


expansion areas, and that we are pretty comfortable with the documentation of that; just throwing 


that out as a general statement. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I will just make a comment that my guess is that this is something that we 


should get use to; because as more mapping is done, I presume we are going to find more and 


more deep coral habitat. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Another question that I would pose along these lines is the way it is phrased, it 


is phrased as a Coral HAPC, and then I presume that the actual mechanics of the expansion 


would also invoke the language to make it an EFH-HAPC so we don’t ever find ourselves in the 


situation again of having something designated a Coral HAPC but not an EFH-HAPC in creating 


that regulatory ambiguity about that difference; is that right? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and actually I guess we could talk to some of the legal people, because 


right now the designations, once the bounds are put in place, the way the designation is moving 


forward, it is by name.  I am not sure it is necessary – it is not going into the rule the EFH-HAPC 


designations under CE-BA 2.  So just say if that did move forward to CE-BA 3, just clarifying 


that while the Cape Lookout HAPC-CHAPC is EFH-HAPC, this expansion essentially is also 


covered.  What you are doing is you are expanding a designation that already exists, so just 


clarifying it in the record I think is going to be important within that document.   


 


I don’t think it is going to be as significant because you have taken the broader area already.  It is 


like the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC; that will be a modification clarification.  Then within the 


record building the case, you can also identify that I would assume, but this is something that we 


need to make sure.   


 


I think that is the important point Pace is making; what you don’t want to do is create something 


and then end up in the same place where you have a piece that is not also being looked at as a 
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significant EFH area, because that is where you get into some of the ability to get into the 


permitting review process more effectively by having the HAPC designation, also. 


 


MR. WILBER:  It would be feasible the next time the AP meets that we actually have maps and 


boundary coordinates for these expansion areas; is the information moving along fast enough to 


do that? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, if the council does look at this as for potential, I would assume there is 


going to be something that is going to be on the table for the scoping meetings in January/ 


February.  We have got the buildings of potentially what the proposals are; and if they endorse 


those, we are going to have to at least look at the information that is available, other information 


that may be available in habitat on fishery operations for those scoping meetings in the future. 


 


Of course, that would be the first level before it even goes to public hearing.  Remember, the 


intent here is just to go to scoping.  You would look at public hearings in the middle of next year 


for any action that the council may be deliberating.  I would assume by that point we are going to 


have a lot more amassed in terms of habitat distribution, on characterization or maybe even 


refinement of some of those proposals. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Anything further to add to this bullet?  All right, I am kind of sensing people are 


looking for a break time; you know we have been at it for about 90 minutes.  We will take a 


break for 15 minutes.   


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay so the last three bullets that were in the potential CE-BA 3 issues all dealt 


with – well, the Bullets 4 and 5 dealt with wreckfish.  The first one that we need to discuss is the 


consideration of expansion of the Snowy Wreck MPA.  Roger, just refresh our memories on 


what exactly was being pondered there. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  There had been discussion about the Snowy Wreck MPA and the possibility  


there had been new work and identification of a new deepwater wreck and potentially they could 


expand the wreck to cover – the MPA to cover that new area.  In addition, there had been some 


information that in the deeper section of the MPA there may be lophelia coral.  At the 


deliberations with the Coral AP there was no specific recommendation other than the need to 


move forward with additional work, research characterization to really define the extent of the 


habitat within those areas, the coral within the area, and potentially how that whole wreck 


associates with the rest of the MPA.  That is where that stands right now at least with the most 


recent input on the Snowy Wreck MPA. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Do you have a map just to remind us all where the Snowy Wreck MPA is 


located? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Roger, do you know if the lophelia was growing on the wreck or is there hard 


structure within the MPA? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think may have been on part of the – well, no, actually I think it is on the 


southern portion of the MPA, on probably hard bottom area. 
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AP MEMBER:  I would be really interested to see the mapping results of that.  My 


understanding before from conversations with Steve Ross, and I don’t know if this was based on 


some mapping work he had done before, that MPA area was almost entirely sand except for the 


wreck itself.  It would be great to learn more about that. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That is the Snowy Wreck MPA, so you can see its relationship to Wilmington, 


et cetera, offshore.  You are looking at it occurring mainly between, say 100, a little less than 100 


meters and probably 300.  Mid portion of it is at about 200 meters.  You are getting into some 


deeper edges right on the outside deeper section of the snowy. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Mr. Chairman, from what I recall, when we were talking about making the 


Snowy Grouper Wreck an MPA, Michelle Duval, who is not here, told me that there were me 


areas neighboring to the MPA, and I don’t recall that, that might have been actually a better than 


a sand bottom to include in the MPA.  I would like to see – we probably need to look at that and 


get Michelle involved in this as well.  I would like to see more information about this. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so we take that as an action item for Roger and myself to pull that 


information together and find a mechanism to either share it with the committee in advance of 


the next meeting or at the next AP meeting. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I just want to mention that we have started monitoring the Snowy Wreck 


MPA for snapper grouper species.  That wasn’t sampled very often by MARMAP; but with the 


increase in efforts and SEFIS, we were able to start sampling the MPAs a little more.  A couple 


years from now we will probably have a good idea what that does in terms of populations within 


the MPAs and outside the MPAs in nearby areas. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right moving on to the next bullet, the wreckfish fishery impacts, the 


deepwater coral habitat; it sounds like a gear restriction.   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and as I indicated, unless other members have any other information 


right now, it started out as an information need and a research need from its original plan through 


CE-BA 1.  As far as I know there still isn’t any other detailed video or information document and 


any kind of impacts right now.  As it stands, CE-BA 1 does identify it technically as a non- 


bottom tending gear, because it is elevated from the bottom in the way it is fished, but unknown 


quantity of what it does relative to the ledges or other habitats.  


 


MR. KELLISON:  Roger, are you familiar with the gear or is anyone in here familiar with the 


wreckfish gear, like how it is fished?  I know that if you said heavy weights, some of those areas 


are high current areas.  I know the same is true for the deep-dropping, which is that last bullet.  A 


question is he said it is fished off the bottom, but how is that determine when it is close to the 


bottom; like how do people avoid – I would assume that they would maybe just drop it to the 


bottom and then pick it up off the bottom. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I think that is correct is the heavy weights, that they drop to the bottom.  I 


think the time those weights are on the bottom is relatively short, so they pull them up 


immediately. 
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MR. KELLISON:  Right, so it seems that the potential impact would be the impact.  Right, it 


would be a point-source impact. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Further comments?  This looks like Roger said an information-gathering 


exercise I guess rather then something really on the verge of maturing into a proposed action.  


We move on to the next bullet. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I have one question, and I am not sure what the procedures are within the 


Habitat AP, but I think it would be very strong if there is a research recommendation from the 


AP to get some information on that.  I am not sure whether that was done already, but that may 


help with the research efforts. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so Terry seconded Marcel’s motion. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I am not an AP member, so I am not sure if I can make a motion. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Terry is going to make the motion. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I make that a research priority. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Is there a second from someone?   


 


MR. GEER:  I’ll second it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Thank you, Pat.  Okay, any discussion of the motion that we should make 


a research priority the examination of wreckfish fishery impacts to deepwater coral? 


 


MS. DREVENAK:  Can we widen that to include deep-dropping as well.  I don’t know how 


similar the methodologies are, but it seems like as long as we are making that recommendation 


we could expand it a bit? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Terry, it is your motion; do you agree? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Agreed. 


 


MR. DUREN:  I think through this investigation is a good idea.  I am curious how; would it 


involve rovers or how would we collect the information? 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I think the current idea is to attach cameras on the lines and document what 


happens at the bottom when the gear hits the bottom or if the gear hits the bottom.  I think that is 


the current thinking about how best to do this.   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and on the wreckfish fishery that is going to be more straightforward 


because you are talking about using a 50-pound weight and it is pretty significant gear.  They can 


drop down deep-dropping maybe a couple pounds or upwards of even more than that but nothing 


remotely close to that. 
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Plus, I don’t think you are going to be dropping video cameras down on a standard deep-drop.  It 


may have to be some type of a different avenue of trying to accomplish that.  I think the 


wreckfish is definitely more straightforward in terms of trying to apply the technology to get the 


information. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I just had a question.  Do they anchor; are they anchored out there?     


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Neither one do they anchor on. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so are we ready to take a vote on making this a research priority or 


recommending it as a research priority to the council?  All in favor; those opposed.  Seeing 


none, another unanimous vote here.  That probably takes care of the last bullet, too.  The next 


issue – we went through the six bullets that Roger brought to the table for consideration in CE-


BA 3.   


 


Now the next is are there additional things that CE-BA 3 might want to contain, whether those 


are fishery management type recommendations or EFH recommendations; anything we feel that 


the current suite of regulations and EFH designations are not currently accomplishing that we 


could improve upon. 


 


MS. DREVENAK:  Yes, I would like to see some actions on forage fish as part of an EFH 


designation or a more general policy that the council would make.  I think there has been a lot of 


action at the SSC on a national level in that direction, and I am not sure if it is totally ripe for 


action, but I would like to see us scope it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, this is not the first time this subject has come up.  I will provide a little bit 


of background.  It is the opinion of the legal counsel in the Southeast Regional Office of NOAA 


Fisheries that we cannot designate EFH for forage fish because forage fish themselves are not 


federally managed species.  The backdoor way into doing that is that the quality or the level of 


service that various essential fish habitats provide to federally managed species is dependent 


upon the amount of forage fish inside those essential fish habitats.   


 


For example, shad is not a federally managed fishery species.  We can’t designate EFH for shad, 


but the amounts of young shad hanging out in estuaries and are available as food certainly affects 


the services that estuarine EFH provides to the federally managed species.  That is partly how we 


kind of hang some of this stuff on these non-managed species.   


 


Whatever the AP wants to recommend is what the AP wants to recommend, but my personal 


view would be that pursuing this as an EFH designation would kind of lead us into those same 


old legal walls we hit before, but pursuing it as some sort of a policy document might be a 


wonderful thing to do.  Exactly what that policy document might say is something we can talk 


about.  Any other comments on that proposal? 


 


MR. DUREN:  The ASMFC has ongoing active programs to reduce harvest of shad, river 


herring, and menhaden, and they are being fairly aggressive at trying to improve management of 


those forage fishes.  I think it is really good.  I have been thinking how do we find a place to 
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hang something habitat related on that?  I can’t see how to do it, but certainly there is a 


substantial emphasis right now on doing a better job with management of the forage fish, which 


is good. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, I will just bring up for those who might be unaware of it, but there has been 


a petition – and I forgot the name of the NGO group that did it – to the Fisheries Service to list 


blueback herring and alewives as protected under the Endangered Species Act.  The Fisheries 


Service has agreed to look at that fairly carefully.   


 


Now my crystal ball is not nearly good enough to tell you what the outcome of that might be, but 


it is a fairly interesting proposal.  It is getting a little bit more serious consideration than a lot of 


those proposals that are made to the Fisheries Service.  Coincident with that is also the Fish and 


Wildlife Service is now reexamining its two-year-old or three-year-old determination not to list 


American eel to determine if that was actually the correct decision and whether they should be 


protecting American eel as well. 


 


It may be that a couple years from now through the Endangered Species Act and the critical 


habitat designations that usually are accompanying an ESA designation or ESA protection, we 


might be getting blueback herring and alewives and American eel. With a pending final decision 


on Atlantic sturgeon and already having shortnose sturgeon, a lot of the diadromous fish will 


already kind of be covered through another avenue. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I would like to respond to John’s comment about ASMFC and other states.  The 


fact that river herring are even being considered as coming under the ESA as an endangered 


species is an embarrassment to the states and ASMFC.  The fact that they are finally getting into 


it, I wouldn’t give them credit for that. 


 


MS. DEATON:  For ideas to consider for scoping, I feel like more information is needed on the 


nearshore hard bottom use by the snapper grouper species, because in general we say it is the 


secondary nursery habitat and nursery habitat, a lot of these, but we don’t have any details on 


how much they use them or which species use them.  They are the most threatened by beach 


nourishment activities at least in our state.  I don’t know how to word that but I think we need 


more information on pinning that down. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think that is an excellent thing to throw into the list.  Terry. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  Anne you just tickled the cockles of my heart.  I have sued those people a 


number of times, and I am going to again as soon as possible.  Ken Lindeman, he had a lot to do 


with the EFH regulations, and several other scientists just did an incredibly robust study of what 


lives there when at what age and why.  They did it for the Florida Department of Environmental 


Protection.  If you don’t have that document, I can give it to you. 


 


MS. DEATON:  But also that is off of Florida, but off of North Carolina and maybe Georgia and 


South Carolina, too, we need that type of information, but I haven’t seen that yet. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, to that specifically, the material you are talking about with Ken and a lot 


of that went directly into the FEP, and a lot of it was also guiding some of the policy work on 


sand removal because of the nearshore hard bottom designation.  We specifically designated 


those nearshore hard bottoms off of Florida because of the critical life stages for grunt and 


snappers that that provided.  I think that was excellent information on that, but again it gets to 


this point that we don’t have that level of information for some of the other states in our region, 


because it is at some of the most critical areas. 


 


MS. DEATON:  And there is zero visibility usually. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  Just a point of clarification, although it may already be defined, it is probably 


going to be good to define what nearshore is especially if this leads to research recommendations 


or monitoring recommendations. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Along those lines not only would nearshore benefit from being clarified but also 


the amount of relief would help in clarification as well, because much of the nearshore hard 


bottom in Florida is relatively low relief hard bottom.  A lot of discussion occurs over the 


frequency of its emergence and burial and how that affects its potential value and whether 


eroding shorelines mean that we have more of this nearshore hard bottom than what we have had 


in the past and all kinds of stuff.   


 


Just as a personal anecdote, I did beach nourishment permitting 25 years ago when I first got out 


of college, and I am doing beach nourishment permitting on the same projects now and it is the 


same issues 25 years later.  It would be really nice if some really focused research kind of 


clarified some of this stuff.  Okay, any other issues that folks would like to see go into scoping 


for CE-BA 3?  Have we got all of the HAPCs we possibly need, every darned creek? 


 


DR. ELKINS:  I know this may be a little out of the realm of our purview but snapper grouper, 


especially gag, they are found inshore in estuaries.  Is there some way that we can touch upon 


that for inshore protection of habitat or is that untouchable by this group?  I am speaking of 


oyster reefs and that kind of – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Those are a part of the essential fish habitat designations, and I think one of 


the most powerful things we have in our region is the fact you have a species like gag that use 


oyster reefs in North Carolina or in South Carolina and Georgia as settlement zones, sea grasses 


in North Carolina and Florida, all those become part of its critical life stages.  I think routinely 


those species are identified in the EFH consultations and comments.  It is not only important but 


I think it is pretty critical to emphasize. 


 


DR. REICHERT:   Just for your information, under SEAMAP we are monitoring gag ingress in 


those creeks in collaboration with North Carolina Commission and Georgia DNR, in North 


Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia, and we have done it for a number of years.  There is a 


monitoring program in place to look at the ingress of gag juveniles and larvae in a number of 


estuaries.  I think the current number is eight or ten estuaries. 
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MR. WILBER:  To follow up on Chris’s comment, generally speaking in the fishery 


management plans for the South Atlantic they tend to designate EFH aggregating across life 


history stages; and in the case of the multi-species fishery management plans by aggregating 


across species.   


 


Sometimes an inadvertent consequence of that multiple levels of aggregation is that some really 


important habitat species associations, individual species associations that are particularly well 


documented and particularly well known kind of slip through the cracks a little bit.  There are 


some parts of the EFH designation that does call out a specific habitat for a particular species. 


 


One thing that could be done under the snapper grouper designation is to call out some of those 


specific estuarine dependencies for particular species like gag.  That is something that would be 


within the character of what is done across the other designations. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Actually, there are some specific cases where we did it with – I think it was 


Spanish mackerel where we had some more detailed information about locational distribution 


from I think the original ESI work in Georgia potentially.  We have done that and I think as the 


information is available it is well within the purview to add those types of various species 


specific as I think it gives it even more power.  You can fold that into – even though you have 


those designations, it can be part of the overall designation, add that in just like you are adding 


individual state designation or any refinements that we are able to collect. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Well, if the information is available, which it appears it is, I certainly think that 


we need to have that in front of us so if necessary future actions can be made upon it and make 


an informed decision. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so do we want to take that as sort of an action item to continue to explore 


that or are we ready to even maybe go up a notch as an AP and recommend that that be part of 


the scoping for CE-BA 3? 


 


MS. DEATON:  Okay, I will make a motion that we support that research as a priority research. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, you all know what comes next, right, somebody has to second it.  There 


we go.  All right, let’s make sure we have the language right on that, Anne.  Maybe after 


research, insert “and EFH designations”; is that okay, Anne?  It’s your motion. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Okay, so are you including the hard bottom part above it or are we just doing it 


in general? 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think the way the conversation has kind of moved is that we had kind of gotten 


past the hard bottom discussion and moved into this, but if you wish to amend that to include the 


hard bottom we certainly can do that.  That is what it might look like. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Yes, I think I would say particularly nearshore hard bottom or something like 


that because to me that is a big gap for the snapper grouper complex, so that is good. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and it parallels exactly what we did with the nearshore hard bottoms off 


Florida.  We are kind of crystallizing down to what the intent was. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so this is our recommendation? 


 


MS. DREVENAK:  I wonder if in addition to this it might be helpful – I mean, it would be for 


me if the next time we meet if we could, I don’t know, have a presentation about the science that 


exists on this issue and what the possible actions are.  It seems like there is a lot of interest in this 


area and I certainly think this AP it’s within our realm. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, getting to that, I think one of the directives that came out of the EFH 


review was to begin building species-specific habitat information.  I think we have already 


initiated work with FWRI in the state of Florida to begin building an eco-species module.   


 


I think what we are trying to do is build on information that we have from the habitat plan that 


went into the updated fishery ecosystem plan then ultimately into an interactive system for 


individual species, refining habitat, and then also creating as part of that process – I didn’t even 


get a chance to touch really into the details of it – individual species characterizations that are 


going to be done.  The first one Florida is going to be doing is red snapper to develop in advance 


of the next stock assessment. 


 


The idea is it is going to get similar to what was done for individual species in other regions but 


to get to this, and that may be the feeder that really does give you some more specific areas and 


locations.  There is real opportunity to address exactly what we are talking about.  I think we are 


going right down that road right now to get more information because it is going to be useful.  


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so we have the motion to support research and EFH designation of 


habitats associated with specific species use of estuarine, nearshore hard bottom or other 


habitats.  Do we have a second on that?  Thank you, Terry.  If no further discussion all in 


favor; any opposed?  Three in a row; that is great. 


 


Okay any other items we want to take to scoping?  I will throw out a really crazy one just to see 


if people are paying attention this late in the morning.  We are hearing more and more proposals 


now from the Corps of Engineers to build these multimillion cubic yard silty sand berms 


offshore and describing those as fishery habitat. 


 


They proposed it for a Savannah Harbor Expansion Project, they are considering it for the 


Charleston Harbor Deepening Project.  Similar berms like this exist in the Gulf of Mexico and up 


around Chesapeake Bay.  Does anyone have anyone have any feelings on those types of 


activities?  Should we be supporting those kinds of things, opposing them, opposing them to the 


point that we want policy statements or are they wonderful things that we should designate as 


essential fish habitat?  They are constructed out of what most people would call spoil. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  What do other people call them? 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Let me jump in there real quick, because this is not a new issue because I 


think we addressed some of this when there was that whole effort in Georgetown on creation of 


habitats from spoil banks and trying to build systems.  I know we have touched on some of it in 


one of the policy statements, so that is an avenue to refine this, especially as more and more are 


coming online and being touted as habitat efforts. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Just out of curiosity, Roger, having not been here at that point, what was the 


Habitat Advisory Panel’s stance back then when you addressed it originally? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think we were to a great degree opposing some of those efforts originally, 


and I think that guided some of the policy statements because there was other – I think part of it 


had to do with potential re-suspension of bad materials in the areas plus the success rates that 


may occur on creation of some of these habitats if they actually were successful or if they 


basically just eroded away.  


 


There were some of those original discussions in some of the early efforts that were done and 


concerns about moving sand sources in areas that may be highly dynamic or spawning locations 


or different things in inlet mouths and different places that might be really potentially a lot more 


damaging than people would understand.   


 


Just trying to dig back into some of the initial discussions, I think we can go back into the policy 


statements and work its way back to see where that might be worthwhile reinvestigating because 


it was a big issue.  Especially if a lot more is going to be done, it is probably something that at 


least should be resurfaced to clarify some of this. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Yes, I was going to say at the very least it should be site-specific.  I know some 


of the berms in the Gulf, a major one is causing severe seagrass die-off, which we certainly don’t 


want. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I would say is it EFH; absolutely not.  Should we support it; I don’t.  If you are 


going to call them a habitat, you have to start looking at artificial reefs as well.  It is an artificial 


material that you are artificially creating something.  I think over time at least in Savannah we 


felt that it was going to dissipate and you aren’t going to have these structures anymore; the 


sediment was just going to move.  No, I don’t support them. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  When we are talking about EFH, we are talking about federally managed 


species, so certainly whether they would be a federal habitat should be a concern but are there 


any federally managed species that we believe would utilize sand berms as habitat if we created 


sand berms? 


 


MR. WILBER:  I believe the limited research that has been done of the one off in the Gulf of 


Mexico showed that red snapper hang out there.  They look at how the eddies slough off of the 


berm and create little feeding areas for red snapper. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  That does make sense, I guess, and perhaps we don’t know that much about 


red snapper, the smaller juveniles, because I know in the Gulf the juveniles tend to be associated 
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with non-structured habitat, so that could be true in the South Atlantic as well and we don’t have 


that information.  Unfortunately, that is a big gap.   


I would note that last year, 2011, our fish-independent survey group spent some time looking for 


hard bottom habitats and map off of northeastern Florida, and we used a predicted model that a 


guy named Daniel Dunn – he was one of Pat Halpin’s students at Duke – created.  It was up to 


the model to predict hard bottom distribution based on just a few inputs. 


 


A lot of the places where the model predicted hard bottom distribution, it appeared that there 


were just basically big sand mounds.  We went out and found – this is pretty far offshore, but 


those habitats do I think appear to exist to a pretty good extent within the South Atlantic, which 


is interesting to me.  In some cases some pretty strong vertical profiles are associated with it. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I would just say the policy we need to make sure that the creation of these, if 


they are going to do them, doesn’t damage other well-established essential fish habitat.  I can tell 


you a number of stories starting with yesterday.  I was fishing at the river for red fish up around 


Hilton Head.  Those geniuses from Great Lakes Dredging Dock were bringing in their cranes and 


their dredges in.   


 


The tide was a seven-foot tide yesterday and they put this huge barge right on top of an oyster 


bed that was submerged.  We just sat there and caught red fish after red fish and just waited and 


watched and drank beer and laughed at them because they were high and dry.  But they literally 


put about 300 feet by 50 feet of barge on top of an oyster bed yesterday.  Then they tried to push 


them off for hours with their tucks.   


 


I can tell you story after story after story in the Southeast Florida Inlet where they have thrown 


perfectly good beach sand in the inlet somewhere offshore and not put them on the beach. Then 


they have gone into the Intercoastal and dredged up God knows what in terms of silt and muck 


and pollution and thrown it on the beach.   


 


I have caught them time and time again falsifying data information.  We won one major lawsuit 


from them doing that.  They cannot be trusted, period.  They just can’t be trusted to just willy-


nilly go out and create a sand berm that might provide some ephemeral habitats.  I hope that you 


all would support some fairly strong language, maybe even a letter to the Corps saying that if 


you think you are going to snowball us, you are crazy. 


 


MS. WENDT:  I don’t know whether this has been considered before as part of a policy 


statement, but we might want to broaden that issue to consider all so-called beneficial uses of 


dredged soil that involves open water disposal of dredge material, whether it is marsh creation or 


berm creation, but that may be too broad, I don’t know. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  It actually isn’t.  What I will do is we have got a specific policy statement that 


was trying to capture a number of these.  I remember the original one that came forward and then 


we expanded that, because I think we may have termed it as like coastal engineering.  It was to 


try to address a whole suite of those. 
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What I will do is I will make sure – it is available on the website; what I can do is just e-mail 


what policy statement I am thinking of and then that can be the beginnings of the foundation to 


address these.  I think that is where it is encompassed, at least some of it.  It may not address all 


of the concerns and especially the newer ones that are going on now. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I was just going to add that there is a case where the Corps right now is doing a 


feasibility study looking at Curry Tuck Sound and how to improve habitat work hauling 


conditions there.  Based on their results, it looks like there has been a loss of submerged aquatic 


vegetation because of primarily vetch. 


 


It is not because of the waters nutrients, which they thought at first it was nutrients, but it 


elevated suspended sediment, and they are talking about creating possibly these islands out there 


to be windbreaks to reduce vetch.  I mean, there can be positive uses of this at times, so I think 


the policy needs to be careful not to restrict some beneficial uses as well, to be valid. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, I think what we need to take a good look at is this original policy; 


protection and restoration of essential habitats from beach dredging, filling, and large-scale 


coastal engineering, because this is getting to beached dredging and fill activities in the coastal 


zone.  I have got to go back and look if it addresses all of the types of areas that we are talking 


about, because it does get into at least some of the specific activities that we have been talking 


about, and the zones from inlets to offshore; the way the policy says, if you all are familiar with, 


tie it back to individual and managed species or complexes. 


 


MR. DUREN:  I think one of these marine engineering projects would require not only the Corps 


to make its assessment and approve the project, but also U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and if it 


is in state waters probably the Department of Natural Resources or whatever is an equivalent 


body.  I am not opposed at all to careful management or regulation of it, but I am just asking how 


could we do something that would require or lay more management or regulation over the 


structure that already exists. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I think we might be getting lost in regulations here.  I think it is good for all of 


you to realize as scientists what me and Jenks know from personal experience.  The natural 


process of nature dictates what we are going to have.  If the Corps is depositing sand or someone 


is making a development that changes something or in North Carolina PCS Phosphate is going to 


dig up a creek and go over here and make I don’t know how many thousand acres into what was 


a riverine swamp, they are spending thousands and thousands, hundreds of thousands of dollars 


to do that and all they had to do was plug the ditches, it would have done it by itself.   


 


I would not support anything that is going to alter what to me is the only way to describe it the 


natural process of evolution.  If Curry Tuck Sound is going to go devoid of vegetation as it once 


was, so be it.  I fished in Albemarle Sound without vegetation; I fished in Albemarle Sound 


when vegetation is as thick as that table.  I caught more fish with none.  When we decide to 


oppose a Corps position, I think we would be on solid ground by saying we intend to perpetuate 


the species as best we can through our management and through manipulation of processes that 


affect the natural order of things. 
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MR. MIKELL:  I am curious; does it make any difference whether the berms are parallel or 


perpendicular to the beach?   


 


MR. WILBER:  My understanding is that when the Corps intentionally builds these mega 


million cubic yard berms, that they do extensive engineering and modeling studies to investigate 


the permanence of the berm and to investigate how it interacts with the currents to try and see if 


they can visualize those eddies and other things that might attract fish-feeding areas. 


 


They generally are parallel to the beach, but I wouldn’t say that – to my knowledge I would not 


say that they have ruled out a perpendicular berm.  But the ones that I have seen constructed and 


the plans for the ones that I have seen that were not constructed, all were parallel to the beach. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Well, that would be like when you look at the Mississippi Delta or Charleston 


Harbor and the Washington Folly Beach, all those things were Corps engineered.  I just think 


they need to have some restrictions or some eyeballs watching them from time to time. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I just want to address Mr. Duren’s concerns.  I guess it is not really within the 


authority, if I understand the law right, for us to create regulations, but we can create support for 


regulations.  I have been in a number of these fights where the council has sent letters and it has 


helped to bolster NMFS and NOAA’s opposition to bad projects.   


 


Theoretically, although I have never been involved in having to support a good project that was 


using beneficial spoil where there were any questions about whether it was beneficial or not, we 


had to do that in two cases in the Lake Worth Lagoon where we used spoil off of a spoil island to 


create marshes, and they were wonderful things.  But it gives NOAA some backup, some reserve 


for us to tell the Corps, hey, I am going to elevate this if you continue to be dishonest or 


overstate the benefits of this or whatever they typically do.   


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, just to put a little wrap on this – I didn’t intend the conversation to go this 


long – was we do know that the Corps of Engineers, Charleston District, is considering these 


options for the spoil disposal for the deepening of Charleston Harbor.  There are a few of us in 


the room that are part of the working groups that the Charleston Corps of Engineers has put 


together to kind of further flesh out how the deepening of the harbor might go.   


 


So we now understand what the general consensus of the advisory panel is about whether it is a 


smart idea to build a 5 million or a 10 million cubic yard berm off the entrance of Charleston 


Harbor, I think that is valuable to have.  Roger and I will take as an action item going back to 


that 2003 policy statement to see if there is any augmentation of that that might be feasible to 


kind of maybe solidify that kind of feeling that was expressed today; and if so, we will make a 


motion to do that at the next AP meeting. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Let me ask you one more question.  What is wrong with the spoil area they used 


for the last dredging? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Again, keep in mind that the Charleston Project is still in its infancy so we don’t 


really know exactly how it is going to flesh out; but when they deepen to 50 or so feet they are 
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going to have to extend the entrance channel seaward to get to the 50-foot contour.  The Corps is 


looking at options that don’t require them to move that material all that far.  


 


If they can create some kind of big berm adjacent to that newly constructed channel and orient 


that berm in a way that they believe it will act as fishery habitat, then they have some incentives 


in their process to pursue that option.  Of course, if we don’t agree that it would provide that 


fishery habitat value, then actually the Corps will probably pretty quickly stop pursuing that 


option, as Pat could probably attest.  Once the opposition to that proposal happened down in 


Savannah, it got taken off the table very quickly. 


 


MR. DUREN:  This is just for our information or maybe if we are going to investigate we can 


add it to the list of things to look at, but there is a marine engineering company that has been 


promoting and has actually built several berms out of basically plastic fiber super sacks filled 


with sand.  By putting the sand in the bag and then placing them out in front of the beaches there, 


their hope is that they will last longer and not be eroded by the current.  If we are going to look at 


artificial berms, we probably ought to look at that method of creating them as well. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I have seen that done with those bags and as quickly as they could fill them, the 


currents washed around the bags and pretty much washed them away.  That was behind 


Ocracoke Inlet in Big Foot Slough, a half a million dollar project that lasted about a month. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Any other items folks want to throw onto the table for discussion in CE-BA 3?  


If there aren’t any, we can break for lunch and resume at one o’clock.   


 


The Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council reconvened in the Charleston Marriott Hotel, Charleston, South Carolina, 


Tuesday afternoon, November 15, 2011, and was called to order at 1:00 o’clock p.m. by 


Chairman Pace Wilber.   


 


MR. WILBER:   We’ve got some information about ongoing mapping efforts at both the federal 


and at the state levels.  The goal here and what the subject of our discussion at the end of this 


afternoon’s session will be to advise the council on any critical gaps we see in these mapping 


efforts.  Gaps would be something that should be mapped that apparently is not getting mapped, 


but would be important to have mapped or maybe to identify some technical comments or some 


technical leverages or synergies between these mapping efforts.  The first of these presentations 


is going to be from our colleagues at the Navy.     


 


Each of these presentations should be about 30 minutes long including questions, right, so we 


can stay on task.  While we are waiting for the projector to turn on, I will tell you what I know 


about Carter.  He is a mathematician at heart.  He used to send me these comment letters that 


were full of equations and statistical probabilities and stuff like that. 


 


I didn’t really understand any of it, but David McDuffie, who was his colleague from the Norfolk 


Office of Atlantic Fleet Forces Command, assured me everything was okay, the Navy has got it 


under control, not to worry about it.  That was good enough for us so we just signed off, so that 


was it.   
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MR. WATTERSON:  I have worked with several of the people in this room in the past, but for 


those of you that don’t know me my name is Carter Watterson.  I currently work for the Naval 


Facility Engineering Command, which is a component of the U.S. Department of the Navy.  Two 


years ago at this same meeting Dave McDuffie and I were here and Dave gave a presentation on 


at that time the Navy’s upcoming bottom mapping efforts that were going to take place off the 


coast of Florida. 


 


As we promised at that time we have come back today to give a presentation on what the results 


of those bottom mapping efforts were.  We were concerned primarily with two different areas off 


the coast of Florida, off the east coast of Florida where we went out to collect hydrographic and 


groundtruthing data. 


 


The first was the Undersea Warfare Training Range.  Now this range is not currently there; it has 


been proposed.  The final EIS or the EIS has been finalized and we are in the process of 


designing the range, and implementation of that range will probably begin within the next couple 


of years.   


 


The intent of that range is to be used for anti-submarine warfare exercises and will consist of 


approximately 300 different nodes placed on the bottom throughout the range.  Now these nodes 


are passive acoustic detectors, and they can monitor the ships and submarines operating in the 


area during an exercise and basically play back the exercise for those operators following the 


exercise and give them an idea of how they did.   


 


Now between each of these nodes there are going to be interconnecting cables, and some of these 


cables depending on the area will likely have to be buried to prevent disruption particularly in 


areas where there is fishing such as trawling.  The second area we surveyed was what is known 


as the Charlie-Charlie Gunnery Range, and this range has been used for the past several decades 


for training with non-explosive practice munitions and high-explosive ordinance.   


 


As you can see here this is a map of the East Coast and Gulf of Mexico and all these little red 


outlined areas along the coast represent different operating areas that the Navy currently uses for 


training and testing exercises.  On the east coast, the very southernmost operating area there is 


what is known as the Jacksonville Operating Area.   


 


As I mentioned, the two areas we surveyed are located within that.  The blue area is the proposed 


Undersea Warfare Training Range.  The line connecting the range to the shore is a corridor that 


was called the Trunk Cable Corridor.  This corridor will actually contain a cable running from 


the shoreline facility at Naval Station Mayport out to the range itself.  This area has also been 


surveyed, but we only recently got the results of that and it won’t be included in this 


presentation.  Just to the north of that you can see the three ranges together. 


 


Those are what the Navy calls Alfa-Alfa, Bravo-Bravo, and Charlie-Charlie.  Those are three 


gunnery boxes that have been used for the past several decades.  The one that tends to be most 


heavily used is the one to the furthest east, which is the Charlie-Charlie range.  We decided to do 


the survey within that range and try to determine basically what type of habitats are present 
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within that range and what level of noticeable impact we have had on that range over the past 


several decades of use.  


 


Normally we wouldn’t have been able to do the survey of the Charlie-Charlie range, but because 


we were already doing the survey, we were able to leverage a lot of the same equipment and 


vessel time.  By doing the two concurrently, it enabled us to be able to do so.  There are a lot of 


different things we have to take into account when operating down off the coast of Florida, 


particularly in this area.  The first is the right whale critical habitat that occurs along the 


shoreline.  This critical habitat is for right whales that are typically calving down in this area 


during the winter months.   


 


Also, along the continental shelf there is a series of artificial reefs and areas designated for 


artificial reef development.  The little green dots represent artificial reefs that are already out 


there.  A lot of these belong to the state of Florida.  The little light green boxes you see are areas 


that have been permitted for artificial reef development by the city of Jacksonville.  As you can 


see, the little kink we have in the Trunk Cable Corridor we had to put in there to avoid impacting 


any of these artificial reefs that are currently out there or proposed to be out there in the future. 


 


We also have a lot of potential live hard bottom that occurs off the coast.  Now this data is 


actually SEAMAP data that we were able to get off of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council EFH Website.  I guess Roger can probably explain this better than I can.  Back when 


they originally started doing mapping, this was one of the areas where they originally thought the 


lophelia distribution, the extent of the lophelia distribution was, but it was never officially 


designated. 


 


Then as we were in the process of finalizing our environmental impact statement for the 


Undersea Warfare Training Range, about two years ago the National Marine Fishery Service and 


South Atlantic Fishery Management Council actually finalized their marine protected areas.  It 


just so happens that the North Florida Marine Protected Area falls nice and neatly right in the 


northeast quadrant of our Undersea Warfare Training Range.  In addition to that, just last year 


the council and National Marine Fishery Service designated the Deep Sea Coral Habitat Area of 


Particular Concern. 


 


The western boundary of that Habitat Area of Particular Concern lies just to the east of our 


proposed Undersea Warfare Training Range, and it actually coincides with the eastern portion of 


the Charlie-Charlie range.  To give you a little more information about the ranges themselves, 


the Undersea Warfare Training Range will be approximately 500 square nautical miles in size.   


 


During the survey we also added in a 200 square nautical mile buffer to the southern end of the 


range that was surveyed in case for some reason we needed to move the range further south to 


give us a little Flexibility.  The survey itself was conducted from December 2009 to May 2010.  


The survey components that were used – and remember the intent of the survey was to gain some 


information about the different types of habitats and bathymetry within the range to enable the 


navy to plan out the design and development of the range itself. 
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The different survey components that were used for this was multibeam sonar to collect the 


bathymetry data; a sub bottom profiler, which gives you information on sediment thickness; a 


high-resolution video collected with a remotely operated vehicle, or an ROV; benthic cores and 


bottom grabs. 


Now for the Charlie-Charlie Gunnery Range this box, as I showed you previously is a little to the 


northeast of the proposed Undersea Warfare Training Range, has approximately 220 square 


nautical miles.  The survey dates coincided with that of the Undersea Warfare Training Range.  


For this particular survey all we were interested in really was determining what types of different 


habitats were out there. 


 


We didn’t need all the same level of survey components as used in the Undersea Warfare 


Training Range.  For the Charlie-Charlie range we used multi-beam sonar, high-resolution video 


and bottom grabs.  Just to give you an idea of how this was all configured off the vessel, you can 


see the sub bottom profiler was mounted in a gondola on the hull of the ship.  The net collected a 


swath of bathymetry data.   


 


At the same time we were also towing off the back of the boat the sub bottom profiler, which is 


the little yellow thing all the way in the back.  This is actually sent an acoustic signal down into 


the sediments.  It got a first reflector at the water sediment interface and then another one further 


down where it actually hit hard substrate, so that gave you an idea of how deep the sediments 


are.   


 


During a follow-up groundtruthing survey, we were using off the back of the boat, if you can see 


that, what we called a sea cast.  This was a cage that contained two bottom grabs and a video 


camera.  That was to collect surface sediments.  Then we also would deploy a gravity core, 


which actually penetrated into the sediments and gave us a core of the sediments down to 


approximately a meter in depth. 


 


Off the side of the vessel we were deploying the remotely operated vehicle.  This was actually a 


tether management system, which I will show you in more detail later.  The tether management 


system, which is essentially a big cage, would be lowered down off the vessel to approximately 


50 meters off the bottom and then the ROV would actually be deployed from that. 


 


The ROV was on a 200 meter tether and could be controlled or piloted from the vessel itself.  As 


I mentioned, the multi-beam echo sounders were housed in a gondola on the hull of the ship, as 


you can see here.  We actually used two different multi-beam systems for the survey; Reson 


SeaBat 7125 for the shallow waters of less than 100 meters, and a Reson 7150 for the deeper 


waters. 


 


I don’t know how well you can see it, but on the right of this slide you can see the results of the 


bathymetry data that were collected.  The red colors represent shallower areas while the blue 


colors represent deeper areas.  The Undersea Warfare Training Range itself encompasses 


portions of the Continental Shelf, the shelf break and the Continental Slope.   


 


The red areas you see on the map are primarily the entire Continental Shelf.  Then the orange 


area right in the middle that runs down there is actually a ridge system that runs down the center 
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of the range.  That is actually the shelf break.  That ridge system is actually composed of high 


relief rock outcrop.  Beyond that it drops off down onto the slope and out in the deeper waters.   


 


The slope as you can see it is fairly flat.  Then as you get in the deeper waters you end up with a 


lot more features, which you can see right off of here.  You can see right along the eastern edge 


of the range you start getting into some mound like features.  These are actually deep sea coral 


mounds.   


 


Just inshore of that you don’t actually have mounds, but there is a harder substrate there and you 


end up with these – I don’t know how well you can see it from where you are, but you end up 


with these furrows that run from the north to the south.  We were really curious about what these 


were so we did some literature investigation. 


 


It actually turns out that they are most likely iceberg scours from back during the ice age.  The 


ones that are documented in the literature previously had only been documented as far south as 


North Carolina and South Carolina.  These actually represent the furthest south these features 


have been documented. 


 


MR. PACE:  Carter, may I ask the relative depths of those – not relative, the actual depth of 


those, like the deeper areas where the mounds are and the areas where the scours are in there. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  The range itself runs from along the western edge.  It is about 33 meters in 


depth.  Then as you get out to the eastern edge of the range it is about 336 meters in depth.  Right 


there where the deep sea coral mounds are is probably around 300 meters.    


 


MR. PACE:  And the scours then are probably 250, 200 meters. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  A little less than that, yes and I can give you exact depth later on.  I just 


don’t have them with me at the moment.  We also collected the same data for the Charlie-Charlie 


range.  As you can see the red represents where the Continental Shelf is.  There is a much 


smaller amount of the Continental Shelf contained within the range. 


 


Again, the orange represents the shelf break, and the ridge system running along there.  Then you 


gradually move off further onto the Continental Slope.  Again, in that yellow region you can still 


see those same furrows.  Then once you get off to the deeper waters on the Continental Slope, 


which are indicated here in blue, you can start seeing a lot of deep sea coral mound formations. 


 


Also I wanted to point out there is a little area all the way to the east, this little piece that sticks 


out, this is not actually part of the range but we inadvertently collected some of the multi-beam 


data there when making turns.  What we found is there is a ridge line right there just past the 


edge of our range and it drops off very significantly after that. 


 


We actually provided this information to Andy David at the National Marine Fishery Service so 


they could go back and further investigate this area in the November survey they did last year 


that was subsequent to this survey.  I forgot to mention the Charlie-Charlie range on the western 
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boundary is about 40 meters in depth and it runs to a depth of approximately 680 meters on the 


eastern side. 


 


In addition to the bathymetry data that was collected with the multi-beam, we were also able to 


collect SeaBat acoustic imagery data with the same system.  This data allows us to do additional 


– it provides us a request line C-4 sediment types in locating sensitive habitat.  The brighter areas 


you see there indicate levels of higher reflectivity seabed. 


 


This is relatively indicative of coarser, harder material, whereas the darker areas indicate 


sediment such as silts or clays that have a much less level of reflectivity.  As you can see on the 


Continental Shelf, which is there to the left of the map, you get a lot of the medium and coarse 


sands, which had the high reflectivity.  There along the shelf break you get a high reflectivity 


too.   


 


Once you get beyond that, you can see that it tends to get darker, which indicates different areas 


of fine sand, silt and clay.  Then once you get out to that harder sediment on the eastern side of 


the range, you end up with the higher reflectivity again.  We collected the same sort of data for 


the Charlie-Charlie range.   


 


This is an example of the sub bottom profiler that was towed behind the boat.  Here they are 


actually in the process of deploying it.  The sub bottom profiler data, as I mentioned, allowed us 


to determine what the sediment depth was at different areas.  This aided later on when we were 


doing the habitat characterizations and determining what the different sediment types in the 


range were.   


 


In the map itself you can see the yellower areas represent portions of the range where the 


sediment depth was less than a meter deep and then that extends down to the dark blue areas 


where it was greater than 5 meters in depth.  The gray areas represent areas where we do not 


have any data and that was the reflector was either at the surface or too deep to record.   


 


Now as part of the groundtruthing survey we used three components on that, as I mentioned.  


The first was the bottom grabs.  As you can see here we have a cage.  In the front of that cage on 


the bottom there are two bottom grabs, and above that was a video camera mounted.  This would 


be lowered down to the seafloor and the video camera allowed us to take still photos and video 


of the seabeds surrounding where the bottom grabs were taken.   


 


The bottom grabs would be triggered and we would get a sample of the sediment surface.  The 


data that we collected with this helped in the seabed characterization and the groundtruth, the 


seabed imagery or snippet data and the sub bottom profiling data. 


 


This is an example of one of the sediment samples we got.  As you can see we can take the 


sediment sample, and analyze it further to look at the actual composition.  We collected 20 


bottom grab samples throughout the Undersea Warfare Training Range.  In that picture there you 


can get a better idea of the setup for what they termed the sea cast. 
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The two bottom grabs can be seen on the lower front of that and the video cameras mounted 


above.  On the Charlie-Charlie range we had intended to collect several samples as well, but due 


to adverse weather conditions and time constraints we were only able to collect two samples.  


We ended up focusing the rest of our time primarily on trying to get the ROV dives in. 


We also collected gravity cores.  These were collected only in the Undersea Warfare Training 


Range.  As you can see there this consisted of a long metal pole.  We lowered it to about a 


hundred feet off the bottom and then let it go.  It penetrated into the sediments.  We were able to 


get a core, which is contained here in a plastic sleeve. 


 


We could then remove that core and section it to look at the differences in the sediments down to 


typically about three feet.  By looking into that, we could determine what the different sediment 


types were or if there were any layers.  Now in the Undersea Warfare Training Range we 


collected 20 different gravity core samples throughout the range.   


 


The final piece of the groundtruthing survey was the ROV dives.  For these dives we are using 


an Inspection Class Mohican ROV System that was deployed off the side of the boat.  You can 


see it there.  That is the tethered management system that was lowered down, and the ROV is 


actually in the lower portion of that. 


 


During the ROV dives we actually used the similar methodology as the National Marine Fishery 


Service was using for their dives where we would lower the ROV and collect continuous video 


footage, but every two minutes we would stop the ROV, angle the camera straight down and take 


snapshots of the seafloor so then we could use those later on to help characterize the different 


sediment types. 


 


Within the Undersea Warfare Training Range we conducted 19 ROV dives.  As you can see in 


the picture here on the left, it gives you a better idea of what the ROV looks like.  The whole 


thing is a tether-management system that is lowered down to approximately 50 meters off the 


bottom, and then the ROV is the little thing below that that actually propels itself out of the cage, 


starting with the yellow top there and at the bottom you can see the cameras and lights mounted 


on it.   


 


That has a 200 meter tether then, and it was able to be controlled directly by the pilot on the 


vessel.  We also conducted 12 ROV dives in the Charlie-Charlie Gunnery Range.  By combining 


the ground truthing data with the bathymetry snippet data and sub bottom profiling data that we 


had collected, we were able to develop these habitat classifications for the range.  Within the 


Undersea Warfare Training Range we identified 9 distinct bottom types, ranging from silt and 


fine sand up through pavement and rock outcrop. 


 


Now for this first part, I want to draw your attention to the westernmost portion of the range 


where the Continental Shelf is.  This area was composed primarily of different areas of coarse 


and medium sand.  Just to give you some pictures that illustrate what this looked like, these are 


large expanses of sand; very little fauna encountered.  There were the occasional sea pens.   


 


Here is a flounder.  As you got closer to the shelf break, you did have areas of pavement.  


Visually these areas of pavement didn’t look a whole lot different than other areas of the shelf 
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break because the pavement still had a fine veneer of sand over top of it.  It is likely that the sand 


moves northerly along the Continental Shelf; and as it does so these pavement areas that are 


depicted on this map will get covered up and other areas will get uncovered through time. 


 


Now next we have right down the middle where you have that pink line going through the range, 


that represents the shelf break, which is high relief rock outcrop.  This presented a particular 


challenge to designing the range layout, because the engineers; one, it is difficult to go through 


this area where you have a lot of high relief rocks because you don’t want suspended cables; and, 


two, we didn’t want to impact that habitat because it is particularly sensitive habitat for a lot of 


different fish species.   


 


Fortunately we were able to find within the range, right about here we found a gap in the ridge 


system where there was no high relief rock outcrops that we could run all of the cables through 


from the western portion of the range onto the eastern portion and not actually interfere with the 


range itself. 


 


Although it doesn’t really show up on here, there is also a much smaller gap to the south that we 


also identified, although this isn’t quite as nice a gap.  Along that shelf break you have a lot of 


varying degrees of attached fauna.  This was also the only spot in the range where we identified 


oculina.  In front of the oculina is actually rip coral.  


 


You can see little oculina interspersed with other attached fauna.  We also saw large sponge 


growth through there in addition to a rather healthy population of lionfish.  That is I think around 


about 60 meters.  Now once you get beyond the shelf break and get onto the Continental Slope, 


you can see that the sediment types transition into more of a fine sand, silt or clay.  Throughout 


that region there really wasn’t a whole lot of fauna, so it was primarily just sand or silt patches, 


although we did note throughout this area several tilefish burrows.   


 


As you can see, here is one here.  There is the burrow right there and the fish is right in front of 


it.  Here is another image of a different one, with the burrow right here.  These were actually 


found on a dive that was pretty much right here and not far from the shelf breaks.  Now once you 


get over into the eastern portion of the range, the bottom gets harder and you end up getting into 


these areas of extensive rubble, and as I mentioned, the areas of the furrows, too.   


 


The furrows were interesting formations because you would have sand leading up to either edge 


of it and then you could go down into the scour, and along either side of the scour you could see 


where the rocks had been churned up on its sides.  Then in the center of the furrow, or the scour 


it had pretty much been filled in with a layer of fine sediment or sand, so it was just smooth sand 


at the bottom of those.   


 


This is the type of rubble that you would see in those areas; just scattering of rubble intermixed 


with typically medium sand or fine silt sand.  This one was actually taken from the edge of one 


of those furrows.  Blackbelly rosefish were very prominent along the edges of those furrows, 


along this rock habitat.   


 


AP MEMBER:  Did you take samples of the rubble? 
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MR. WATTERSON:  We did not.  Then finally along the eastern edge of the range there is that 


series of coral mounds that you begin to get into.  We surveyed a lot of these coral mounds, and 


the vast majority of them we found little to no actual live lophelia, although the sediment on 


most of these coral mounds consisted of dead coral rubble, as you can see on the bottom here. 


 


It also consisted of these larger kinds of coral formations, which were primarily all dead coral at 


this point, such as here, but they were still used as refuge for fish.  Then when we did see 


lophelia, it typically was in these little small colonies that were sparsely distributed, as you can 


see here and here. 


 


With a notable exception of two different areas that we observed in two different dives, the first 


was up here, which actually happens to be in the North Florida Marine Protected Area.  We did a 


dive where we started into silt and worked our way up over this ledge and onto this hard bottom 


shelf.  During that dive, we encountered several lophelia thickets or areas of fairly dense 


lophelia. 


 


The second was – and I will have to actually correct Roger here – on a previous presentation he 


attributed the pinnacle down in the southeast portion of the range, which is actually right about 


here, to the National Marine Fisheries Service.  We actually discovered that pinnacle during our 


survey in May of 2010 and provided the National Marine Fisheries Service with the coordinates 


for it so they could further investigate it. 


 


We had been working close with Andy David at the Panama City Lab and provided the data to 


him.  That is also where you guys got the imagery that was on the earlier slides.  We also found -


- at the top of that we have found – and I apologize for the dark picture, but we found a lot of 


lophelia there as well.  The pinnacle in question actually rises about 35 meters above the 


substrate, and in that particular location there was really no mounds anywhere around it.   


 


It was pretty much a lone pinnacle over a silt bottom.  We also found – and I didn’t include any 


slides of it because they actually turned out to be very boring, but there are three sink holes or 


depressions located in a row down here.  We drove the ROV down into these, but there was 


really no transition in sediment type.  It is pretty much all silt; not really any fauna.   


 


We collected similar data for the Charlie-Charlie range and broke this into eight different distinct 


bottom types that are very similar in nature to what was observed on the Undersea Warfare 


Training Range.  I won’t show you any photos from that to save some time.  One of the purposes 


particularly in the Charlie-Charlie range was to try to determine in a range that has been used for 


several decades what kind of impact the military’s use of this range has attributed to it. 


 


In the Use Witter Range we found only a single example of a military expended material, which 


was this one right here, which is an MK058 smoke float.  This was actually found right along the 


eastern edge of the boundary in the darker blue area, in an area of coral rubble.  You can see on 


the bottom all around this smoke float there is coral rubble. 
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You can see the smoke float itself if you look at it from another angle.  It actually has a series of 


sea anemones that are growing on it.  They have colonized this smoke float and are using it as a 


substrate for growth.  You see there is actually a lot more anemones on the smoke float itself 


then there are in the surrounding coral rubble.   


If you notice they are all typically on one side of the smoke float.  That is the side that was facing 


to the south because this area is in the Gulf Stream, so that is where all the nutrients are coming 


from and the current flow.  If you zoom in, you can actually still read the end of the smoke float.  


Here is a different example.  This was up in the Charlie-Charlie range.   


 


Out of all the surveys we did in the Charlie-Charlie range, we only found three different pieces 


of military-expended materials.  This particular one is a 76 millimeter cartridge casing.  The 


projectile that was originally in this would be further down the range.  If you zoom in, you can 


actually still read the writing on the side of the canister.  This particular one was what they call 


blind loading plug.  It was a non-explosive practice munitions.   


 


It had actually blackbelly rosefish, of which you can see one here, are very highly structure 


oriented.  They are typically not found over the open bottom; they like some kind of habitat or 


structure.  This particular one had adopted this casing.  As we drove by and disturbed it, it swept 


right into the casing for protection. 


 


We did encounter several – in just about all our dives we encountered different levels of marine 


debris.  All of it was non-military related.  We found extension cords, fishing lines, metal bands 


from barrels.  I put these last two slides in just to give you some idea.  The fate of marine debris 


in the environment really depends on the type of environment or the type of habitat it falls onto. 


 


We found this on the southern portion of the ridge system in the range.  It is non-military; we are 


not sure what it is.  It appears to be made of metal, some type of platform.  It was sitting on the 


high relief rock outcrops.  You can see it has obviously been there for a while and it has pretty 


much been colonized by whatever the dominant forms of fauna were in the area and to the point 


where it is almost indistinguishable from the surrounding environment. 


 


Whereas we also have something like this, this was found in the deeper waters on the 


Continental Slope in the Charlie-Charlie range.  This is an area that gets very little disturbance.  


There is very little to no attached fauna in this area at all.  We found what turned out to be a 


coffee mug sitting on the bottom.  It actually looks like it was dropped there yesterday.  If you 


zoom in, you can actually still read the writing on the bottom of the mug.   


 


It says Grace Line.  Well, Dave McDuffie did a little research and found out that Grace Line, 


which is also known as R.W. Grace and Company, was a passenger steamship company based 


out of New York that was in operation from 1882 to 1969, so that mug has probably been down 


there a minimum of 40 years, and it looks like it fell over yesterday.  I just wanted to draw your 


attention to the fate of these different things when they fall in different types of environments.  


That is pretty much all I have if anybody has any questions.  Yes. 


 







Habitat AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                November 15-16, 2011  


 


48 


 


MR. WILBER:  That was a really nice presentation, Carter.  Is it safe to say that aside from the 


CC Box and the Use Witter Box, I think you called it, that the only additional information that 


might be available is that line to the shore? 


 


(Answer given off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  But that is sort of it for the South Atlantic, but at least you would have to kill me 


if you told me that there is additional stuff.  Okay, all right, thank you. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  Have you guys ever looked at fish populations?  I think besides giving a lot of 


information on habitat, I think it could potentially be a great source for looking at populations of 


fish.  You mentioned a healthy population of lionfish.  Have you guys looked at any of the other 


species that were on your videos or cameras? 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  We actually have an entire list of all the species we observed on each of 


the dives.  We have a data base that we can make available. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I think that could probably be very valuable for stock assessments. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Absolutely.  We also, on the Charlie-Charlie range, I don’t know how 


many of you are familiar with the Golden Crab Essential Fish Habitat Designations, but there is 


pretty much seven distinct habitats that are designated as essential fish habitat, ranging from a 


whole variety of different sediment types.  We have pretty much got different snapshots and 


pictures of a lot of those different habitats that we can make available. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Thank you.  We’re ready for our next presentation from Marcel.  


 


MR. KELLISON:  Marcel, will you let me go next just because some of that stuff in my talk 


dovetails with Carter’s.  It actually might be a more natural order if we talk about habitat stuff 


first. 


 


MR. WILBER:  An on-the-fly correction to the agenda, we have Todd now speaking. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I would like to again thank Carter for the excellent presentation, and also 


welcome him as the newest AP member, because he formally is a member of the Habitat 


Advisory Panel.  I think it shows the commitment of the Navy to really be at the table and 


provide and collaborate on a lot of the good work we are doing. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Just one thing while Todd is getting his presentation ready, I am going to pass 


around the sign-up sheet, around the table; so if you haven’t actually signed in yet, please do so.  


I know the council is anxious to have a complete record. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I also e-mailed the Ziskin Paper about speckled hind to Roger so he can share 


that with you guys.  I think I already e-mailed it to Terry. 
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MR. KELLISON:  Okay, good afternoon everyone and sorry for the upheaval there.  I just 


thought given what I had planned to talk about in this presentation, it seemed like it might 


dovetail a little bit with what Carter just talked about.  It seems like it might actually provide a 


nice maybe intro to what Marcel is going to talk about. 


 


Roger had asked me to put together a presentation about Habitat Mapping and Ecosystem 


Research in South Atlantic waters.  I have kind of just narrowed it to habitat mapping, but I will 


talk a little bit about the implications for ecosystem research.  Part of the reason for that was just 


in the interest of time if what I was going to cover.  I didn’t want to take up too much time. 


 


I’ve put a lot of names up here, and these are all people that have contributed to the information 


in this presentation.  I will go ahead and warn you that there is not a bunch of good pictures like 


Carter has.  One other note that I will have about the title, I put habitat in parentheses.  The 


mapping work that I will talk about is really acoustic mapping, mostly multi-beam.  I just wanted 


to note that there is a difference in what I tend to think of as mapping, which is going out and 


collecting the data with multi-beam, or split beam, or single beam, or whatever acoustic gears we 


have. 


 


As Carter talked a lot about, there is a significant subsequent effort to post process data and 


analyze the data to create actual habitat maps like Carter put up his own.  There are two very 


distinct processes and the second one of those entails some very significant costs as well.  I just 


wanted to make those distinctions.   


 


So beginning why do we want to map, and I just put up a few bullets of why we might be 


interested in doing that and really improve knowledge of the distribution of habitats can lead to 


improved fishery-independent survey designs.  An example of that, which is in the Florida Keys 


– and I used to do some work down there – they have a reef fish visual survey. 


 


They do scuba-based fishery-independent surveys in the Keys.  That survey had been going on 


for about 30 years, but over time they have been able to – with their increased knowledge of the 


distribution of habitats and by stratifying their survey design, they have been able to increase by 


about 4 or 500 percent the precision of their estimates for indices of abundance for some of their 


focal species.  Knowledge of distribution of habitats can result in very real, very significant 


increases in the precision of the output of fishery-independent surveys, and that, of course, can 


lead to improved stock assessments.   


 


Mapping can also improve our knowledge of the location of vulnerable habitat such as deep 


corals.  Carter just talked a lot about that and I will touch on that a little bit in this talk.  It can 


also improve our knowledge of the relationships between habitat characteristics and fish 


distribution in abundance.    


 


That sort of gets to the sort of ecosystem level research that I won’t really go into here, but once 


we have a better understanding of habitats and better understanding of how the habitat 


characteristics relate to what fish are there or how many fish are there and so on, it really 


increases our management capability, our ability to enact effective marine spatial planning, for 


example; so many reasons why it is valuable to understand what is where under the water.   
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Our system is the South Atlantic, really from Cape Hatteras to – mostly what I will focus on goes 


down to about St. Lucie Inlet, there south of Cape Canaveral in that slide and sort of three 


systems that I will touch on are the Continental Shelf, which is the area mostly that is shaded in 


gray, not the land but the water part of the shaded in gray; and then what I call the shelf break, 


which is sort of where the bathymetry lines all get close together, and then the slope and the 


upper slope, which is to the east of that. 


Most of what I will be talking about today is Continental Shelf and shelf break, because that is 


where the group that I oversee mostly works.  I will also touch on some of the work going on in 


the slope.  When Roger asked me to put this talk together, I should confess that I am not a 


mapper.  I oversee a research group in Beaufort that focuses on the South Atlantic. 


 


One of our groups, the Southeast Fishery Independent Survey Group, does do some mapping, 


and so I asked some people in that group to help me put together some figures.  I am not sure that 


we have all the available information, but we estimated that the Continental Shelf area is a little 


less than 80,000 square kilometers. 


 


From the sources of acoustic maps data, mostly multi-beam of which we are aware, we have 


totaled that to maybe about 4,700 square kilometers, so less than 5,000 square kilometers, and 


that includes that big chunk that Carter just talked about, which is, Carter, I did the math and 900 


square miles equates roughly to 31 or 3,200 square kilometers. 


 


The naval data represents about 60 percent of that known area that we have mapped so those two 


big chunks that they did represent about 60 percent of the information of which I am aware.  


Many others in the room might be aware of information that I don’t have.  I would suggest that 


without that naval data that we would have about 2.5 percent of the shelf area mapped.  


 


Those sources that went into those totals included the Navy, any information from the National 


Geophysical Data Center, which is where all federally funded mapping data should end up there, 


and then personal communications with people from National Ocean Service, Office of the  


National Marine Sanctuaries, and then our group and Andy David in Panama City. 


 


I suggest we don’t have very much at least of the Continental Shelf mapped, and I am sure that is 


true for the Slope as well.  I don’t have specific figures for that.  Our group, which is a fishery- 


independent survey group – and we work very closely with Marcel and his MARMAP/SEAMAP 


survey, and with Roger, we are predominantly interested in reef associated species.  The 


federally managed species that we are interested in are typically reef associated.   


 


There are also pelagics and tilefish, which are not reef associated, but we are typically interested 


in reef-associated species, so we are interested in finding hard bottom.  That is typically why at 


least our group is performing mapping.  We have a number of sources that tell us about the 


distribution of hard bottom.  Those include Marcel’s MARMAP/SEAMAP data base, which he 


will talk about some after in his presentation, and I will show you a slide of that sampling 


universe in a moment.  A SEAMAP database, which Roger could speak to you, but that was a 


study – Roger, can you remind me when that was published, maybe 2000 or 2001?  
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MR. PUGLIESE:  It was when we were doing habitat.  It was right when we finalized the 


original habitat plan it came out. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  So if you are not familiar with this, this is a study that SEAMAP funded, 


which was to try to go out and look at all available sources that would indicate the location of 


hard bottom, and they did that throughout the South Atlantic.  We can also gain information from 


commercial and recreational fishers, from fishing maps, and information from researchers and 


state agencies.  


 


These are things that have helped build our current knowledge and we are continuing to collect 


that information.  I will also mention our group; our acronym is SEFIS, but it is the Southeast 


Fishery-Independent Survey that was initiated in 2010, so only two years under our belt.  Each 


year we have gotten a little bit of NOAA ship time, and during that time we have been 


performing fish surveys during the days and traps and videos, but we map at night. 


 


We have 24-hour operations, and during the nighttime hours we map.  I wanted to note that our 


mapping is designed to identify new hard bottom areas.  We are kind of prospecting for hard 


bottom, and it is not necessarily to provide nice boxes that could be added on with other efforts, 


and I will show an example of that in a minute and to some extent that is problematic.   


 


This is an example of the MARMAP/SEAMAP sampling universe circa about 2008 or 2009, 


and, Marcel, please correct me if I am wrong.  The red circles are trap sampling sites.  I think the 


green circles are the short purple longline sides, is that correct, Marcel, and the blue are their 


tilefish sites? 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I think it is the other way around.  The blue are short bottom longlines and the 


greens are the long bottom longlines, which are specifically the tilefish grounds. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  Then in this slide the blues and the reds are basically hard bottom.  This 


would indicate the knowledge of fishery-independent sampling programs of hard bottom circa 


2008 or 2009, or at least the sampling universe.  Marcel, how many sites would you say, like 


more than 1,000 in the trap-sampling universe? 


 


DR. REICHERT:  2.500. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  Okay, so those red dots, if you zoomed in, there would be many, many, many 


more red dots, because some of them are very close together so essentially there are roughly 


2.500 of those, even though it doesn’t look like there is near that many in there.  But you can also 


see there are some areas like down in here off of Southern Georgia and then North and Central 


Florida where there is not a lot of information, and that is true also up in this area between Cape 


Lookout and Cape Hatteras.  How might we fill that information?   


 


That might help us prioritize areas for mapping efforts.  Here is an example of some different 


information sources, and I won’t ask you to read the legend there, but I certainly can’t read it 


from here.  But some of these, the red dots in here, there are a lot of red dots in here, those are all 


point sources provided by Rusty Hudson.  Many of you may know Rusty.  He is a retired 







Habitat AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                November 15-16, 2011  


 


52 


 


commercial fisherman and he has very graciously provided information that he built up over his 


career, areas that he fished. 


 


We can get information from fishers.  There are some blue dots up in here that were provided by 


Georgia DNR; thanks, Pat, to some from your group.  The green dots down here are also 


provided by commercial fishers.  The black and white coverage in here is the predictive hard 


bottom map model that I talked about earlier that Daniel Dunn created. 


 


We can sort of bring a bunch of sources together and maybe look for areas that a number of 


different sources suggest that there might be hard bottom in one area.  Those are the things that 


have been guiding, at least within our group, our mapping efforts thus far.  I will zoom in on this 


central circle here just to give you an example. 


 


This is in 2010 off of the Nancy Foster.  We multi-beamed this area in one or two nights.  The 


red dots there again are those sites that were provided by Rusty Hudson, the commercial fisher.  


In this one the blue dots are where we actually ended up deploying trap and video survey.  In our 


operations our goal is to – we are prospecting for hard bottom, we map during the night hours, 


and hopefully I can identify hard bottom during those mapping efforts, and then the following 


day we will deploy trap and video gear on those hard bottom sites. 


 


This is just sort of an example of how we utilize other information to guide our prospecting 


mapping efforts.  Then this is an example, so what you see here, all the little postage stamp areas 


are areas that we mapped in 2010 and 2011 off of Georgia and Northern and Central Florida.  


Our point in putting this up is that just again that we are not mapping neat squares that can easily 


fit together.  We are just literally out prospecting and trying to find areas of hard bottom. 


 


It is helpful for us in doing this, but it is not really helpful from the standpoint of trying to piece 


this all together over a longer term and fill in all the gaps.  Some of these you see colors in, 


particularly over here.  Some of these areas are black.  That is because these were collected from 


the NOAA ship Pisces, which has a multi-beam unit called an ME 70, which outputs data that is 


a little more difficult to process than Reson Units on the Foster. 


 


When we created this map, we had not processed this data yet.  These show basically our 


collective mapping efforts from 2010 and 2011.  Our group had 35 days at sea of which we again 


mapped at night during those days in 2010, 12 days in 2011.  We have 30 days on the calendar 


for 2012.  We hope that those actually become days.  Our schedules kind of go up and down with 


the vagaries of NOAA ship planning.   


 


We are hopeful that we will have those 30 days in 2012.  I am just estimating this next to the last 


bullet here that on average we might expect to map anywhere from 2 to 400 square kilometers a 


year from our group.  Given that the total area of roughly 80,000 square kilometers of the 


Continental Shelf, that is less than one half of one percent a year.  Just with those efforts, I just 


want to make the point that it would take quite a long time to fill in all our gaps in knowledge. 


 


Fortunately there are additional groups that are mapping in the southeast; and as Carter 


mentioned, Andy David, who is with the National Marine Fisheries Service at our Panama City 
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Lab, has been leading efforts by coordinating with lots of others to map predominantly the shelf 


break MPAs, the council’s deepwater MPAs and the Deep Coral Surveys. 


 


This slide, Andy and Stacey – Stacey Harter; he works with Andy – sent me.  This just shows 


some of their mapping efforts, but it also includes the naval efforts.  These are the areas that 


Carter talked about.  The areas in black here are the areas that Andy or colleagues have mapped 


with the exception of the naval data there; excuse me, not the areas in black, but the areas 


outlined in black. 


 


You can see this is the Snowy Grouper MPA.  That is a North and South Carolina MPA, the 


Edisto MPA, which has been mapped I think by other groups.  Anyway, all this yellow or 


orangish areas are the Deepwater MPAs.  Then Andy’s group is also – I am not really talking 


about the Gulf, but they have also mapped some of the Madison-Swanson and Steamboat Lumps 


Reserves, and I think this is Pulley Ridge down here at the bottom. 


 


Then this green area, as Carter mentioned, is a Deep Sea Coral Habitat Area of Particular 


Concern, so that is another giant area, and Andy, the navy obviously, Steve Ross, Andy Reed, 


are some people that have been doing some mapping efforts in there, but I would wager that the 


sort of area covered is similar to that on the shelf.   


 


They are probably less than 10 percentile of area mapped.  That would just be an educated guess.  


Other efforts going on, so Leslie Sautter and Scott Harris, correct, collaborated at the College of 


Charleston to perform mapping work.  Our group has been coordinating with Leslie, and I think 


we had the beginnings of some coordination over lunch today with Scott, so I look forward to 


continuing those conversations, making sure that different people are aware of who is doing 


what.   


 


The National Ocean Service, the National Center for Coastal Ocean Science, some of their 


centers, and also the National Marine Sanctuaries have some ongoing efforts.  I don’t know, 


Carter, if there are additional efforts planned from your side of it. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  No, not at this time. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  Then I very well may be unaware of other efforts that are going on, so I 


would be happy to learn about those as well.  I asked a question at the bottom how do we 


prioritize future mapping efforts and at least within our group we tend to again look for areas 


where we have gaps in knowledge of the distribution of hard bottom. 


 


I have showed before how we have started to fill in some of those gaps in 2010 and 2011 off of 


Southern Georgia and Northern and Central Florida.  In 2012 we hope to spend those 30 days at 


sea up in these areas where we could certainly use additional information.  Because of that or in 


anticipation of that, members within our SEFIS group have been compiling information from a 


number of sources to help guide those surveys potentially, including thousands of sites that were 


provided by sea bass fishermen, which have been really helpful.   
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To conclude, in terms of the shelf and shelf break, I would say we had much to map in it, and I 


really think that equates to the slope, those deep sea coral areas as well.  As I have tried to cover 


in the second slide, mapping has many, many benefits; assessments, protecting vulnerable 


habitats, our capability to perform single-species and ecosystem-based management.   


 


But it is quite costly; it takes a lot of cost and effort to go out and collect the data.  It takes 


additional cost and effort to interpret the data and create habitat maps.  I think it would be really 


helpful to continue to strive to have maximum coordination among all the different groups that 


are performing mapping efforts, predominantly so that we don’t map on top of each other; so that 


groups are aware what other groups have been doing and go out and map the same areas.   


 


It would really be helpful if we could find a way to discuss and prioritize and agree on areas for 


additional mapping efforts.  With that I will just briefly cover some of the additional efforts.  I 


mentioned Andy David’s deep coral work, and I really won’t present much of that except to 


again say that almost all these efforts here, the red is the Oculina HAPC, these are all deep coral 


efforts here.  That is ongoing.   


 


I also wanted to mention some work that is in the Florida Keys that I have been leading with 


Chris Taylor from the National Ocean Service and some of our colleagues from the State of 


Florida’s Marathon Lab and a faculty member at the University of Miami, where we have been 


looking at reef fish spawning aggregations and doing a number of different things, but one of the 


questions that we have had is whether there is certain geomorphological characteristics that are 


consistent with the areas in which these spawning aggregations are reported to occur.   


 


Here is just an example of some data that we collected using split beam off of Key Largo.  We 


have been working off of Key Largo and the upper Keys, off of Key West and the Lower Keys, 


and hopefully with funding we will be working off of the Middle Keys in 2012.  This shows that 


previously available data from NGDC, which is a 90 meter grid bathymetry, and this is the 


results of the mapping that we have been doing. 


 


What we are finding is that we have these in waters from about 50 to 80 meters, these drowned 


or outlier reefs, many which have exposed hard bottom on them that appear to be present at all 


the areas where these reef fish aggregations are either known to occur or reported to occur.  It 


occurs that there are some distinct bathymetric features that are present at all these reef fish 


spawning aggregation sites.   


 


That is more or less what is going on in the Keys.  I was just going to end there.  This is an image 


that Andy David and Stacey Harter sent.  It is the Oculina Mounds surveyed off the NOAA 


Pisces in 2011.  I will try to take any questions or I don’t know if we might open this for some 


discussion about next steps.  Thanks for your time. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Could you go back one.  What was the resolution on the right?  You said 90 


meters for the NGDC data? 


 


MR. KELLISON:  Yes, so this is – I think it is safe to say, what is the correct term, Kreig?  We 


go out and collect this with – yes; it is interpolated, that was what I was looking for.  It is 
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collected with split beam where the covers of that beam is about 12 percent of water depth.  It is 


not full coverage. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Todd, just out of curiosity, I know BOEM is getting ready to release some calls 


for information and requests for information for five boxes off of North Carolina that might or 


may not be future wind facilities.  If you were presented with the coordinates for those boxes, 


and BOEM at this point can actually prioritize the boxes as to which ones are more likely than 


the others; would they be able to influence your decision about where to map in 2012? 


 


MR. KELLISON:  Certainly, potentially.  I am a little embarrassed to say I am not aware of the 


exact locations of those boxes, so I am not sure – 


 


AP MEMBER:  Well, we can give them to you. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  No, I am sure they are available.   


 


MS. DEATON:  I brought the map. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  Okay.  I guess my question would be where in terms of depth do they lie?  


Our resources are necessarily targeted towards reef fish surveys.  We really don’t have the 


Flexibility for our ship time to move them out into water where those resources don’t occur, but 


that doesn’t mean that we might not try to find additional capability to try to fill that need.  


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, we can get you the map and you can decide better. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  Coincidentally, well, maybe not coincidentally, but I have a note – one  of the 


to-do lists on my calendar that screams at me every time I open my computer, and following up 


on that very issue is one.  I had a discussion with my supervisor recently about that.  It is not an 


issue that I haven’t been aware of, but I do need to inform myself on it. 


 


AP MEMBER:  When you said resources and ship time; is that talking about what you can 


afford to do versus if funding from BOEM was available for you to do that work? 


 


MR. KELLISON:  The reason that we have ship time is because of data needs for reef fish, 


predominantly red snapper, because when the fishery was closed, monitoring the hopeful 


recovery of that species became entirely dependent on fishery-independent data.  Before we did 


not have ship time; once that happened we did have ship time.   


 


I guess what I was saying we really don’t have the capability of now going to focus on 


something else.  These are obviously important issues, so it is certainly within the realm of 


possibility that we could acquire more ship time to accomplish those goals.  Can I ask a final 


question?  Is anyone aware of other mapping efforts that I didn’t touch on today?  It doesn’t have 


to be answered now, but if you are, if you think there might be, if you think I missed something, 


I would love to know about it.  Thanks. 
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AP MEMBER:  This may be getting ahead, but with all these mapping exercises and wind and 


such coming in and the National Ocean Policy being implemented, have we even begun to think 


about how through a marine spatial planning program or something we would put these data on a  


larger map?  What is the mechanism?  I don’t understand this new thing very well.  


 


MR. KELLISON:  It is a very complicated answer to your question, because the states in the 


South Atlantic vary in their degrees to which they are embracing Coastal Marine Spatial 


Planning.  It is a very complicated thing, but people are pulling together websites that are 


sometimes issue-focused, sometimes more just geographically focused on the various data sets 


they can get their hands on that they feel either characterize that geography or characterize that 


issue.  There is more and more of that coming on line.   


 


Much of it is being funded through wind farms both in South Carolina and North Carolina 


anyway that I know of.  I am not really sure about the funding in Georgia and South Carolina.  


This stuff, it is happening; perhaps not as organized as it should, but it is happening. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I was just saying it is a huge issue.  When we started our survey in 2010, it 


was important for us to try to figure out what habitat information was available, and there is not 


necessarily a single source that we can go to to find that, so it would be great.  I would have liked 


to have come and put up a map of everything, and I could have put more on a map.   


 


It is hard to see because so much of it is little postage stamps that if you look at it at the large 


scale it is hard to see all of it, but there is certainly information; for example, Steve Ross or Andy 


Reed that we don’t have access to their data.  It would be nice if there were some source.  I think 


in the end maybe NGDC, the National Geophysical Data Center should be that source, but not all 


data end up there. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  To that directly, that is one of the things that we have been working on in the 


background over a number of years through our building of the web services, et cetera, to 


compile that information because a lot of that went directly into – the detailed information of 


every source we could get went into the Deepwater Coral HAPCs, support for information, on 


background support for the MPAs.  


 


Some of the things we are going to be discussing today and tomorrow are getting to exactly that 


regional presentation of habitat distribution information, species distribution; all trying to 


compile it for our deliberations and work with our partners in the South Atlantic Region.  We 


have been moving in the background. 


 


There is a number of those information that are still in services that are not public access right 


now just because of trying to figure out ways of making them permission for researchers.  We 


have been using it in management but not necessarily distributing it out fully at that level now.  


To some degrees, we are talking very specifically about that now.   


 


That is one of the reasons is to try to go further, expand it further, and not only have it available, 


but then have the ability for a focused effort to identify where a priority area is, the areas we 
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don’t have information on species or distribution, and how to target; how to collaborate on 


targeting new work, a very intended effort right now. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Marcel, you are finally up. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  Thank you for the opportunity to update you on the fishery-independent 


monitoring.  This is a presentation – a large part of this presentation I gave to the Snapper 


Grouper AP meeting, and a large part of this presentation was also given by Todd to the South 


Atlantic Fishery Management Council. 


 


This is a combination of the efforts by MARMAP, SEAMAP, South Atlantic, and SEFIS all 


focused on reef fish.  In particular, I updated you in one of your previous meetings on the 


activities of MARMAP, so I largely skipped those details, and I focused mostly on what the new 


fishery-independent monitoring efforts have done to the available data. 


 


Those efforts were a direct result of a workshop that was held a couple of years ago in North 


Carolina because of the decreasing availability of fishery-dependent data because of increasing 


stricter regulations on the fishing.  That workshop had diverse participants from state, federal 


agencies, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia and Florida.   


 


That provided the recommendations for the future of fishery-independent surveys and how to 


approach those surveys and what levels of effort were needed.  It was recommended that the 


need was over $10 million to fully implement the recommendations of the workshop.  Of course, 


we fully realized that was probably an unrealistic goal. 


 


It led to the creation of the Southeast Fishery-Independent Surveys, as Todd mentioned, and 


Todd is heading up that effort or SEFIS in 2010.  The specific objectives of that program were to 


provide additional data mostly in support of stock assessments for reef-associated species, but 


the effort was clearly on red snapper at the time and particularly because of the closure of the red 


snapper fishery in the regions, the Continental Shelf area and the shelf break area. 


 


It was very important that that was cooperative with the ongoing MARMAP/SEAMAP reef fish 


programs to make sure that we are joined at the hip and we were not interrupting any ongoing 


surveys and indices.  It was predominantly to increase the number and spatial distribution of the 


samples and to address some criticism that MARMAP and SEAMAP have had which were a 


result of practical implications, numbers of sea days in particular, to fill some gaps in the spatial 


distribution. 


 


Also, one of the outcomes of the workshop was to use additional techniques, in particular video 


recordings as a survey gear to develop indices of abundance or relative abundance to address 


some trap selectivity issues; in other words, to collect data on fish that we encountered in the 


traps less frequent than the abundances would indicate, and also to provide some hard bottom 


habitat mapping to improve survey designs – Todd mentioned some of that in his presentation – 


and then in addition to that to do some more research to improve survey methodology, and also 


to address management issues and to assist the stock assessors with stock assessments.   
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As I said, there is very much a cooperative effort.  Great care was taken to use identical methods.  


In particular we choose the Chevron traps which MARMAP had already been using for a couple 


of decades but add video camera.  MARMAP staff trained and participated – trained SEFIS staff, 


and participated in field sampling, and we are still participating in field sampling. 


 


Currently all the video processing and analyses are done by SEFIS and MARMAP is continuing 


to process all the life history samples, in particular the otoliths and the gonad samples.  We are 


striving to create one combined data base.  We are actually having a workshop on Thursday to 


evaluate the sampling season of last year and to continue the collaborative research efforts.   


 


As I mentioned, a lot of this is important to provide the SEDAR stock assessment process with 


data and analyses.  Our sampling universe has basically remained the same from just south of 


Cape Hatteras to roughly the St. Lucie area in Florida.  We are sampling generally the 


Continental Shelf and the shelf break to about 90 meters depth.  In the 90 meters those are the 


Cheuvront trap data that I am concentrating on, but we are still sampling with the short bottom 


longline, and those samples are taken to about 200 meter depth. 


 


Then we also have a tilefish survey over muddy bottom areas in between 200 and 230 meters.  


The tilefish survey is mostly off of South Carolina.  To give you an overview of the increase in 


effort, MARMAP in general we collected around 500 samples annually.  The green dots is an 


example of our sampling regime in 2000; and as Todd mentioned, each of those green dots may 


actually represent a deployment of several Chevron traps. 


 


The pictures I show here are pictures that we have taken with our still camera that we started to 


put on our traps in 2008.  In 2006 we received some additional funding to complement the 


MARMAP Reef Fish Survey through SEAMAP, so the reef survey is now a 


MARMAP/SEAMAP Reef Fish Survey. 


 


That increased the annual samples to a little under 700, so that was already a significant increase.  


Another significant increase in the data collection was the addition of still cameras.  Those still 


cameras take a picture every five minutes, and we use that to verify bottom.  That was a 


tremendous help in identifying live bottom habitat in addition to the bottom mapping.  


 


It also allowed us to potentially develop some indices of fish that we usually don’t catch in our 


traps.  Also, it helped us to look at what we call trap behavior.  If the wave action was severe 


enough, traps would bounce off the bottom, and that, of course, affects the catchability of the 


traps.  That gave us a lot of additional information we previously did not have. 


 


Then in 2010 the SEFIS program came online and this sampling season 2011 was the second 


year of the sampling, and it dramatically increased our collections to just under 1,500 collections 


a day.  You can see the increase in the number of dots on the map.  This is the 2009 and 2010 


sampling station, so we were able to fill some gaps in the geographical range. 


 


It also dramatically increased the number of Chevron trap deployments to just under a thousand, 


so we expanded our sampling area.  Currently because of logistical reasons, the SEFIS group, in 


terms of the reef fish sampling, is focusing on Georgia and Florida, and MARMAP/SEAMAP is 
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focusing on South Carolina and North Carolina.  On Thursday one of the things we will discuss 


if that was something that worked out well. 


 


We now have the additional video survey that can help us with some bottom mapping; and as 


Todd mentioned, in addition to the reef fish survey, SEFIS also did some bottom mapping and it 


allowed us to do some additional analysis that will hopefully in the future make our sampling 


even more efficient.  


 


The sampling approach for SEFIS, as I said, was the Chevron trapping identical to MARMAP, 


videos, multi-beam habitat mapping and the research.  This is the video camera that is attached 


on top of the trap and it is facing away from the trap opening.  SEFIS currently is using one or 


two video cameras.  Here is a smaller video camera sitting next to the big video camera.   


 


MARMAP is still using still cameras, so we have the video camera facing away from the trap 


and then we have a still camera facing the opposite side.  It gives us a little more information, 


because sometimes you may have a wall in front of the trap and a complete sand flat behind the 


trap, and now we have a little bit more information.  That provides us once again with more 


habitat information than we previously had. 


 


The 2010 results, 63 days by SEFIS, 75 by MARMAP; and as I mentioned in my previous slides, 


significant increase in the total number of traps deployed.  At that point almost all of the traps of 


SEFIS were deployed with a video camera.  In addition to that, 37 areas were mapped, and that 


was the research that Todd covered in his previous presentation. 


 


Then in addition to that, SEFIS was able to do a red snapper longline survey, and I can provide 


some details if you are interested after my presentation.  In 2011, I would call that the first full 


year of the implementation of SEFIS.  We had a significant increase in the number of sea days, 


12 days on NOAA ships and then 40, and respectively 56 days on the RV Savannah, and the RV 


Palmetto; both vessels we used as our research platform. 


 


We did some additional longline efforts.  The tilefish longline efforts were done by the R/V Lady 


Lisa.  Palmetto and Lisa are the South Carolina vessels; R/V Savannah is a Skidaway vessel.  As 


I mentioned earlier, we had close to 1,000 trap video samples, and we hope to continue that in 


the future.  That was actually more than 100 percent expansion over the recent South Atlantic 


sampling efforts. 


 


Currently both SEFIS and MARMAP have a video on every single trap that we deploy.  The 


video was very important.  It was recommended by the workshop and it created additional 


indices.  It also helped us to study and address the trap selectivity issues.  It was a method that 


was used in Florida, but they used it in a separate frame not attached to a trap. 


 


The criticism of that was that greatly reduced the number of biological samples that we were able 


to get, and the stock assessors were continuously asking us for more biological samples because 


a lot of the current stock assessment models are based on age.  By putting the video cameras on 


the traps, that allowed us to collect both video information as well as the biological samples. 
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We had never used the video as a sampling gear.  We used a video to look for bottom to verify 


some bottom, but we didn’t use it to develop an index.  This is what I mentioned in the previous 


slide.  This is the frame that is used in the Gulf of Mexico, so it is basically a frame with a bunch 


of cameras in it, stereo cameras.  We are not currently using stereo cameras, but in the Gulf of 


Mexico stereo cameras are used, and that helps to actually estimate the length of the fish on the 


video cameras. 


 


That is something that we are contemplating potentially for the future.  Then in the Gulf of 


Mexico they were able to create indices of abundance of red grouper, gag, scamp, red snapper, 


mutton snapper, vermilion snapper and gray triggerfish; and all that information was actually 


used in stock assessments.  The advantage of the method that they were using is that they have 


length information available.   


 


That was very encouraging and that was one of the reasons that we decided that this was 


probably a good method to use to get some information in our area.  This is the setup of the trap 


with the camera facing.  This is the opening of the Chevron trap so that the camera is actually 


facing away from the opening.  We started using the video.  Because we could only use the video 


on the Chevron traps, there was a bit of a limitation to the depth that we are sampling.  The depth 


we are sampling is between 10 and 90 meters. 


 


However, because we are not using stereo video or laser beams, we don’t have length 


information yet.  We may do that in the future.  The SEFIS group did the analysis with only 


video cameras.  This is quite an effort, and currently they are looking at a number of priority 


species.  It’s still quite a high number of species, 107, but there are additional species on the 


videos that they are currently not focusing on. 


 


I will leave the video clip until the end of the presentation so that we can run that while I 


entertain questions.  Counting fish sounds easy, but it is fairly complicated.  There are various 


methods that you can deploy.  Your objective is to get a linear relationship between the fish 


counted and the true relative abundance around the trap. 


 


The methods that were used were to count all fish you see in the video, time it, count the time of 


first arrival, maximum number seen in a single frame, and mean number seen in a single frame.  


Based on some research, the method that was chosen was the mean number of fish seen from a 


series of frames in a video. 


 


The videos are generally around an hour in length, correct, Todd?  It varies a little.  Not the 


entire videos, not every video is read in its entirety at the moment.  I realize that some of these 


species are a little difficult to read, but a first analysis was done looking at the comparison of 


traps and videos, and that analysis was done based on the 2010 data from Georgia and Florida.  


There were 247 videos that were good enough to read. 


 


Looking at presence and absence only, it was shown that a lot of species occurred in the videos 


in relatively higher numbers than in the traps.  That created an idea that information on the 


videos was very useful to create indices of relative abundance.  Some of them are a no-brainer; 
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for instance, the nurse shark is on there.  Well, obviously we would never catch nurse sharks in 


our traps.   


 


But it is an indication that the video actually widens the range of species that you can potentially 


use the data for index of abundance.  Other species we know, we catch a lot in the traps.  For 


instance, black sea bass we actually catch more in the traps than we see on the video.  The first 


analyses are very encouraging for the development of additional indices of abundance, for in 


particular the species that were listed here. 


 


And, of course, the red snapper and scamp, vermilion snapper and red porgy, gray triggerfish and 


the jacks, those are recreationally and commercially important species.  In essence, a number of 


species even with the additional video information we still don’t get a lot of data.  For instance, 


gag grouper and red grouper are some of those we would like to increase our sample size.  


Potentially with the inclusion of now the North Carolina and the South Carolina data we can 


potentially increase the number of species that we can develop potentially reliable indices of 


abundance for in the future.  Of course, there are a number of important challenges of using 


underwater video.  The two pictures here give you an indication.   


 


Sometimes you simply don’t have enough light or the turbidity is very high, so changes in 


turbidity and light availability may limit the use of the videos.   There are various ways of 


dealing with that.  You can exclude them, and we are also trying to develop an index of visibility 


and include it in the general linear models.  We are currently working on measuring the visibility 


directly and use that data to develop those corrections.  Of course, as with every gear, traps or 


video, you have issues of selectivity. 


 


In the video you miss the smaller fish and also the cryptic fish are difficult to observe.  Video 


cameras are expensive and can be lost.  Traps are getting stuck on the bottom every now and 


then.  I would say we lose on average about two traps a year, so that is not a lot of traps but if 


you have expensive video equipment on top of it, that can be very expensive. 


 


That was also the reason why we chose currently not for the setup that was used in the Gulf of 


Mexico, because the cameras that they are using are a lot more expensive, but we will definitely 


look at some changes in the future if that would help us to get additional information.  Then a 


very important constraint is that the reading of the videos is very time-consuming, and thus you 


need a lot of personnel support to do that. 


 


On average, looking at one video takes between one and eight hours so you can add it up if you 


think about the number of samples we collected each year.  Of course, although we have 


remedied that by putting the videos on traps, you don’t collect the biological samples.  If your 


setup is good enough, you can get some length data, but that is about it. 


 


We hope that the video will help us create additional index of abundance or index of relative 


abundance for a number of species; very likely red snapper, which is very important in this area, 


but also for vermilion and red porgy – both are on the SEDAR schedule for next year – and gray 


triggerfish and black sea bass and other groupers. 


 







Habitat AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                November 15-16, 2011  


 


62 


 


As I mentioned earlier, I hope we get some additional species with the comprehensive sampling 


starting in 2011. What is also very important is it provides us a direct image of habitat 


information both in looking at new habitat and also in looking at temporal changes, because we 


sample annually roughly the same area, so we can look at changes in habitat type over time. 


 


In conclusion, a large increase in sampling efforts, including the biological samples, an increase 


in the expansion of spatial distribution in sampling, more information on  habitat type, 


underwater video helps us to develop indices, but also we must be very realistic about our 


expectations.  Still what we are doing now is a lot better than what we did in terms of the data 


that we provide, but is still below the recommendations of the workshop.   


 


We also have to be realistic of the number of species that will benefit.  Species with a very low 


relative abundance, we will probably have a difficult time to get sufficient data for a full age- 


based stock assessment.  As I mentioned, the reading of the videos are very labor intensive.  We 


will have to have patience because for new indices it takes a couple of years to develop a robust 


index.  I threw this slide in a little while ago because someone mentioned lionfish; one of the 


species that we have not caught a whole lot of in the traps or at least not by any means relative to 


the abundance, but the still cameras provided us a means to develop a CPUE. 


 


This is part of the work that Don Glasgow, who is sitting in the back of the room here, did for a 


masters thesis.  Between 2006 and 2010 you can see there was a dramatic increase in the CPUE 


in lionfish, which probably will surprise no one, but I think we had very little information 


relative to the CPUE of lionfish so far.  This is an example of how this has helped us to develop 


new indices.  With that, I will entertain any questions. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Marcel, you said you are catching lionfish in Chevron traps? 


 


DR. REICHERT:  We do not; although in the last couple of years we have started catching them 


actually.  We are now catching about two or three a year, which is a hundred percent increase 


from what we use to catch. 


 


MR. HARRIS:  I didn’t think they trapped. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  No, but actually they do trap.  It is just you have to use live bait, which we are 


not using.  James Morris in North Carolina has had good success in catching lionfish.  He uses 


Chevron traps but a different bait setup.   


 


AP MEMBER:  Actually I had two questions for you real quick; so you are baiting the traps? 


 


DR. REICHERT:  Yes, we are. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I was involved in some of the early work in the Gulf of Mexico with the video 


traps back in about ’97.  One of the criticisms they got about baiting the traps was that it was 


artificially attracting fish to the area that wouldn’t normally have been there or that you wouldn’t 


normally observe, and therefore increasing your fish counts.  Have you thought of a way to deal 


with that?   
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MR. KELLISON:  I am just saying that the goal of these surveys is not to actually provide an 


exact count of the number of fish that are there, but it is to provide a relative index that is 


consistent over spacing and time.  We recognize that there are going to be effects of the bait 


there.  It is debatable about whether it is better or not to have the bait.   


For us, because the cameras are mounted on traps and we want to continue the trap and time 


series and the traps have always been baited, it wasn’t something that we could really consider 


removing the bait.  I mean, your question is whether that affects the number of fish that are going 


to be around the camera, and it most certainly does, but what we want to do is measure relative 


changes in those numbers over time, which hopefully will be consistent with relative changes in 


the overall population levels. 


 


AP MEMBER:  The second part of the question was I guess you had no real way to account for 


fish that are kind of circling the camera and the trap in terms of double counting or counting 


them multiple times the same fish. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  Well, our group has thought a lot about the best video metric to use, and what 


we are using is a mean count.  I apologize, Marcel, if you have covered this.  I was responding to 


something here so you may have already covered some of this.   


 


Even though the videos are in some cases 90 minutes long, we tend to read – we take 20 minutes 


of video, and I believe that they start five minutes into the videos, so we let five minutes adjust 


and we start five minutes into the video.   


 


Then we consider the next 20 minutes of video and we take a snapshot reading every 30 seconds; 


that gives us 41 frames.  From those frames we count the number of fish for each priority species 


within each of those frames; and then from those 41 frames we calculate a mean, and that 


number is the number for that species for that trap sample.  What we’ve found is there are lots of 


different ways that you could do a count.   


 


You could just do total counts, which are right, and then if you have a fish swimming around the 


trap and the camera gets counted however many times it circles around.  In the Gulf they use a 


minimum count, which is they also read 20 minutes now, but they use the greatest number of 


individuals observed within a given frame, which is kind of confusing why they call it a 


minimum count.   


 


They know that there are at least that many fish around.  If they observe 20 minutes of video and 


at one point they saw four red grouper within a single frame, then they would use the number 


four for theirs.  What we found is that minimum count value tends to reach an asymptote with 


the actual number of fish that are in the environment.   


 


It tracks pretty linearly with an actual number of fish up to a certain point.  If you can imagine  


like the true number of fish on the Y axis and the minimum count on the X axis, it kind of levels 


off.  At really high abundances, that count underestimates the true number of fish there, and the 


mean count that I described does a better job of tracking linearly at even higher abundances.  


That is the metric that we are using. 







Habitat AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                November 15-16, 2011  


 


64 


 


 


DR. REICHERT:  One additional comment is that there is a tradeoff in terms of using bait or not 


using bait, in particular looking at the number of samples that you get for your biological and 


your age information, so that is another consideration in terms of bait or not. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  Marcel, I just wanted to ask a quick question.  I am Michelle Duval; I am a 


council member from North Carolina; a great presentation and I appreciated the presentation we 


got at the September meeting.  I think it is a great effort.  I know you said that you were going to 


be meeting I guess Thursday to talk about sampling priorities for the upcoming year? 


 


DR. REICHERT:  No, this is not about sampling priorities.  This is discussing that previous 


sampling season and talking about data and making sure that we are creating one consistent data 


base. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  So the 2011 sampling that occurred in North Carolina, that went up to Cape 


Lookout or around about there? 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I think this year we actually were able to go north of Cape Lookout.  We have 


plans to expand the sampling north of Cape Lookout in 2012.  We did expand our sampling off 


of North Carolina, but we hope to get even more north of Cape Lookout. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  Just following up o that; I am not sure if you were in here when I was talking, 


but we have those 30 days planned on the Pisces.  Assuming that we get those days, we plan to 


spend a lot of that in Long Bay, so between Lookout and Hatteras.  During the day we would be 


performing trap and video surveys.  There are things that we need to work out about whether 


those are sort of exploratory surveys and whether those get included in the survey data base at 


least initially. We should have a considerable amount of trapping and video effort up north of 


Lookout in 2012. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  I only asked that because it has historically been such an under sampled area.  I 


know you all are well aware of that and it doesn’t sound like you really have plans to take the 


survey north of Hatteras.  I know North Carolina is kind of this weird black hole when it comes 


to some of these surveys.   


 


I mean, e-map doesn’t come far enough down to really get to some of the species that occur 


north of Hatteras.  We have a tilefish fishery that occurs north of Hatteras; and not that there is 


going to be any extra cash anywhere anytime soon, but I would totally support moving this effort 


north of Hatteras. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  You are actually right, and that is why I mentioned that we are not anywhere 


near the effort that was recommended by the workshop, because the workshop was very aware 


and very cognizant of the fact that in particular the northern and southern range were 


undersampled, and that is a funding and logistical issue; more funding than logistical, actually.  


 


MR. KELLISON:  Yes, just following up on that, Marcel quoted a 10-plus million dollar figure 


that workshop estimated was necessary and that included survey efforts north of Hatteras. 
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MR. DUREN:  I just have two questions; did you use lights on the sled?  Okay, and then the 


other question was is this information that you are collecting from SEAMAP surveys, is it being 


used by the various teams doing species stock assessments? 


 


DR. REICHERT:  Oh, yes, the MARMAP/SEFIS reef fish data for a lot of species it is the only 


fishery-independent data source, and for a lot of species it is the only data source available.  Yes, 


it is used.  We are one of the big data providers for the SEDAR stock assessments, and we 


actually participate in the data workshops and other workshops.  And the lights, yes, we have 


used lights on our television camera to look for bottom, but there are no lights on the trap 


cameras. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I’ve got a question, lionfish, what are we doing to try to eradicate them other 


than encourage people to catch them and eat them?  Are they showing up still like they were a 


year or two ago; just what is the situation there? 


 


MR. KELLISON:  I would say that they are not eradicable, I don’t know if that is a word, but, 


yes, they are absolutely here to stay.  I think a presentation maybe I gave last year, but in 2010 


they had a number of remotely operated vehicle surveys on shelf break reefs, and they are easily 


one of the top five or six most abundant species out there.  In some places with shallow water, 


clear waters like in the Caribbean, maybe in the Florida Keys where there is not much reef area 


and most of it is reachable by divers, it is potentially feasible I think to keep them under control 


and maybe get them somewhere close to rare.  They are easy to spear and they are easy to collect 


by divers.  


 


But when we have a system where – you know, those things have been documented, I don’t 


know how deep, up to 1,000 meters.  Off of North Carolina it is 75 miles out to even the shelf 


break, and they are everywhere and trying to find a way – I mean, the best thing that could 


happen if there would be a way to easily exploit them in a fishery. 


 


Marcel indicated some people have had some success in trapping them but it has not been a great 


success.  They don’t appear to take hook bait, so they don’t appear to be susceptible to hook 


gear.  Until we find a way to – I mean it is a little ironic; the things that we want to get rid of 


with fishing and we can’t; and the things that we want to keep around, we don’t do such a good 


job of.  Until we can find a way to find a gear that they are easily susceptible to, I don’t think 


there is any chance of knocking numbers down, but right now they are very, very abundant on 


shelf and shelf break waters. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Do they have a predator? 


 


MR. KELLISON:  Yes, that is a good question.  People in the Caribbean have documented like 


tiger grouper and red grouper, like single or a couple instances of finding them in stomach 


content so it is possible.  In the Keys people are hopeful that the Goliath grouper, which have 


recovering populations, will maybe keep them in check.   
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There are certainly not any natural predators.  James Morris, who Marcel mentioned, who is with 


National Ocean Service, he works at the same facility where I work in Beaufort, has done a lot of 


work with potential natural predators, just putting them in tanks together and starving the 


predators for a while.  Most of the predators won’t even go near the lionfish or will take them 


and spit them out, so we’ll see.  People in the Caribbean have found films like morays eating 


them occasionally, potentially sharks. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  Part of the SEAMAP efforts are the diet studies, and we are looking at the 


number of groupers because some have indicated that they may be eating lionfish, and we are 


trying to gather some information and see if there are species that are actually eating them.  I 


don’t think the current knowledge is encouraging. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Thank you, Marcel.  Brian from BOEM is going to talk to us about the 


renewable energy research agenda. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Good afternoon, everyone.  My name is Brian Hooker.  I am with the Bureau of 


Ocean Energy Management – that is our new official name today – formally the Minerals 


Management Service; formally the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and 


Enforcement.  I work in the renewable energy group in Herndon, Virginia.  We just changed the 


name of our branch to Environment Branch for Renewable Energy within the Renewable Energy 


Program Office. 


 


This is pretty much my first foray into the South Atlantic Region.  We have been most busy in 


the Mid-Atlantic and New England areas.  I am anxious to begin our work down here as far as 


education and outreach because that is pretty much where we are at this point, and hoping to just 


have a dialogue, talk a little bit about our environmental studies program and just about our 


general process for how we site wind farms. 


 


I am primarily today just going to talk about offshore wind facilities and not so much the marine 


hydrokinetic part.  We don’t really have that much interest in marine hydrokinetic on the Atlantic 


coast with the exception of one.  Florida Atlantic University has some interest in a test bed kind 


of east of Fort Lauderdale. 


 


This is going to be kind of a whirlwind tour here.  We are no longer the BOEMRE; we are just 


BOEM.  I will go over the OCS wind-siting process, and we are not going to talk about New 


England or the Mid-Atlantic.  Then we will go into environmental studies.  As I just mentioned, 


the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement just recently split in 


October to two agencies.   


 


The Bureau of Safety Environment Enforcement and BOEM, the Office of Renewable Energy 


Programs is housed entirely within BOEM.  We have generally four stages to the OCS wind-


siting process.  I apologize for those of you that sit in task force meetings.  These slides will 


probably look very familiar to you.  Just shout out if you are confused or think I am saying 


something that may be different from the North Carolina Task Force. 


 







Habitat AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                November 15-16, 2011  


 


67 


 


I think that is the only task force we have active right now in the South Atlantic.  Basically stage 


one is planning and analysis.  That is pretty much where we are everywhere is in the stage one 


where we are just engaging the task forces, the stakeholders and the public, publishing our 


planning notices, and then eventually getting down to the point where we announce an area 


identification, which is our famous wind energy areas, or WEAs, or just the polygons that 


eventually make it onto a map that we consider for leasing.   


 


The planning analysis can be started in two different ways.  It can either be started by a 


developer just submitting an unsolicited application for a certain area.  In the South Atlantic we 


do have – the situation is mostly we have interim policy leases off of two states, off of Georgia 


and as I mentioned off of Florida.  Those leases were issued prior to – OCSLA was amended in I 


think 2005, and that is what gave us our implementing regulations.  Those leases kind of were 


grandfathered in what we call an interim policy lease prior to those regulations taking force.   


 


Those interim policy leases only allow for installation of meteorological towers or buoys and the 


collection of data.  They are not for any type of commercial-scale development.  We have that 


function where a developer or an interested party could submit to us an unsolicited request or we  


issue the planning notices, and that is basically what we have done in the Mid-Atlantic and in 


New England.   


 


We just are wrapping up in the Mid-Atlantic an environmental assessment looking at site- 


assessment activities.  Once again, that is just the installation of MET towers and the collection 


of information off of the states of New Jersey down to Virginia.  That process is also underway 


in Southern New England, south of the Cape.  I don’t want to bore you with too much of this.  


Stage two, we eventually – after all that planning and analysis is a leasing process.   


 


They can be competitive or non-competitive.  Basically if more than one developer expresses an 


interest in an area, then it is basically competitive.  Then there is an auction process that we are 


developing to issue leases under that process.  Non-competitive means that no one else is 


interested in developing the site.  Throughout this whole process we engage the public.   


 


There are several FR notices that go out throughout the process.  Once they actually get the 


lease, the developer has a lease; they have a five-year period to collect site-specific data that 


informs the preparation of the construction and operations plan, or their COP.  The COP is the 


kind of the meat and potatoes for any commercial-scale development. 


 


Right now what the site assessment is is their SAP, their Site Assessment Plan.  That is what we 


are currently reviewing under NEPA and through our biological assessments and through our 


EFH consultations is just the SAP component and not the full build-out component.  Then in 


stage four, this is when we finally get into commercial development. 


 


A lease would be probably about a 25-year period, 30-year total if you add the five years of site 


assessment prior to that.  For those an environmental impact statement will be prepared, and 


those will most likely be on a project-by-project basis.  After those 25 years, they can allow it to 


expire and decommission or they can renew the – they have the option to renew the lease. 
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During all four of those, there are opportunities for public comment and engagement.  As you are 


probably aware, the task forces that we have set up for each state are elected positions or federal 


or state agencies, or people appointed by those agencies are allowed to sit on those task forces.  


However, they are public; and so if you are not a member of the task force you can listen and our 


general standard operating procedure is to have a question-and-answer session for the general 


public following the wrap-up of the agenda for the task forces. 


 


Currently none of the councils have a seat at the task force table.  That was a quick run through 


of kind of where we are.  As I mentioned, there was just a North Carolina Task Force meeting 


that is just starting the identification process and a planning analysis of trying to winnow down 


some areas for further consideration off of North Carolina coast. 


 


Southern Company has an unsolicited application under their interim policy lease which is just 


looking at installation of a MET tower in federal waters off of Tybee Island, I think 


approximately.  Then also in the South Atlantic is Florida Atlantic University’s interest.  They 


have an application in with us now looking at a test bed for marine hydrokinetic devices, 


basically an underwater turbine. 


 


That is the status of things as far as the planning and analysis stage.  Where we are and my 


primary reason for being here today is to try to get solicit input on – you know, we have an 


environmental studies program.  We get about $35 million a year; 4 million of that is for 


renewable energy that is split.  That is not only in the Atlantic.  


 


We share some of that with the Pacific, but the bulk of the renewable energy effort right now is 


in the Atlantic so we do get a sizable portion of that 4 million.  We want to identify what studies 


need to be done early in the process so we can have the data ready by the time we actually get to 


a construction and operations plan where we are having to do an EIS.  Some of the data is 


collected by the developer as part of their site-assessment activities.   


 


But what we would like to do is kind of have a regional focus and if we identify a real need that a 


region needs that perhaps an individual developer on an individual site may not be able to 


answer, that is where our environmental studies program is kind of geared to.  That website up 


there is where we have our current – we have a new website but the old links still work, so it still 


says BOEMRE.gov; however, if you go to BOEM.gov you will eventually find its way there.  


We are transitioning to a new website so bear with us in that process.   


 


Here is just a quick list of some of the studies we have.  A lot of what we are doing at the early 


stage you will see in here is a lot of data search and literature synthesis, basically trying to 


identify what the body of knowledge is currently.  That is how we really identify our data gaps 


and then go forth with an actual data collection study.   


 


One thing to highlight here that is one of the larger items is the AMAPS which is Atlantic-wide.  


That is between Navy, BOEM and NOAA.  On the marine mammal side there is a lot of interest 


in noise issues associated with primarily not the operation of a turbine but the construction of 


offshore wind facilities, so a lot of them are geared in that direction.   
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On fish and fish habitat the largest thing that really comes through is the electric magnetic fields 


that are emitted from the transmission lines.  We have direct current and alternating current.  


Most of the inner array cables connecting the wind turbines together would be alternating 


current.  However, there are some proposals for – if you are further offshore you really need a 


direct current system and a direct current system produces a little bit larger magnetic field around 


it as opposed to the alternating current so we are looking at that. 


 


We have had some lab studies that we have just completed, and now this year on the Pacific 


coast we have our first In Situ Study where we have a control with a dead cable and a live cable, 


that they will be doing in water studies.  Also, marine mammals aren’t the only ones that could 


be affected by pile-driving sounds and so we have another study on pile-driving sounds in fish. 


 


Then also the cable burial depth, which is of interest not only for fishing to stay out of the way of 


bottom-tending mobile gear, but also the deeper the cables are, the less of a magnetic field will 


be above the surface.  Avifauna, I am going to skip over that.  I don’t think everybody in this 


room has too much of an interest in birds. 


 


Sorry, Wilson, I knew you would be the one to raise the issue.  And some just general 


monitoring studies here.  On the social and economic and cultural resources, we do a lot of visual 


impacts of historic properties, a lot of our siting is driven by how far we can get it to shore 


without making everybody on shore mad. 


 


The visual evaluations are especially important in North Carolina with the National Park Service.  


They have a lot of interest in maintaining that visitor experience – I think that is how the 


National Park Service likes to talk about it – and not being able to stand at Hatteras and look out 


at a couple hundred wind turbines blinking on the horizon. 


 


Another one we have that is just wrapping up is an analysis of space-use conflicts.  That was a 


national study looking at both coasts.  It is hopefully going to point us in the direction for some 


best management practices especially regarding other OCS users, primarily commercial and 


recreational fishers.  Then we also have some other ones that are looking at historic wrecks and 


that sort of thing. 


 


Todd brought up earlier some of the – BOEM does have some studies that we do in partnership 


with NOAA, so you are probably aware of them through NOAA because generally we don’t 


have our own fleet of ships or anything like that, but we do help fund a lot of the NOAA stuff.  


Some of the canyon surveys, the lophelia cruises, we’re a big funder in those. 


 


Those aren’t really on the alternative energy side because they are too deep for where we are 


looking, but there was I guess some oil and gas interests at one point that funded those.  Once 


again, here is a link to that if you want to see the latest report on the EMF and undersea cable 


report.  I am in the middle of procurement right now.  Actually the request for quotes is out that 


we have with four vendors to develop a series of meetings up and down the Atlantic with kind of 


a – it’s a workshop that will be between commercial fishers and wind developers to try to 


identify best management practices for the siting of – from the commercial fishery side we hear a 
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lot of interest in maintaining alleyways continuously throughout any wind energy areas so that 


areas can be continued to be fished even with the facility in place. 


 


That will be over the next two years we will start to see the results of that study.  We also are 


kicking off another study that will actually look at the economic impacts from wind energy 


facility siting to commercial and recreational fisheries as well.  All that will help us pretty much 


more down the road in our environmental impact statement development for the construction and 


operations plan. 


I think I just talked about most of these.  The last bullet there was the one I just mentioned on 


economic impacts.  I guess in the interest of time I don’t really necessarily want to go into the 


whole environmental assessment scenario for how we do it, but basically we are in the process 


now of developing these environmental assessments, and as I said previously they are just for 


site-assessment activities. 


 


They will not assess impacts from full commercial build-out, but we do look at all these issues in 


the analysis.  We do an EFH assessment; but primarily because you are only looking at 


temporary structures such as buoys – that wouldn’t even be a structure, but a temporary 


placement of buoys, and the construction of maybe a couple MET towers. 


 


The benthic impacts are not generally that great considering the large area that they are over.  


They are great actually underneath the anchor or meteorological tower but not in the grand 


scheme of things.  Roger I know included in your packet I think where we are in the actual 


process, so right now we are in the process of developing our studies profiles for fiscal year 


2013.   


 


In the spring we will bring those study profiles to our scientific committee for their review and 


their input, and then eventually they will make it into a national studies list by the end of the 


fiscal year 2012.  That is kind of how our annual funding cycle works.  Right now we are in the 


process of identifying the studies, writing short profiles that we will then eventually present to 


the scientific committee in the spring, and then develop them further if it was a solid study, or 


modify or drop studies as that goes along.   


 


What I did here is I kind of – just to give you an idea of what kinds of things we are looking at, 


these are publicly submitted study topics for consideration and they are just in random order.  


Obviously, identifying discrete areas in the Atlantic for fishing, because obviously habitat 


impacts are one thing, but also displacement and economic impacts or any kind of money lost 


due to lost fishing opportunity is another. 


 


We have kind of two approaches.  One is identifying the fishing areas and another is also 


identifying sensitive benthic habitats.  That goes on to the second bullet there.  Down to Bullet 


Number Three, the other large areas of interest that we have had from public comments is the 


identification of hazards and mitigations to navigation within wind turbine arrays.   


 


Obviously, if you are trying to navigate by radar alone, it is not going to be all that useful in the 


wind turbine array with lots of things reflecting your radar.  Anyway, look at the study of what  
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perhaps that impact is.  There is obviously – for fishing you probably won’t be able to fish inside 


a wind turbine array 365 days a year even if you were allowed to fish 365 days a year. 


 


But because of the – you probably would only do it on clear weather days and days where you 


could actually have a vigilant watch and be able to have someone on lookout be able to make 


sure you are navigating correctly within the array.  The other issue that has come up is this one, 


what the impact could be of a lot of wind facilities up and down the entire Atlantic; what type of 


oceanographic response there would be from having different monopiles throughout the area?   


 


Could it just disrupt some circulation patterns, some eddies and larval disbursement, which then 


could impact negatively or positively fishery reproduction.  Obviously, the AC and DC electric 


cables continue to come up.  We don’t currently have an in situ study planned for the Atlantic at 


this time.   


 


Then there is just fisheries baseline data collection and this feeds off what was some of the other 


presentations we just had.  One of the ideas is that we could have the developers do very site- 


specific trawl surveys or video trap surveys or what have you to try to identify the fishery 


resources in the area that they would like to develop.   


 


However, we also could have the opportunity to augment perhaps NEAMAP OR SEAMAP or 


some of these other surveys to get a broader regional picture of what the fisheries resources are 


in the wind energy areas.  There could be some tradeoffs there as a result.  You may not get the 


various site-specific survey information if there is that well-designed regional study that is in its 


place.   


 


Just the last bullet, this one I think was probably more based in more the Mid-Atlantic, New 


England, basically the scallop resource.  It is the benthic invertebrate baseline collection.  It is 


trying to identify scallop resources that are in those areas to make sure that we are not impacting 


a significant seed area or something along those lines, although there are lots of other 


invertebrates that are important as well.  At this point I would really just like to open it up for 


discussion or any input that you would like to give BOEM as we kind of go down the line of 


identifying what studies to fund in FY-13. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Has anybody run a study on the difference in the cost between solar and wind or 


sea power per kilowatt hour? 


 


MR. HOOKER:  I am sure someone has.  Our office doesn’t do a cost-benefit analysis of 


whether or not the energy source is cheaper from natural gas or solar or what have you.  That is 


not really our job, really. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Much of what I hear about wind facilities is within the context of Smart from 


the Start and the state task forces.  In the South Atlantic the only state task force we have at this 


moment is North Carolina, and that might be true for several years.  What is BOEM going to do 


about South Carolina, Georgia and Florida and the potential for wind energy in those areas given 


that there isn’t that state task force structure?   
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Are we sort of like automatically low on the priority list because of that?  What avenues are there 


now for people in those three states to kind of contribute to BOEM’s process given that there 


isn’t the state task force venue like there is in North Carolina and in the Mid-Atlantic and New 


England? 


 


 MR. HOOKER:  That is a very good point.  Obviously, our priorities will be in areas where 


there is interest in development.  It is possible even without a state task force, even if a particular 


state doesn’t have a keen interest to develop the offshore wind resources, it is still a federal 


program, it could still happen.  It is just not the way that we have chosen to go at this point.  We 


prefer to work closely with the state in the identification of the areas.  But I see what you are 


saying, as far as like the allocation of resources to – 


 


MR. WILBER:  Like South Carolina has a very keen interest in developing its offshore wind 


energy resources, but South Carolina being South Carolina has a very keen interest in doing 


things on its own and not in close partnership with the federal government, so this whole notion 


of doing it through a BOEM Task Force is what is kind of the issue in South Carolina. 


 


It is not the lack of interest to develop the resource, it is not a lack of expression of interest by 


potential wind facility operators, it is just we have this state/federal thing going on.  What is the 


avenue for getting in and shaping – I mean, do you have any advice on how to kind of shape how 


wind farms are developed in these states that really, for whatever reason, don’t have an interest 


in establishing a task force? 


 


MR. HOOKER:  I don’t think I have an answer for you, I am sorry.  Obviously, if you get a 


developer who is interested and has the financial backing to really do the work, then I think it 


would proceed.   


 


But if it is coming from the other direction where there is an interest in the communities in 


developing and having the jobs and that type of thing, I think it is a harder hill to climb than if 


you had a developer that came in and said, “Hey, I have all this money, wind resource looks 


good off your state, I would like to develop.”  That is a much different scenario. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Pace, to some degree I envisioned the solicitation from BOEM to the councils 


because they approached all three Atlantic councils on some collaborations and opportunity to at 


a regional level provide some very specific recommendations for what we really need to know at 


a regional level to move forward so we could integrate what is being done at the task force, what 


the states are doing, and at least try to in another level of input to them provide in this 


mechanism here some guidance on what really needs to be accomplished for research.   


 


That is why it is kind of woven into this discussion on fisheries and mapping and everything else 


is that this is an opportunity to maybe do what we were just saying before about really 


identifying what priorities would advance to getting that information, which is going to be right 


in line with the types of information that are going to be necessary to really see any of these 


alternative energies, specifically wind development occur in the South Atlantic Region.  At least 


that was the hope of the solicitation of the councils and then our partners in the states on how we 
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can at least make it work on a regional level, but we need across these things really understand 


these before we can really get down. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Just let me ask; the council though is not a member of the North Carolina Task 


Force; and that is due to some kind of set of rules inside BOEM, correct? 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Well, yes, it’s the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  It went between the 


Solicitor’s Office and General Counsel at NOAA to try to – basically the lawyers said, yes they 


are not a federal entity to be able to be exempt from the Federal Advisory Committee Act. 


 


MR. DUREN:  I think it was Jenkins that asked about cost.  The Department of Energy actually 


has a table on their website called Estimated Levelized Cost of New Generation Resources, and 


this is the cost per kilowatt hour of produced power.  They have got about 20 different options.  


The lowest cost is $63.00 per kilowatt hour, and that is from an advanced combined cycle, 


natural gas turbine generation. 


 


The highest cost is solar thermal, which is $312.00 per kilowatt hour.  Advanced coal with 


sequestration would be $136.00 per kilowatt hour; conventional coal is $95.00; wind power 


onshore, $97.00, land-based; wind power offshore, $243.00 per kilowatt hours.  It is pretty high 


in the mix of things.  It is probably not likely anybody is going to build one of those without 


substantial subsidies or incentives of some type of other.   


 


There have been enough built in terms of information collection.  From our habitat point of view, 


there have been enough of them built offshore already in the world that we should be able to get 


data on what environmental impacts might have occurred from construction, from operation, and 


then interestingly from them being there in the water.  We find other types of structures in the 


water tend to attract all kind of marine life and probably they will to. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  To answer your question, you are absolutely correct.  The UK and primarily the 


Netherlands have a lot of wind facilities in place and operating.  The UK is continuing to build 


out.  Their environmental conditions are a little bit different.  We can look at some of the general 


species type, species group, family-type interactions to kind of get an idea of what some of the 


impacts might be.   


 


But as far as like a coastal shelf environment of what we have along the Atlantic Seaboard, there 


really isn’t an exact equivalent in Europe.  We are taking as much as we can from their studies 


and they have been very helpful.  They have come and given us presentations, and we have all 


their publications.  That is definitely part of the body of knowledge that we have going forward. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I guess the questions I have had is in regards to like all the mapping we have 


heard from previous presentations; and being from North Carolina and seeing the areas that are 


proposed, thinking how someone said earlier there has not been as much mapping there north of 


Cape Lookout, and then up north of Cape Hatteras where I believe two of the blocks are for 


North Carolina; I’m just wondering kind of what is going to be the breakpoint between what 


BOEM does prior to opening up blocks for leasing compared to what then the perspective wind 


developer that gets the lease, what level they will be needing to map.  Some areas have lots of 
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mapping already; are you guys going to do more to get a baseline in there before they even start 


to give them some information? 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Right, exactly, we kind of have two approaches we have; stuff that we fund 


through our environmental studies program, which is about a little under $4 million a year, and 


then there are the requirements, the protocols that we give the developers for what they collect 


during that up to five-year period they do their site assessment. 


 


We actually have two different studies that are trying to – we have solicited feedback; we have 


gotten feedback from NOAA and Fish and Wildlife Service on previous draft guidelines.  We are 


having additional studies now on really kind of fine tuning those guidelines and those survey 


protocols that would be not only from marine mammals and sea turtles and protected species but 


for fisheries as well.   


 


Unfortunately, that is not out yet but it should be out soon.  We do have some draft ones that we 


hope to make public even prior to those official studies coming in.  In general, they do have to do 


diligence in identifying what is there, what resources are there. 


 


MS. HILFER:  I am looking at your website on the Cape Wind Project in Nantucket.  Has that 


been there long enough to do an environmental impact, or is that something your office does, or 


is that when you turn it over to the – you continue your studies, right?  You matched your 


expectations for the studies before you granted the lease. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Right, Cape Wind is an interesting one.  It kind of came about prior to the 


secretary’s current initiative and prior to BOEM even having the authority to issue the leases.  


The Army Corps of Engineers was actually the lead agency when that first started.  It is a little 


bit of a different animal. 


 


On that one we did a full life cycle environmental impact statement from the beginning.  They 


haven’t built anything.  We have accepted their construction operations plan.  The only thing that 


is on site is a meteorological tower.  There is currently ongoing litigation with that proposal.  


You can look at that EIS to get an idea of what a construction and operations plan EIS would 


cover.   


 


I wouldn’t necessarily hold that as the standard for what future construction and operations plans 


and EISs will be just because that has been the first one to kind of go through and it has been in a 


bifurcated process under two different agencies and different regulations along the way.  Does 


that answer – but if you are looking at an EIS, there is long-term monitoring that is being done.   


 


We work closely with – for habitat there are some before-and-after control sites that were done 


along the cable burial route from the site-to-shore studies that have to be done for the monitoring 


of the buried cables and the base of the foundations.  There is an avian bat monitoring plan that is 


in place as well.  There is a monitoring program that would kick in if and when they would 


actually build something. 


 


MS. HILFER:  What is the depth of that project? 
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MR. HOOKER:  That is really shallow; it is I think around 60 feet.  It is diver depth. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Quick question; Brian, you said the avian monitoring was after they built it; 


what about prior to construction, any? 


 


MR. HOOKER:  No, there were several avian and bat studies done prior to the construction as 


well.  Although you might have a better sense of – we have an avian biologist on staff that has a 


better sense of what studies were done on that end. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay the next item on the agenda is a break.  Fifteen minutes and then we will 


resume with an update from the State Subpanel Chairs on the habitat mapping efforts within their 


states.  And just as a forewarning since I tend to be geographically oriented, we usually go either 


north to south or south to north.  If you are from Florida or North Carolina, one of the two of you 


is going to be first. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Quick point, Jennifer Dorton wasn’t able to be here early today and she is 


actually going to be online for the discussions during the eco-partner coordination meeting.  I 


will touch on a couple points why I had included some discussions of a SECOORA relative to 


mapping and relative to efforts after the break. 


 


MR. WILBER:  We actually have a lot planned for this last hour and fifteen minutes or so, so it 


is going to be important to kind of stay on schedule and I might become a bit of a taskmaster.  


But, anyway, to pick up where we left off, Roger is going to speak for a couple of minutes on 


SECOORA and how they are engaging stakeholders and identification of fisheries oceanography 


needs.  Then we will transition into the presentations from the State Subpanel Chairs,  beginning 


in the north with North Carolina.  Thanks. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay quickly, I wanted to at least highlight what I was trying to get Jennifer 


to touch on with regard to SECOORA, Southeast Coastal Ocean Observing Regional 


Association.  The organization, you will get a lot more detail about that tomorrow during the 


eco-regional partner meeting.   


 


One of the things that I thought would be good in the context of this discussion of mapping and 


efforts and coordination was the fact that the organization is in the process of building a ten-year 


build-out plan.  That intended to provide the oceanographic capabilities, new buoy systems, new 


monitoring systems, and as part of it I serve as a member and also on the board, so I have been 


really successful at trying to get fisheries integrated into our observing capabilities in the 


Southeast Region to a greater degree.  


 


And in this first iteration of a draft build-out plan, they have included not only expansions of 


arrays to cover things such as our marine protected areas and deepwater coral HAPCs, 


placements associated with key habitat areas or regulatory areas, but also even adding in things 


such as applications of the need for mapping through the entire region.  I worked with Tina  


Udouj and FWRI. 
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We had taken the SEAMAP data at least for a baseline identified in these major habitat 


distributions amounts of area that had some information in where we really were lacking.  Now 


this didn’t include a lot of the more detailed multi-beam mapping you have seen in terms of the 


amounts of areas, but what it did is it set a stage from which to identify how much area, which 


became a lot in each one of the different categories.   


 


We have included in this area the shelf, shelf edge, shelf break, shelf offshore, and then the deep, 


which is basically greater than 300 meters.  We came up with aerial distributions of those with 


the intent that this would actually be worked out in the national plan that will cost out the effort 


to map all these areas using either AUVs, ship-based efforts or other types, shallow water or 


deepwater AUVs; similar to what we did when we had the Eagle Ray that used to be with NERC 


in North Carolina and is actually back in the Gulf of Mexico at the University of Southern 


Mississippi. 


 


The relevance is that there is a real opportunity to again provide more refined information on the 


distribution, what we know footprint as well as the longer term, and through this process 


potentially get resources to expand what we know in our region.  SECOORA is going to be 


going through a more extensive process of engaging stakeholders, including fisheries 


organizations, fishing community in general. 


 


I wanted to at least get it on the table for the panel to know that this is moving forward and has 


significant connections in what we are working on.  As I indicated, the more detailed discussion 


will be on the organization and where it has come from, where it is going will be highlighted 


tomorrow during our eco-regional partner coordination meeting, but it has very significant 


relevance to this discussion on mapping and long-term research.   


 


I guess the other facet of it; the only one last facet is the ability to connect in the oceanographic 


aspects of everything we have been discussing.  We have been mostly talking about physical, on 


species distribution, on habitat distributions, but linking these together with understanding how 


the oceanographic characteristics are really having variations in species and in habitat 


distribution themselves is going to be really critical.  This is a real opportunity to expand that 


kind of information. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, thank you, Roger.  We are going to transition now to the updates on the 


mapping efforts within states.  While I haven’t seen those presentations, I suspect they will be 


much more inshore oriented than the ones that we have seen since lunchtime today.  Again, the 


whole goal here is after these individual state updates, we will have an open discussion quickly 


about what gaps we might see as a panel that we might want to make some recommendations for 


filling.  Usually starting in the north and heading south, we will turn it over to the North Carolina 


Subpanel Chair, Anne. 


 


MS. DEATON:  All right, as far as updating mapping information, since we last met was a year 


ago, end of 2010, December, the last version of the Coastal Habitat Protection Plan was finished 


and approved.  You can go on our website and access the plan and it has all of the updated 


information we know of on the structured habitats within North Carolina. 
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That includes what has been completed so far as far as shell bottom and submerged aquatic 


vegetation wetlands hard bottom.  The hard bottom information is just what you already have 


from SEAMAP and the Moser and Taylor study.  But since then there have been a few additions 


to the mapping that is not within that Coastal Habitat Protection Plan.  


 


One is that the Division of Coastal Management is in the process of doing some mapping the 


shorelines, digitizing our shoreline.  In that process they will be identifying all the different 


shoreline types, whether it is marsh, swamp forest, whether it has a sediment bank.  They have 


got it down to about six general wetland or non-wetland type shorelines. 


 


They are also going to digitize any structures along there, so bulkheads, hardening structures or 


perpendicular structures like docks.  They have already finished 15 of our 20 coastal counties.  


Five are completely done, like they have been quality control checked.  They expect to be done 


with that at the end of this year.  That will be a good addition to have.   


 


Then the other new information is since we last met we have finished the new map of the 


submerged aquatic vegetation that was done with a multi-agency effort.  DMF was just one 


partner; Albemarle/Pamlico National Estuary Program sort of coordinated the effort.  They 


worked with NOAA, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and a lot of the other state and federal 


agencies. 


 


They pooled their money and we all actually chipped in the staff to do the groundtruthing.  We 


tried this effort of mapping the whole coast in one shot.  North Carolina has a big coast.  It was 


kind of a challenge to get the right weather conditions everywhere.  They did do it though and it 


came out to being 139,000 acres that they quantified. 


 


They have concluded not to do it that way again; because the low salinity grasses, we really 


spent a lot of time figuring out the best method and the best window where both types of grasses 


would show up.  Those low salinity grasses just are so much harder to see.  This was the first 


time we had mapped areas south of New River, so we did gain a lot of new information for the 


southern counties. 


 


But we could tell just from what we know is on the ground in some of those riverine systems that 


it underestimated in those lower salinity areas.  But at least we have a snapshot of all the SAV in 


our coast and from here we are in the process of planning how to do this on a regular basis, but in 


a couple of chunks; rotate maybe north, central, south, north, central south, like that so we can 


continue on and develop a monitoring strategy.   


 


The other major habitat we mapped is the shell bottom.  DMF has a bottom mapping program.  


They are like 95 percent done mapping our entire coast, but they have been doing it probably 


over two decades.  The only thing lacking is a small area in Brunswick County.  But, this last 


year with the budget, they lost I think four positions within the bottom mapping program.   


 


Right now they are not even trying to finish that county because it is not near where the staff is 


so that is ongoing.  The other major gap as far as shell bottom is the deeper subtidal bottoms, and 


mostly that is Pamlico Sound in our state, the oyster beds.  That is where historically we used to 
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have a lot of oysters.  There was a large loss back in the early 1900s and it just never has 


recovered.  One of our top priorities is to get that mapped, and that is done with different 


methods.  You would use side-scanning sonar to do that.  That is something we would like to try 


and do.   


 


The other thing is we have been working on analyzing strategic habitat areas.  I think I presented 


at the last meeting, maybe region-wide, which is Albemarle Sound, and we did finish the second 


region which includes Pamlico Sound and the Neuse and Pamlico Rivers, so we have got that 


done.  That is more than two-thirds of the coast, so we have got two more areas to do.   


 


The last thing I was going to say that has already been talked about is the Wind Energy Task 


Force, which have been several steps.  It started out with the Institute of Marine Science that 


UNC put together a report on wind energy, and they compiled a lot of the data layers for that 


with Dr. Peterson charging the way, because he was a big proponent for it.  We have provided all 


the habitat information to him.  He also got fishing data. 


 


From there that has moved on to other groups in this task force, and they have also combined 


that with the military conflict zones, fishing concentrations, and now they are still in process of 


looking at navigation conflicts.  Then they are doing a visual assessment to see how close could 


it be and not be seen. 


 


All that information is getting compiled by BOEMRE.  They have got five possible areas for 


North Carolina that might be compatible for wind energy development from the south to the 


northern coast.  I believe, Brian is still here, I think they are going out – isn’t it in December you 


are going to have a request for information. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Yes, a Request for Information, that is one of the public documents.  I am not 


positive on when that is supposed to be released.  I know they are actively working on it. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I have the website.  They have a website which might be of interest to you guys 


because it compiles all those data layers, kind of like South Atlantic, your IMS Mapper.  Hold on 


and I can give it to you.  Okay, it is www.explorer.arcgis.com.  If you go to that you can – does   


that sound right?  That is what I have written down, and then there is a whole bunch of numbers. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Yes, I believe it is at the Multi-Purpose Marine Cadastre.  It should be readily 


accessible I think off the new BOEM webpage, if you just go to boem.gov.  The Multi-Purpose 


Marine Cadastre should be there.  Just a quick little background on that is a joint effort between 


the NOAA Coastal Services Center and BOEM to get as many data layers as we can up there.  I 


will leave it at that. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I just have two questions, I think.  On the shoreline that is being digitized what 


is it being digitized from?   


 


(Remarks made off the record.) 


 


MR. WILBER:  No, just I guess relatively recent aerial photographs is what you’re –  
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(Further remarks made off the record.) 


 


MR. WILBER:  And when all that stuff is done, does it end up on a DMF website or is it on the 


NCEGIS website? 


 


(Answer given off the record.) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Any other questions for Anne before we move to the great state of South 


Carolina? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Did you say Dr. Peterson, Pete Peterson? 


 


MS. DEATON:  Dr. Pete Peterson.  He was somehow doing the study.  It was in the legislature 


to do a wind study and then – but since then there was another task force. 


 


AP MEMBER:  He did fisheries and ecosystem mapping? 


 


MS. DEATON:  Yes, he compiled all the data layers that he could find.   He included the 


fisheries information, the military conflict information, habitat information, the wind, the wind 


speed. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Well, hot off the presses just in the last few weeks is a final report that was 


completed by the Marine Resources Research Institute with the South Carolina Department of 


Natural Resources.  This is the only comprehensive state-wide spatial mapping effort that I am 


aware of that has just recently been completed. 


 


It was funded by the South Carolina Energy Office with a grant from the U.S. Department of 


Energy.  The grant had several objectives, but the one that is relevant to the mapping effort was 


this creation of a regulatory task force for coastal clean energy; so there is a task force in South 


Carolina, but apparently it is not the same kind of task force that the other states have in 


connection with the BOEM effort. 


 


But in any case, the objectives of this mapping effort were to compile the latest updated spatial 


data and metadata that is already available from DNR and other agencies, state and federal 


agencies.  It includes the data sets, and this is all contained in that report which is Attachment 11, 


I think, on your little flash drive. 


 


But the data sets basically fell into three categories, biological resources, habitats and habitat 


features, and human uses.  There are lots of data sets that were included in this.  Some already 


had geospatial reference data associated with some other data sets.  It had to be developed for 


them.  The entire list of data sets that were included in this effort is shown in Table 1 of that final 


report, along with the agency that provided that data set. 


 


You can see that there are lots of different data sets there.  It covers not just aquatic resources but 


upland and inshore and freshwater wetland, all sorts of land use cover.  There is lots of 
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information, but there were some data gaps that were identified, and those are shown in gray.  


The avian migration routes, they were unable to compile that information in the time they had to 


develop this data base; and also marine mammal migration routes I believe; and there were some 


others in there, I can’t remember what they were. 


 


But in any case all the data sets, or not all of them but most of them are downloadable and they 


can be found on the DNR Website.  The two main contacts for information related to this 


mapping effort are Bob Van Dolah and Jessica Boynton, who is our GIS guru.  I think, Roger, 


you have all that contact information and the links to the data sets.  I think I sent that to you.  


You could send those out to the rest of the group, I guess.   


I don’t know if those links are contained in this final report or not.  In any case, that is the only 


effort that I am aware of.  It extended from 30 miles inland to the 200 meter contour offshore – 


that was the project area – and from 32 degrees to 34 degrees north. It was basically the entire 


coast of South Carolina, but it also did go slightly into Georgia and North Carolina.  Of course, 


this is all related to the wind energy investigation off the coast here.   


 


MR. WILBER:  Any questions for Pricilla? 


 


MS. WENDT:  I have a question, but not for me.  To what extent does BOEM interact with the 


Department of Energy in terms of funding various efforts like this so there isn’t duplication of 


effort? 


 


MR. HOOKER:  We do have a memorandum of understanding, a memorandum agreement with 


the Department of Energy to collaborate on such things like this.  We sit on each other’s various 


reviews for projects and things of that nature.  We do try to coordinate as much as possible.  One 


of the things we try to do every year too is have these Atlantic Wind Workshops – I know Roger 


attended the one this year – where we kind of all gathered back again in the same room and say, 


okay, this is what we got and this is what we are going to do forward, but that is everybody and 


not just the Department of Energy. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, are we ready to move on to Georgia and Pat? 


 


MR. GEER:  Okay, I will start up with our non-game section, which is in our Wildlife Resources 


Division.  They have done a pretty good job of doing work with turtles.  They have a shrimp 


trawl aerial service they do every two weeks that shows effort distribution across the coast.  They 


have their nesting sites and strandings. 


 


You have already seen some of the right whale work that they are doing.  They also have a pretty 


good GIS data base on terrestrial species.  They are looking at mammals, amphibians and 


reptiles, just upland a little bit.  Within our Coastal Resources Division, our Ecological Services 


Section, they are the people that do most of the permitting and the mapping they do is for most of 


their permits. 


 


They have just completed their coastal inventory for the new national wetlands mapping 


standards.  They work very closely with the South Atlantic Alliance who we are going to hear 


from tomorrow.  They are working on maps for sea level rise, shorelines, and they are working 
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with spatial planning, and a lot of regards that way.  They do most of the permitting and 


management of those habitats.   


 


On the fisheries side we have had a little bit of problem with our habitat program over the last 


five years.  It seems like every time we try to get it up and running, something happens.  It 


should be a staff of three biologists and two technicians; we are down to two technicians now.  


We just recently hired someone to run that program and they suddenly passed away.   


 


We are in the process of trying to fill that position.  What we are hoping that person will be able 


to do is collate all our fisheries data that we have.  We have a lot of surveys; a lot of surveys we 


work with SEAMAP.  We have longline surveys and trawl survey just like every other state, 


oyster restoration projects, artificial reefs, and try to collate as much of that information as 


possible.  It is there but it is not together; we don’t have a plan.   


 


It seems like every time we get somebody new in and we say this is what needs to be done and 


somewhere along the line it falls apart because of budget cuts or some other reason.  That 


position closes next week, so if you know anybody is interested please let me know.  Some of the 


things we have been doing with the artificial reef program; we have been using side-scan sonar 


to get detailed maps of the areas, the individual structures that are out there. 


 


Until that person comes on board and we can start revamping this program again, I am looking 


forward to it because I don’t know how many of you knew Gabe Gattis, but he was the one 


running it and he was really excited about it.  We were just looking at some of the things that 


they were doing in North Carolina and South Carolina and sort of reinventing the wheel, and 


look at them as models.   


 


MR. WILBER:  Any questions for Pat?  Okay, seeing none, we will quickly move to Florida, 


which I understand, first, does not have a State Subpanel Chair.  Somehow we are going to have 


to fix that, right, Roger? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, Dave Palandro had left FWRI, and Amber has moved into the position.  


At the last advisory panel meeting the decision was made to some degree that what we would 


like to do is have the subpanel chairs be the state representative because it provides a direct link 


for day-to-day or kind of long-term operations, so there may be an opportunity.   


 


Amber has stepped in just as her first meeting as the representative for FWRI.  We have a real 


close long-term relationship with the state and with FWRI and operations.  Hopefully, that may 


be amendable to the Florida Subpanel, which we don’t have a lot of our members here right now. 


 


MS. WHITTLE:  I could add one or two things that I know about since I got invited here two 


weeks ago.  I know that my group just published last week a report that is called the Seagrass 


Integrated Mapping and Monitoring, so it is for all of Florida, both Atlantic and Gulf side. 


 


All of the mapping that has been done in the monitoring, and we are hoping to do another full 


report every six years.  That is out there and then I know that Dave was finishing up and his 
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replacement will finalize an integrated reef map that includes the northern reef and the sanctuary 


for corals.  


 


MR. WILBER:  Thank you.  All right, the brief discussion we wanted to have before Tina 


demonstrates the EFH web services thing, I guess that is what you are calling it, is real quickly 


are there habitats that you feel should be mapped that are not currently being mapped either in 


offshore or inshore areas? 


 


If there is a lot of support for some of those particular ones, particularly if they cross state 


boundaries, we can formulate them into some recommendations from this advisory panel to the 


council.  Is everybody content with all the spatial data they have got; they don’t need anything 


else? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I would say places where BOEM is looking at potentially leasing and working 


with folks in that area as well as potential cable routes back to shore, similar to what the Navy 


did as they were looking at laying out their submarine array. 


 


MR. WILBER:  To ask a question, when we talk about offshore coral and hard bottom kind of 


mapping and things we would like to see the Navy continue to do and NOAA continue to do, and 


things like that; as resource managers here in the room, what is the minimum mapping unit you 


would like to see in those data that you are going to be basing your resource management 


decisions on?  I mean, if the map captures everything one acre or larger, is that good enough, or 


does it need to be a tenth of an acre or larger or a hundredth of an acre?  What is the minimum 


mapping unit you want to see in an offshore hard bottom map? 


 


AP MEMBER:  From our fishery-independent survey group standpoint, it doesn’t have to be 


very big at all.  I am not sure if I could give you exact spatial dimensions, but anything that 


identifies hard bottom habitat is helpful.  It could be a very small patch. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The whole point of this is what is very small?  How the equipment is deployed 


and how the data are processed results in very small translating to different acreages.  When you 


are trying to advise folks on how to conduct a survey for a wind farm or something like that, 


what is the minimum mapping unit that you use in making a decision?  I am just posing that as a 


question. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  I am not a member of this body, but I can just throw out there that the lease 


blocks and what we like to recommend as the minimum size is three statute miles by three statute 


miles; that is the size of an individual lease block.  Now we do and can lease what we call aliquot  


parts of a lease block, but at a minimum having things on a scale of a single lease block is 


helpful for our planning. 


 


AP MEMBER:  To make sure I follow you right there, when you are saying that be your scale, 


as in like it is has hard bottom, doesn’t have hard bottom type, an X/O type thing or what is that 


three-mile level? 
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MR. HOOKER:  At a minimum.  I mean, obviously when we really get down into it, there will 


be fine tune mapping that will have to get done, but not just for habitat mapping, but for other 


resource type information, too.  If things are available at at least that scale, that is a good starting 


point for us. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Nobody wants to bite on the minimum mapping unit question?  Okay, I can 


understand that.  I will just tell you for practical reasons inside the Fisheries Service we use a 


hundredth of an acre for shellfish and seagrass and hard bottom.  We use five-hundredths of an 


acre for salt marsh.  If someone gives us a map and they weren’t able to detect things that were at 


least that small, we reject the map as being insufficient for making a management decision; just 


as an example.   


 


MS. DEATON:  One criticism I have heard on the SEAMAP data that we have now is that 


because it includes trawl data, like you have these lines, but that just means somewhere along 


that trawl line they found something that indicated hard bottom.  We need something better than 


that.  That is my minimum; something more site-specific rather than the trawls. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  But that is only the SEAMAP data are one-by-one minute.  There are a 


number of occasions where that trawl crossed that particular line.  The lines you see on that map 


are a number of points along that line that were observed.  Does that kind of answer your 


question or not? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, I think putting it in the management context is you would use the 


SEAMAP data to identify areas off of North Carolina where you think hard bottom might occur; 


and then in through the BOEM process and the regulatory process to site a wind farm, you would 


say if you are going to go into one of these boxes that SEAMAP says hard bottom might occur 


inside this box or in an adjacent box, then you need to go out there with some kind of acoustic 


type sampling program and you need to map hard bottom at a certain spatial resolution.   


 


What is that magic spatial resolution that we are going to advise folks to use?  We have kind of 


come at this question rather than specifying a spatial resolution like in the sense of a scale, we 


have come at it by specifying a minimum mapping unit.  We have told folks whatever you do 


you have to be able to detect something as small as one one-hundredth of an acre for hard 


bottom.   


 


MR. GEER:  Don’t you think that would vary from distance from shore versus going up river?  


In our surveys I think we are doing our longline, which in the open ocean is – and it is half mile 


by half mile, but as we come into the estuary it goes quarter mile by quarter mile.  The creeks are 


probably fifty meters by fifty meters, the grids. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I do think it does vary depending on where you are in the landscape not only 


because the habitats themselves change, but the technology as to what is practicable also changes 


as well.  In the sense of offshore 50, 100 feet of water kind of thing, what is that magic kind of 


balance between what is practical and what you want to make a management decision on and 


what is the number?  That is the question I always ask people, what kind of number do you use? 
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MR. MIKELL:  It depends on what the situation is.  Nine square miles, is that what you all use?  


It’s a huge piece of property but it is not in the ocean.  My question is this; when we get involved 


with lease holders, are we leasing the surface, the water column, or the bottom; and will that 


leasor be able to dictate who comes into that area?  


 


MR. HOOKER:  You had a couple questions in there.  Our authorization is through the Outer 


Continental Shelf Lands Act, so it is only the lands, it is not the water column or anything, and it 


is a structure then that would sit on the land.  As far as your other question about access or being 


able to get in, generally it looks like it would fall into Coast Guard and their safety regulations if 


there was a safety hazard posed by a structure.  As to whether or not any access would be 


limited, BOEM would not implement those safety measures. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Yes, it does answer the question but it is probably so far off into the future we 


will probably be all dead and gone by the time that happens, but I just see it as a possible 


problem. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Absolutely, that is one of the reasons that we are here and we will have to do 


more of this. 


 


MR. GEER:  Are you concerned that those areas would be totally off limits to everything? 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Who is to say it won’t be? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I guess a question back to mapping experts; does the scale that Pace has 


mentioned seem like something that is doable in the waters from three miles out?  What was it 


one, one-hundredth of an acre? 


 


MR. KELLISON:  I don’t what that actually translates to.  For the stuff we mapped for the 


onshore or the on shelf areas, we had it down to a five meter resolution and I think off the shelf 


we had it at a 15 meter resolution.  Basically, what that means is like on the shelf you could 


detect objects that were 5 meters or larger.  Anything below that, you didn’t have sufficient 


resolution to adequately detect. 


 


MR. WILBER:  When you say 5 meters, that is like a square 5 meters on a side?  Okay, so that is 


a little bit smaller than a hundredth of an acre; just a little bit, so that is about right. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  But that will change depending on whether you are talking about on shelf or 


off shelf.  Obviously off shelf it is a lot harder to detect those smaller objects. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Right now you are pretty much just looking on the shelf, correct?  Everything 


else would probably have to be floating if you are off shelf, I imagine. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  That is correct, due to the engineering constraints currently in place we are 


primarily looking on the shelf.  However, there are some developers that have some floating 


turbine technology that is interested in a testing phase. 
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MR. WILBER:  Another way to kind of illustrate this problem with a data set that I have actually 


touched is South Carolina has an amazing data set on inner-tidal oyster distribution.  It was done 


with state-of-the-art, very high-resolution digital photography.  Its pixel size is a quarter of a 


square meter.  


 


If you can take those data, which are now available from DNR’s Website, and you can do like a 


histogram of the smallest patch of oyster reef they identified and the number of those patches up 


to the largest patch of oyster reef they identified, and the number of those patches, and then you 


can ask questions like if I had a minimum mapping unit of one-hundredth of an acre, how much 


of that entire data set would I be capturing?   


 


The answer in South Carolina is around 85 percent; 85 percent of all the oysters in those data 


would be captured at a minimum mapping unit of a hundredth of an acre or larger.  If you want 


to get up to like the 95 or 99 percent, then you have to get down to minimum mapping units that 


are on the order of a thousandth of an acre.   


 


It gives you an idea of just what is practicable and how much of the resource you protect by 


drawing the line at different points.  I would think that same kind of approach would be what we 


would want to use for hard bottom when we are looking at potential offshore wind-leasing areas.  


How much of the hard bottom do we need to protect and what is the minimum mapping unit to 


ensure we are protecting at that level? 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  For the collection of multi-beam data, you could use the IHO Special 


Order 1A Standard which is what we were using for ours, which requires the resolution to be, I 


believe it was one-tenth of the depth of the water column.  Basically at fifty meters you would 


need to collect to a five meter resolution.  At seventy meters you would need to collect to a seven 


meter resolution and so on. 


 


MR. WILBER:  This is obviously a conversation that we can continue, and I love to talk about 


this kind of stuff, so feel free, be will move quickly into the last issue for the day, which is Tina’s 


presentation on the new web-based GIS services that she was working on with the council to 


provide.  The idea in looking at this presentation is to provide her some feedback on the end of 


what additional capabilities or what additional information would you like to see this web service 


contain. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  My name is Tina Udouj and I work for the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 


Commission at the Research Institute in St. Petersburg, but live in Fort Smith, Arkansas.  I 


mentioned that earlier.  It has been fun, but I have been working with Roger for several years and 


compiling and collecting GIS data relevant to ecosystem-based management. 


 


Today I am just going to talk a little bit about some background information for you and then 


moving forward where we are and where we want to go.  Back in the dark ages of 2003 we 


started working together and we designed an ArcIMS site, which we envisioned as being a one- 


stop shop for different scientists and managers in the region to be able to access GIS data. 
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This is it; it is still up and it is still running.  There are lots and lots of data on there.  Roger is 


very forward thinking and persuasive and we have got lots of good data sources on there, and 


there is ways to get to the GIS data itself through two mechanisms.  One is a GIS data page that 


provides a short description of each data layer and also zipped SHAPE files are available as well 


as KMZ files that you can view in Google Earth, and then on the council’s website we also have 


a shorter version of that list with just more data that is relative to management. 


 


This is just a screen shot of the GIS data from the IMS and then from the council site.  I 


apologize, I am going to use screen shots today and save my live demo for lunch tomorrow.  


Technology is always changing, as we know, and even though the IMS application is still useful 


the software itself is being deprecated and will no longer be available after the current version.   


 


We are still a version behind at the Institute.  We are only a 9.3, but we need to make that change 


to 10 and then go ahead and get with the rest of the group.  Our GIS server transition has been 


happening for a couple years in the background.  What we have decided to do is basically break 


up the IMS.  The IMS was a little overwhelming for people with so much data, so we took that 


approach.   


 


Some of the benefits for our GIS server is that the council will benefit from our resources, our 


hardware, our software costs.  Our GIS server software is very expensive, and so that helps 


reduce cost for the South Atlantic Council.  It is a really easy way to disseminate information.  


As I was saying earlier, we broke up the IMS into different management issues.  Each service 


kind of specifies on a management issue.  Essential fish habitat is one and we have the EFH and 


EFH-HAPC for all of the South Atlantic Council managed species.  We also have NOAA 


Fisheries highly migratory species available in that service. 


 


Then there is a Fisheries Service.  We have data from MARMAP and SEAMAP programs.  Then 


we have a service that is based on the management and regulatory boundaries that are found 


within their jurisdiction.  Finally there is the habitat service.  This service has benthic habitat data 


from the SEAMAP Shallow Water Bottom Mapping Project, the AsDEM Deepwater Bottom 


Mapping Project, different dive points from Harbor Branch and SEADESC, which is Steve 


Ross’s project from University of North Carolina – it was a collaborative project – and lots of 


different multi-beam imagery sources.   


 


The problem with this service is it is not available yet.  It is built; it is running in the background 


on our development server.  I have not been able to secure it as of yet.  With that level of detail, 


we can’t distribute it that way.  Just generally what is a map service?  I talked about all these 


map services that we have, and it is basically a way to make maps and their features available in 


a variety of clients.   


 


Clients could be web applications, and that is basically what the ArcIMS is, the web application.  


We are developing new applications for each service.  Those of you who use ARC GIS have 


ARC View or ARC Map on your computers could pull in the service yourself if you know the 


URL, which I will show you in just a minute.  ARC GIS Explorer is another option, which is 


free.   
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You can even view some services if it is set up correctly on mobile devices like your iPhone or 


Android devices, Google Earth, SKML, OGC Platforms, WMS, or WFS.  There are a lot of 


options and ways to use the services that we are compiling.  This is just a comparison of two 


approaches for making web mapping applications.  The one on the left, the dot net web ADF is 


basically an out-of-the-box option that comes with our GS server.  Initially we took that 


approach because it was pretty simple to develop. 


 


They were menu-driven, easy-to-add GIS capabilities, but the problem then was that if you 


changed your data sources or your position within the map, then you would lose any 


customization that you had created.  It was a little slow I thought.  Also, it is not going to be 


supported after the next release of our GIS server, so everything that we have developed to date 


using that method has to be recoded.   


 


We looked at this ARC GS viewer for Flex, which is pretty neat and easy to do, too.  It is 


precompiled code that you can download and then configure based on your data sources.  It is 


pretty intuitive and responsive interface, but the big drawback that Roger was disappointed is 


that it requires Flash Player, so it might not be the end all product for us, but in the meantime it is 


a simple way to get your map services out to others on the web. 


 


Just quickly, a comparison between the two as far as functionality, our GS server out of the box 


gives you zoom and pan and identify, print, measuring; that was all built in for you.  Then the 


ARC GS viewer also has those, but there is also a community of developers who create widgets, 


which are little blocks of code that you can plug into your application and then that makes your 


life a lot easier, especially when you are not a super programmer like myself. 


 


The Central Fish Habitat Service, as I mentioned earlier, contains the EFH and EFH-HAPCs that 


we have developed to date.  I just wanted to show the examples.  This was the dot net web ADF 


version; pretty straightforward, easy, and then this is the Flex.  It just has an option for an entry 


page where this gives users a little short introduction on what this application is all about. I like 


that already; it is already improved in my mind.   


 


This is your initial view that you would see with the EFH viewer.  Right now it is displaying the 


dolphin/wahoo EFH-HAPC, and then some new data that Pace provided me, the EFH permits for 


the state of Georgia for one year in 2011.  Those are coded based on EFH presence.  Then down 


at the bottom – and I don’t know how to pronounce this – Santé Tio Barge that recently has sunk 


down in South Florida, and we have some location information for that included.   


 


How quickly you can add data is the idea there.  The permit data was configured to display the 


attribute data for the SHAPE file that was created.  You can see Pace was the biologist.  I don’t 


know, can you guys read that?  Just information about the process; would it affect EFH, et cetera, 


what type of work it was.  Then this is the Santé Tio’s location, which has a link.   


 


I hope your eyesight is better than mine, I am sorry.  If you click on that, it brings up a picture 


when you click on the location; and then if you were to click on that link, then it will give you 


the full-sized image.  This is a new data layer where we have added tilefish EFH-HAPC.  I 


wanted to show Roger that is there.   
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Then with this option there is a cache service called marine habitat that is viewable in the EFH 


viewer, and this is a cached image service that Florida Fish and Wildlife has created.  It is super 


fast but Florida centric.  That is a neat option putting it in perspective with other habitat data.  


The Fisheries Service has some new SEAMAP species data, updated MARMAP species data, 


MARMAP gear types and new data layers for focal species distributions – I  will touch more on 


that in just a minute – and some general base layers. 


 


It also has a custom query for SEAMAP species catch data for the latest year that we had 


available, 2010.  This is its entry page with links to the programs that provided data.  This initial 


map shows us black sea bass points with a general distribution polygon in the background and 


some seafloor video locations there as well.   


 


If you were to click on a seafloor video data point, it takes you to videos, and this is just a sample 


of one of those.  This one was taken at Jacksonville Scarp; and another one from the razorback 


region.  I picked the razorback one since I’m from Arkansas.  This general distribution, it is not a 


polygon; it is all based on Raster data.   


 


It was created using a workshop report that Roger sent to me and he thought it would be useful to 


create this type of data.  The lighter-shaded polygon extending from North Carolina down to the 


middle of South Florida shows generally where the species black sea bass would be found.  That 


darker-shaded color would show the dominant area where black sea bass are found, 32 to 33 


degrees north.   


 


Then there is also information for general spawning locations based on depth.  The data sources 


for those layers I just showed were the South Atlantic Fishery-Independent Monitoring Program 


Workshop that was held back in 2009 in Beaufort.  Then the global relief model was called 


ETOPA 1 that I basically clipped to the South Atlantic Council’s jurisdictional area and 


reclassified for each species.   


 


This is the table that I pulled the information from and showing for black sea bass it is generally 


found between 2 and 130 meters depth, but usually caught within 20 to 35 meters, et cetera.  


Those are how those layers were created, and hopefully they were useful.  I created 14 different 


species.  If they are useful and beneficial in some way, then we can certainly do the rest of that 


table.  These are just select species that had a lot of good information in that report.   


 


Then this is the same distribution areas but with that marine habitat map service displaying.  The 


marine habitat service is underneath the distribution layer.  It could be useful and you could use 


some of the tools that are available in the viewer to kind of capture in a certain area how much 


hard bottom is in this area and is it important for the particular species.   


 


The managed areas again give an opportunity to view all of the Deepwater Coral HAPCs and 


their relationship to the allowable golden crab fishery areas, the shrimp fishery access areas and 


other South Atlantic Council restrictions, the Marine Protected Areas, et cetera.  This is the entry 


screen for that particular service.  I really like the ocean base map.   
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There are three different options for your background for the Flex viewer and this ocean base 


map is fairly new, so you get the features like the Blake Ridge and the Bahama Ridge, Lake 


Bateau labeled for you in the background.  I think that is neat.  If you click on the little fish up in 


the tool bar, it would show you all the seasonal restrictions in the South Atlantic Council’s 


jurisdiction.  This one is the red porgy.   


 


The SHAPE file for the MPAs have information for linking to videos or images that were 


collected by Andy David when they were doing some mapping of the MPAs.  Those images and 


videos are available through that service.  The habitat service previously mentioned has lots and 


lots of good information in it; just not available to be out in the real world due to security issues.   


 


We are working on that.  If you wanted to add a service – if anybody uses ARC Map, I can send 


you specific directions, but you can pull in the services that I have just covered by adding a GIS 


server as a data source, and then it lists all the services that are on our system.  We have the EFH 


layer is in there.  It is SAFMC underscore EFH, fisheries and regulations, and then habitat is not 


displaying.   


 


There is a secure services folder; I have been trying but it is not there yet.  Basically the habitat 


service, this is an interface where our GS server is stopped; and the idea one day there is a 


permission’s column there and then it will be locked and it will be password accessible.  We 


have to secure that service and we’ve started the process.  We have a reverse proxy that we have 


set up and that is the initial level of security that we needed. 


 


The next step is getting SSL and HTTPS for that service so it gets protected accordingly, and that 


is just a diagram showing that we are working on it.  This is an older graphic, but basically the 


same kind of linking of information with documents or images will be incorporated in this 


service as well.   


 


This is just one of the SEADESC dive locations with information that they compiled in a larger 


report, so it is a summarized PDF of what they saw at that particular dive.  Some recent updates 


to the different services; we have created that new tilefish EFH-HAPC; the new focal species, 


general and spawning areas, some SEAMAP data. 


 


I have been working with the SEAMAP group for several years.  They have been trying to get a 


data base up and going and we finally got some data to work with so we are excited about that.  I 


have new data points for MARMAP, and the Georgia permits from Pace.  I just learned this 


week, actually yesterday I guess, but early in the week on how to use your iPhone to access map 


services.  I have got the directions here if anybody wants to learn a little more about that, I can 


share that with you, but basically it was a free Esri App available.   


 


These are the Florida-specific cached layers that we have.  We have one related to boating, we 


have an imagery one and we are going to make more and more of the services specific to Florida 


available through this.  If the council likes this concept, we can certainly do it for your services 


as well.   
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Then quickly, this digital dashboard concept, I guess Roger and my boss Kathleen O’Keefe got 


together this summer – they are on the SECOORA Board together – and they talked about a 


digital dashboard and how great that would be for Roger’s different projects.  I wasn’t at this 


meeting; I didn’t really get it, and so I tried one approach and Kathleen didn’t like it.   


 


Anyway, it is a work in progress, but I think it is a neat way to kind of take what he is trying to 


do here tomorrow with the regional partners getting together and linking to everybody and 


making it easy in one location to find these different data sets that we are discussing.  This is a 


first attempt to do this. 


 


This is some code that I found on the web, and it is pretty slick.  When you click on one of the 


content squares, it gives you a new page – well, I was going to explain how many grids there are 


up there.  It is 5 by 12 so there are 60 different grids that are available on the dashboard.  


Actually let’s just try this one; it should be fine.   Each content area could explain a project and 


link to another partner’s site.   


 


This one is a jump board for all the services that I have just discussed.  These can be changed 


and configured any way that we like.  Roger and I were going to get together and we were going 


to plan this out, and it didn’t happen so this is the best at it.  These pictures you can scroll 


through.  I think it is just a fun, neat way to compile sources. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I understand this is still something that you guys are working on, but it is 


something that can be accessed even now? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  It is live, it is a demo, but it is no way near done.  No, see there is lots of little 


squares that need some information, and I don’t know what Fishery Alert System really is, but I 


know that it was one of Roger’s topics that he wanted to highlight.   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Let me just jump in quickly.  One of the really important things now is they 


are going to be able to build out these front ends that really describe how the links back in, and 


you will be able to access not only our services but other tools and capabilit ies throughout the 


region.  I think it really provides that really broad scope of habitat and ecosystem and efforts. 


 


As the links become really real, you will be able to jump back and forth throughout these 


different systems; and as we collaborate between all the different partners, a lot of these then 


hopefully can be sharing those for date, too, so we have don’t have to have them living in 


multiple places and there can be having the access directly to say the fishery ecosystem plan or 


have – she mentioned the Fishery Alert System.  That is a new system coming online that is 


going to actually be provided for fishermen to be able to get snapshots of local areas; zoom down 


and get surface-to-bottom temperatures on a gridded area, as well as provided for researchers. 


 


If they are doing pre-cruise, during-cruise or post-cruise efforts, they can go into a local area and 


get a lot of the model outputs and oceanographic information out of SECOORA and other 


partners, and be able to rapidly get that, so that will be underneath this.  But the opportunity to 


connect a lot of the fish information and species, the fishery operations information on a fairly 


rapid system where you can walk through it all and see at least a concept of what the digital 
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dashboard is.  It is the first kickoff and move toward that type of effort.  Before everything was 


kind of bundled and buried or had individual tier-making context of it all and puts it into that, at 


least a vision for the future. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Yes, so it is online and it needs work but, yes, Roger is going to tell me all about 


what to do.  That is basically it; I think I have one more slide to share, and it is like what is 


coming.  When we do upgrade our software from the current version to 10, there is going to be 


some neat features available. 


 


One thing is like these links that I have been showing to the images or to the videos, those are 


actually going to be attached to the spatial data themselves, and that is pretty cool.  Then map 


services will finally be able to expose relates or join tables that you might have with your spatial 


data.  That is also very good news. 


We hope the security for map services is easier with this next version of the software and lots 


and lots of widgets available.  Yes, it is the tip of the iceberg as the community grows and the 


widgets grow, so it is pretty neat stuff.  I would be happy to take any questions if there are any. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Any idea on things you would like to see added to this tool chest?  Is it too late 


in the day to come up with ideas? 


 


MR. DUREN:  Just not a question, just a comment; nobody can say we are not balanced.  On the 


one hand we are trying to save fish; on the other hand we are hearing all this good map data so it 


will be easier to find them and kill them. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I have a question about the Flex viewer.  You mentioned it needing Flash 


Player.  How come that might be an issue? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Oh, because Roger has an iPad.  (Laughter) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Just to kind of give you an idea of something that Roger and I talked about a 


while ago was why those Georgia public notice dots were up on that map.  One thing that we 


could do pretty easily is that Roger gets a copy of every comment letter our office sends out in 


the South Atlantic.  You could click on those dots and see what the National Marine Fisheries 


Service said about that dot. 


 


Sometimes that might be several letters or a single letter depending on the nature of the 


comments.  Folks like South Carolina DNR similarly comments on projects and they distribute 


their comment letters by e-mail as well and you just add Roger to the list.  You could eventually 


get to the point where if you want to look at the regulatory process and see what the agencies are 


saying about a particular project in your area, you could go find the dot, click on it and see 


everybody’s letters. 


 


I don’t know if that would be useful to generally – I mean to us folks who prepare comment 


letters, it is always good to show your boss what the other agencies are saying if you are getting 


ready to say something pretty nasty about a project.  That is useful to us to have, but we already 


get those comment letters usually.  For people that are kind of outside that particular commenting 
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world, these are useful to see what agencies are doing.  Is it of any value to do that?  Apparently 


not. 


 


MS. WENDT:  I think it would be useful, but obviously I am in that sort of commenting arena, 


but it would also be helpful to be able to click on a dot and see what kind of permits have been 


issued for that area and be able to access the public notices for those permit applications. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Just to make sure I understand, if you are going to a particular location for 


whatever reason and then some kind of area around that location, you would want to know how 


many public notices or how many permits have been for that area over some time period. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Right, and they can be 404 permits or 401 water quality certifications or MPDES 


permits, that would be helpful. 


 


MS. DEATON:  We have talked about doing that in North Carolina with our permit data base 


but what we found was when you start looking, that even though – well, first of all, they didn’t 


use to put down lat and long on these permits, and now it is a field, but sometime they just are so 


busy they don’t fill out the information completely.  We usually don’t even have lat and long on 


a lot of these. 


 


MS. WENDT:  What about fish kill database?  I know somebody I believe with NOAA was 


compiling fish kill data from DHEC, fish kill response records and trying to compile a geo- 


reference database for that.  But that would be almost entirely inshore waters, very few marine 


fish kills, at least in South Carolina. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Any other ideas?  If not we can break and send some to Roger through other 


means. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and we are not trying to put everybody on this.  This is a lot to see here.  


You are going to get kind of a little bit more in the lunch session tomorrow and then a live 


presentation of this and maybe a broader view of the different components that some of the 


partners are going to be talking about through some of the other systems that are available and 


connected. 


 


This is the first opportunity to look at it, and at the end of the day tomorrow if you think 


something, too, that can be raised in the session at the end of the overall effort you may think 


past where we are at right now.  There is a lot that is under development here.  One of the biggest 


things is these Flex system services are fast. 


 


It is amazing that fishery access, Fishery Alert System is processing amazing amounts of model 


information and able to pump it out and give you a snapshot in a very short period of time, 


something that you would never be able to do in the past.  These kinds of tools I think you are 


going to really get this kind of information out and available; and as we have these discussions, 


refine it.   
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One of the things I think we want to do, as we have done in the past. is look at hopefully the first 


part of next year having a workshop to refine this.  Maybe some of the members of the AP or the 


technical members in the individual organization can participate, and really kind of set forward a 


vision for further refinement, updating and getting to some of these discussions on mapping 


efforts, et cetera, so we can talk about how something like that could be put together.  It has 


helped in the past to take it to where it did before, but this is a whole ‘nother creature here and a 


real opportunity I think with the way this is evolving to really craft even more of a partnership in 


our region. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Thanks, Pace.  Wilson Laney, the Fish and Wildlife Service representative on the 


Council.  One thing I will mention, especially for those of you who may not be aware, is that the 


Fish and Wildlife Service has been beefing up its refuge inventory and monitoring capabilities.  


To the extent that refuges are within coastal areas, I guess we will try and make sure that the 


council is aware of any inventorying and monitoring efforts that may be germane to the council’s 


interest and try and provide that information to you as well. 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, I think we are done for the day.   


 


The Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council reconvened in the Charleston Marriott Hotel, Charleston, South Carolina, 


Wednesday morning, November 16, 2011, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by 


Chairman Pace Wilber.   


 


MR. WILBER:  Two sort of bookkeeping items before we go around the group and reintroduce 


ourselves because of the new folks that have joined us for the second day of the AP meeting.  


The first bookkeeping item is when you are not a speaker and you are going to later on ask a 


question, it will help the transcriber if you identify yourself by name so that is in the record.  It 


makes it easier to put together the transcript from the meeting, so that would be helpful. 


 


Then the second item is that I have been told by the council that several of you in the room have 


your term as an AP member coming up fairly quickly or ending fairly quickly and that you have 


been sent instructions and materials to reapply to continue for another three-year stint on the AP, 


and that those application materials are due back to the council on Friday of this week.  If you 


are one of those folks, you have received that package; or if you are not sure if you are one of 


those folks and think you maybe should have gotten the package but didn’t get it, please talk to 


Kim Iverson or to Roger as soon as you can, either today, tomorrow or certainly by Friday when 


the applications are due. 


 


That said, for the bookkeeping items, we need to go around and do introductions again.  We have 


several new folks from the various partnerships in the South Atlantic that have come to present 


to us today and they didn’t get the benefit of yesterday’s introduction.   


 


(Introductions were not recorded.) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so the general aim for the day and morning session Roger will provide to 


us. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Good morning.  I appreciate all the effort yesterday and we move into the 


second day of the Habitat Environmental Protection Advisory Panel and the opportunity to 


integrate into this meeting what we called an Eco-Regional Partner Coordination Meeting.   


 


What we really wanted to do is we have been working with our advisory panel for years on 


facilitating habitat conservation ecosystem management and collaboration throughout the region.  


There are a number of different activities, operations, organizations that have been progressing 


and working with the council and working with other partners in the region that this meeting is 


really trying to highlight for both the advisory panel, the council and between the different 


groups that are involved to more fully engage the council and our partners in the region on the 


move towards ecosystem-based management, towards spatial management, and planning.   


 


Today’s meeting will highlight a number of these different groups.  The idea is to get an idea of 


what the organizational responsibilities, the components to look at the capabilities, also to 


identify opportunities for collaboration.  We will kind of get a synopsis of what the group is, 


where it is going, and then really look at some opportunities to integrate between and with the 


council.  This really is a unique opportunity.   


 


The Southeast Region has just so many things moving in one place we can have the opportunity 


to have very good cross sectional collaboration, to understand our region, understand the 


development and how things are going to affect fisheries, how they are going to affect our long- 


term habitat conservation, and also plan and manage in a more effective way.   


 


This is really a springboard to make that happen, to bring both the operational capabilities, the 


technical capabilities, and the focus and vision for our region together at one point.  Today this is 


kicking it off and with that I will pass it back to Pace with the introduction of the first speaker for 


SECOORA. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Our first speaker is Jennifer Dorton from SECOORA, and she will talk about the 


SECOORA Strategic Plan and state and regional coordination.  As she is kind of moving over to 


Roger’s seat, I will just say that while I personally have not had much contact with IOOS and its 


development, my office for many years was adjacent to the fellow who was responsible for 


putting together these regional associations and all of their grant and other funding infrastructure.   


 


He tended to work very late hours, somewhat similar to mine, and so we often had many, many 


late night conversations during the early days of IOOS.  It was really great to see how this stuff 


has really kind of matured into a nice set of regional associations with clear direction and is now 


reaching out to provide a lot of uses well belong the original physical oceanography that they 


were intended.  So with that, Jennifer. 


 


MS. DORTON:   Thanks for having me; and as Pace just said and Roger, too, everyone calls it 


SECOORA, but just so you know SECOORA does stand for the Southeast Coastal Ocean 


Observing Regional Association.  SECOORA is just a lot easier to say.  Just to give you a little 


bit of a background, the 2009 Integrated Coastal Ocean Observation System Act established 


regional entities that are supposed to collect information, including in situ remote and coastal and 
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ocean observations, provide technology, data management and communication systems.  They 


are designed to meet regional needs. 


 


It is sort of broad language that did establish really the regional associations of which 


SECOORA is 11 that fall under the NOAA IOOS Office and that is how we predominantly get 


our funding.  But if you notice also under aid, within this Act there are a lot of things that we are 


supposed to be supporting; national defense, marine commerce, navigation, safety, weather, 


economics, ecosystem-based management. 


 


There are a lot of areas that really fall under this Act that the regions are supposed to prioritize 


and address.  Unfortunately, we can’t do it all, so the areas that are underlined are kind of where 


SECOORA said, well, we will start here and that will give us a foothold in our region and we are 


going to try to figure out how we can maybe work with ports or the weather service to help with 


marine commerce and navigation safety and how can we work with SAFMC to start addressing 


ecosystem-based marine coastal resource management and let’s start trying to focus what we are 


doing.   


 


You can’t take a shotgun approach; we really need to tailor it.  Those underlined areas are where 


SECOORA said, well, this is where we will start.  If you notice our region covers North 


Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida.  We actually go all the way around to the west coast 


of Florida through the Panhandle.  To our north is the Mid-Atlantic Regional Association.  The 


Caribbean also has the Caribbean Regional Association, CARA; and then the west coast of 


Florida gets covered in SECOORA as well as GCOOS, the Gulf Coastal Ocean Observing 


System. 


 


There is a bit of an overlap on the west coast, but I am going to say it is pretty understandable 


since a lot of what happens in the Gulf is also very important on the west coast of Florida.  That 


kind of gives you an idea of where we sit in the southeast.  As I said, we are primarily funded 


through NOAA, through the NOAA Integrated Ocean Observing System Office. 


 


The 11 RAs are nationwide.  They cover the Pacific, Alaska, all the way through to the 


Caribbean.  We are membership-based and SECOORA has established itself as a nonprofit 


organization.  Our goal is to focus on integrating coastal and ocean-observing data.  That is kind 


of a broad statement and I am going to kind of tell you more about that as we go through. 


 


We do have a pretty set structure.  We have a board of directors and we do have staff.  We have 


policy and program committees.  The program committees really help us focus on what science 


questions we need to ask, so that is our science committee.  Our operation and maintenance 


committee says, okay, with the science questions you want to ask, here are the types of systems 


we can deploy to help get the information that you need. 


 


The data management side deals with all the data that comes back through those observing 


systems, and our outreach and education committee makes certain that we are engaging with 


stakeholders and we are also working with the education community.  We have a large 


membership sector from the academic side. 
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I think that is originally because, as Pace pointed out, this was very grant-funded in the early 


days, it still is grant-funded, and those grants went to academic institutions.  Now as SECOORA 


is sort of trying to coordinate everything in the southeast, we are trying to bring in other groups 


other than just the academic community, because we really need to have more user buy-in from 


nonprofits, from private agencies. 


 


We also have affiliate groups, which aren’t listed here, but I will show you those in a moment.  


One of the reasons to become a member is because you then get to provide input on the data and 


data products that are developed within SECOORA.  You can help set priorities.  Without 


Roger’s input, we may not be addressing fisheries to the level that we are going to be doing it in 


the future.  That has really helped is to have user buy-in to the project.   


 


Just to kind of overview what you cannot read at all – I didn’t realize how bad this slide was 


going to be – this just lists who our membership is.  Everyone in yellow are actually board 


members.  We are kind of board heavy; we have a lot of board members.  But if you notice, the 


affiliate members are mostly other federal organizations who help us make certain our priorities 


are staying in line with their agency priorities in the southeast, also. 


 


That includes NOAA SECART, the Southeast, Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean Region, National 


Marine Sanctuaries Offices, USGS and AOML.  We receive about two to three million dollars 


each year.  We have kind of got caught – as most all of you know the federal funding cycle 


hasn’t been great.  NOAA says, hey, give us a grant to cover three years and you can have up to 


$10 million, and then they finally get their budgets and they, say, well, actually you can only 


have two.  We get caught in that a lot.   


 


We have been having about two to three million dollars per year is what our budget has been.  


Our monitoring and observing side takes up about 45 percent of our budget.  The goal with IOOS 


is to provide data and data products to meet end user needs.  They don’t really like you to write 


in there that you have to keep all this mooring systems maintained and you have to have 


technicians to help keep it going.   


 


It is a large part of our budget, but it is just sort of the nature of the project, I guess.  We have a 


large modeling component.  We have inundation and surge modeling, circulation modeling that 


have been ongoing for about three years I think those have really been up and running; and 


working with the Army Corps of Engineers, USGS, and other federal agencies to make sure 


those models get into the hands of the people that need them.  We have some upcoming 


modeling efforts that are going to be going on which are, sea level, ecosystem, and harmful algal 


bloom hypoxia modeling.  We started off by creating a strategic priorities document that really 


lined up with that ICOOS Act.  We broadly defined what our initial priorities would be. 


 


This document we really wanted to use to give out to folks that are SECOORA members or 


potential SECOORA members, regional stakeholders and decisions-makers.  This was a 


document that we could use to kind of explain what SECOORA is, explain what we are doing in 


the region and where we want to go. 
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After creating that document, we have had a couple other items or things that have occurred.  I 


am actually going to address the second bullet first.  SECOORA in that ICOOS Act was 


basically along with all the other regional associations, we were informed that we needed to 


develop a build-out plan and conduct gap analysis, and that gap analysis says where do you need 


data that you currently aren’t getting it; for example, off the east coast of Florida.   


 


Then what models and products are out there, and then how do you fill needs where you have 


gaps in those models and products, so the gap analysis is sort of twofold.  The build-out plan I 


am going to discuss further on.  By working with that build-out plan, we have been able to kind 


of focus our areas a little bit more.  We have also started working with the Governors South 


Atlantic Alliance, and I know we are going to have another talk about that soon.   


 


But SECOORA is participating with the South Atlantic Alliance and we want to make certain 


our priorities are also in line with theirs, because there is no point in both groups sort of doing 


parallel efforts or not working together, because they are both receiving NOAA funding in the 


region and it is a good opportunity to work together. 


 


Some of the fisheries projects – and I have already told Roger I might have to throw him under 


the bus on this, because these are projects that are just newly developed.  I was working with 


SECOORA and then took a break from them and ended up helping out the NSF-funded OLI 


Project, and now I have come back to SECOORA, so I am not as entirely certain about these two 


projects, but I am going to give it a shot and if I do a bad job Roger can jump in and save me.   


 


The first one is we are looking to develop data products from satellite in situ observations that 


may help with fishery stock assessments.  Right now there is a lot of satellite remote sense data 


that isn’t necessarily always used as we develop models.  If we do hind casting or forecasting, 


we really need to start coming up with ways to pull that data into those hind cast, forecast, and 


out cast.  This first project is going to help us with that.   


 


The second project is developed by FWRI and SAFMC is included in helping with this project, 


too.  They are developing a prototype to link real-time sea-state data with fisheries data.  The 


goal is sort of twofold.  One is you would use models to help fisheries managers maybe 


understand fish ecosystems better, but at the same time whenever the fishery folks are going out 


and doing their surveys they can feed data back to those data managers.   


 


They can take data they collected on site in locations where we don’t necessarily have buoys or 


moorings or data coming in and feed that data back into the model products.  Roger, did I do an 


okay job on that?  Okay, the last one is an observation alert system.  While I have it listed under 


fisheries projects, it is really pretty broad.  This product is if you go in and you select a platform 


that you are interested in, so if you live off of this Charleston area you are interested in knowing 


what is going on at the Capers Island Buoy – it is about five miles offshore – you would list that 


platform and you would put in your e-mail address, and then it is going to look at – our data 


management system will say, okay, here is all the data that is available off that particular 


mooring; let us know when you want an e-mail alert.   
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If you want an e-mail alert when winds are above 25 knots blowing out of the northeast, it sends 


you an alert and says, hey ,look, you have reached this threshold at this location.  This also has a 


fisheries focus because you can sign up for information, or Roger can go in and say I need to 


know any time waters temperatures are above 18 degrees Celsius at certain locations.  He is 


going to get that alert and that is going to let him know, hey, I need to start paying attention to 


water temperatures in a certain region.  This is sort of a multi-faceted project example.   


 


Some other project examples we have had is the Build an Observational Buoy, or the BOB 


buoys.  These are K-12 and university classroom-based education projects where you get 


students to build buoys, literally, and then we help them provide instrumentation for them and 


they can go out and actually address research questions. 


 


We also have some water quality modeling that started in South Carolina and has actually moved 


across different regional associations now.  South Carolina DHEC basically had to go out 


anytime – they would go out and take physical water quality samples.  They send them off to a 


lab to get processed.  After they are processed, they may find out maybe the bacterial levels were 


too high. 


 


At that point people have already been in the water and they may have actually already left the 


area, they were there on vacation, so they needed a way to get those public health alerts out 


earlier, so they set up a modeling project with SECOORA members and have effectively done 


that. 


 


We also have the marine weather portal which was linking SECOORA members with the 


National Weather Service.  We know that boaters and mariners typically go to the Weather 


Service to find out what sea conditions are like and what forecasts are like.  We wanted to make 


certain all the data collected in the SECOORA Region is being fed to the National Weather 


Service so that they can then incorporate that data into their forecast. 


 


That has been a very successful project and has actually gotten traction nationwide now.  Then 


we have a lot of folks involved in oil spill response in the Gulf of Mexico from Deepwater 


Horizon.  Everyone from researchers to vessel captains from our region have gone and 


participated.  Coordination with the South Atlantic Alliance, in this respect we are really working 


with them.   


 


Our data management side within SECOORA is working with the South Atlantic Alliance to 


develop an information management system to meet the needs of decision-makers in the four- 


state area.  Representatives are from North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural 


Resources, South Carolina DEHEC, South Carolina DNR, Georgia, Florida; you can see the list 


on bullet two.   


 


But we are working with them to decide or to help them – we are working with them to make 


sure that the data we collect is also available to them.  We also want to know what existing data 


sets they have they use to make decisions and figure out how to augment those with SECOORA 


collected data.  Then we are also going to work with federal agencies to coordinate these 


activities so they can provide input on what is going on.   
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Initially what we are going to do is do an assessment of user needs, and user needs may be from 


state agencies.  For example, we are going to talk to the folks at North Carolina Department of 


Environment and Natural Resources and say what are your data needs, what are your product 


needs, your model needs to help you make decisions?  Then we are going to also look at what 


areas of concerns they have. 


 


In North Carolina they may need to know more about what is happening maybe back in the 


Sounds, in Georgia they may have a little bit different focus, but we are going to try to find 


commonality between the four states and create one or two products developed based on this 


information management system that we are going to create. 


 


Then hopefully we will get down to Objective 4, and we can say here is what else we can do if 


the South Atlantic Alliance continues getting its funding, here are other products that we can 


develop along with them.  There is just some background on SECOORA, some of the 


connections we have made in the community and some of the successes that we have had. 


 


I am just going to give you a brief overview – and I am hoping I am not taking up too much time 


here – on our observing and modeling capabilities and our build-out planning.  With our mooring 


systems we do have piers and buoys that are operated by universities predominantly.  We also 


have high frequency radar that is being operated by the universities as well. 


 


High frequency radar, for those of you that don’t know a whole lot about it, it is basically the 


bottom picture.  It is an antenna; there is a row of antennas set up along the beach.  They are 


using radar to look out across the ocean surface out to about 200 kilometers, and they are able to 


determine what the sea surface temperatures – not sea surface temperatures, I am sorry, surface 


currents are and to some degree rough estimates of wave heights within that area, too. 


 


You can’t put a buoy every three kilometers or every 10 kilometers, but the HF radar allows you 


to kind of increase your spatial and temporal resolution of data that you can get back.  The buoys 


are great for a point measurement; HF radar gives us a broader area that we can look at.  The 


data management subsystem, basically they do everything with the data that SECOORA collects.   


 


They get it in, they QAQC it, they make certain it gets to regional data providers that need it.  It 


goes to the SECOORA website.  And examples of regional providers, we make certain that all of 


our data is fed to NOAA’s National Data Buoy Center, so that it is then available to the Weather 


Service.  We also work with project partners such as the Army Corps of Engineers.  They have 


had modeling projects that they have had ongoing and they need data at specific locations. 


 


We make certain that data can get to them in the format that they need, and it undergoes a quality 


assurance and quality controls that they require.  We really work with as many partners as we 


can to make certain we are providing all of our observations and we are benefiting this region.  


Roughly we get 5,000 observations per hour.  Our data management staff are predominantly 


overworked and underpaid, they would probably tell you.   
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Some of the modeling activities that are ongoing in the region, and these are just two examples, 


the top right corner is a Coastal Circulation Nowcast/Forecast System for the South Atlantic 


Bight and Gulf of Mexico.  This project had I guess got really started probably around 2004, 


2005, and has evolved over funding cycles I guess.  But this project has been very integral to 


helping look at harmful algal bloom trajectories off the west coast of Florida.   


 


They have also used this trying to determine where the oil would go from Deepwater Horizon 


and trying to map surface currents to kind of show where the oil may end up.  The bottom left is 


a GIS-based project.  The image that is kind of hard to see down around the Florida coast area; at 


least on my screen there is a large blue section that shows where some of the deepwater coral – 


not deepwater, excuse me, coral hard bottom areas are.   


 


Then with the GIS technology you can overlay sea surface temperature data, you can also pull in 


all your data points from moorings, coastal stations, anything that is available in that area so you 


can look at what is happening within those coral areas.  Then we have lots of different 


applications for this. It is a neat tool; you can go in and play with it.  It is available to the public.  


You could go to the SECOORA website, it is SECOORA.org.   


 


Go to data and maps, you can explore real-time data, you can explore model data, you can sign 


up for your real-time alerts, you can look at partner websites.  Everything is there that you may 


be interested in when it comes to the data and model activities.  Then interactive mapping, this 


one was just kind of showing you our whole area, and you can see different buoys and you can 


go in and graph and download information.   


 


It is a good way also if you just want to get a time series of data from a certain location, you go 


to the SECOORA website interactive mapping and then pull that data straight to your desktop in 


either an EXCEL format or common separated file, CSV.  Quickly, our final two subsystems are 


education and outreach and our governance.   


 


We have strong partnerships with Sea Grant, COSI and the other SECOORA Regions.  A lot of 


our education projects get spun up with us and another RA collaboratively, so that is how we try 


to work with educators across the country actually.  Then our governance subsystem really 


makes certain that the operations of SECOORA, the staff are paid and everything is being taken 


care of, all of the grant management documentation is being worked on.   


 


Planning for the future, our ten-year plan, this is our build-out plan.  The ICOOS Act required 


that we do a build-out plan.  From July to September we developed our initial build-out plan.  


This is describing our monitoring, observing and product needs for the next ten years.  This is an 


initial plan; I want to reiterate that.  We are really just getting started on this. 


 


We are going to be further refining it over the course of this next year.  The uses for this build- 


out plan are support budget and proposal requests.  NOAA really wants to know what is it we 


want to do, how we plan to accomplish our goals, what science are we addressing, what science 


questions are we addressing, and this build-out plan is helping us do that.   
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It is also helping us engage stakeholders to find out what their needs are and inform them of what 


we have available and keep them engaged in the process.  The build-out plan basically says what 


are our product needs, what are our users saying that they need, what is the temporal and spatial 


resolution for their data needs, what type of models do they need, what type of decision support 


tools do they need, what are the operational requirements?   


 


You know, we may find that say the Weather Service needs real-time data, but some of the 


fisheries management side may be okay with non real-time data or data dumps that occur every 


day, that collect over the course of a day and dump on a daily basis.  We really need to determine 


what that is because of cost.  Costs for keeping a system going real time are quite high.  When 


we don’t need to use real-time data, it helps us leverage our funds, it helps us be more I guess 


cost – well, anyway, it helps us save money, I guess.   


 


We are going to define the infrastructure, also; what types of platforms do you need?  If it is a 


real-time buoy, that is quite different than using glider transects to look for oil spills.  Also, what 


personnel and services are required?  Everything we do right now, SECOORA has a very small 


staff.  Most of the staff is paid for at universities and nonprofit agencies that we work with.   


 


We use their staff, and we need to make certain we have the personnel on hand that can make 


certain that those systems are always running, that can go out and deploy gliders and recover 


them, that can download the data and make certain it gets into the SECOORA management side.  


Then on the mapping infrastructure, that kind of goes into our gap analysis of where do we need 


more data, where do we just have nothing?   


 


Like I said, the east coast of Florida I know needs a lot more infrastructure deployed in that area.  


The build-out plan, as I said, this is a first draft.  It was sent to NOAA for their cost estimators to 


review.  Right now our Science Committee will get this plan next and the Science Committee is 


going to then go through this plan and help us prioritize what we want to address first, what our 


goals should be. 


 


For example, I do have copies of it if people would like to take a look at it.  While technically it 


is not publically available, I can definitely show it to you in here if you are interested.  For 


example, in this one we are looking at sustainable fisheries.  We have four different areas that are 


listed here, for example, linking biological and physical data to stock assessment models.   


 


The product level on this is listed as a 4, which means it is a model data.  Our product levels run 


anywhere from just raw data, like a lot of folks just want raw data, to data this QAQC data, the 


products and then model data.  Then we want to make certain we have our primary stakeholders 


listed that we were not doing something just for the sake of research, more or less.  I mean that is 


really great but you really need to also have stakeholders that are vested in what you are doing. 


 


Then our geographic coverage area, for this one we are covering everywhere; from the open 


ocean offshore all the way back to the inland areas and all four states.  This is helping us figure 


out who our primary users are, our geographic coverage, what types of data are needed and what 


types of model products are required. 
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We are doing this in every area that SECOORA is trying to focus, so we are using fisheries, we 


are looking at water quality, weather and marine safety, and the other three or four areas of 


SECOORA’s primary interest.  The build-out plan next step is the Science Committee is going to 


focus on addressing data model requirement overlaps between theme areas. 


 


We may find that a lot of data that is needed such as surface currents which are needed for 


fisheries may also be needed for search and rescue operations under marine safety.  Where we 


have commonalities, it helps us sort of realize an economy of scale.  We are able to address 


multiple themes with strategically placed assets. 


 


Then we are also identifying additional partnerships opportunities; how we can combine our 


data, provide our data and meet other goals from state and federal agencies.  Under partnership 


opportunities there are lots of ways to get involved.  Folks here that are on the state level, if you 


are interested in learning more about the data and products that SECOORA is able to develop or 


what we already have developed and what we might be able to do with you, please let me know.   


 


We are very interested in increasing our stakeholder buy-in to SECOORA I guess is one way to 


say it.  We want to make certain that folks know what all we have to offer and the data and data 


sets that we have to offer that might help you in your region or your state.  My contact 


information is up there, but Debra Hernandez is the Executive Director for SECOORA.  Her 


contact information is up there as well.  If anybody has any questions, I would be happy to take a 


couple, I think we have a few minutes. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Jennifer, my question to you is with all the information that you have gathered 


in the last few years, what I want to know is what is the state of the ocean’s health off the South 


Atlantic Bight. 


 


MS. DORTON:  Roger, do you want to take it? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, let me just jump in quick.  Jenks, that is one of the things I think that this 


evolution and development of information for SECOORA is getting to, is to get baseline 


information.  Actually there was a State of the Ocean’s Report that was integrated into I think the 


first – it was one of our appendix in the FEP.  It combined at least everything that was available 


in the preliminary.  


 


The precursor to SECOORA, which was SECOOS, which was really the original individual 


academic modeling and collection information system, it has gone beyond that and it has been 


discussed before about trying to get another iteration of that type of thing that gets you a baseline 


of what we know and what the status is and characterizes all the different parameters. 


 


I think you are going to see the next state of creating some type of a documentation of it.  There 


has been more emphasis on getting everything operational and getting modeling developed, 


getting the collection developed, getting everything further along and we are at a critical stage.  I 


think Jen was really clear about that next step of getting stakeholder involvement and getting 


characterization. 
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I think it will get exactly to these types of things, not only knowing what the state is but how that 


is changing, and then how that information can be used by the stakeholders, participants and 


fisheries, et cetera.  That is at least my view of how we are going to get to the next stage.  We are 


way far beyond where we were before in terms of actually producing that type of thing with 


SECOORA.  I will just pass it back to Jen. 


 


MS. DORTON:  I will say that one of the things that SECOORA has had to overcome I guess is 


the way that funding occurred, and this is nationwide, not just in the southeast.  Originally the 


IOOS grants were given to universities, and the universities said, hey, this is what we are going 


to address, this is the assets we are going to put out, and this is the type of data we are going to 


collect. 


 


But what we did say at the University of North Carolina-Wilmington was not what was 


happening at the University of South Florida.  Now whenever SECOORA has come through and 


they are trying to get all these organizations working together, we sort of have some historic 


issues that need to be overcome. 


 


I don’t mean that in a bad way; it is just that with UNCW we use to do a lot of transects, water 


quality transects, and a lot of fishery sampling.  Then as SECOORA has pulled things together, 


we have had to maybe reprioritize what our actions are and what our activities are.  I think we 


are working towards that.  But like I said earlier, right now we have been very academic focused 


and single researcher focused.  I think that is something we really have to overcome so we can 


do a better job of addressing and say what is the state of the whole South Atlantic Bight. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Well, maybe I am wrong, but by watching all of those slides, I felt like you were 


really looking for funding anywhere you can and that is what your primary objective is right 


now.  What I want to know is what the state of the ocean is.  I am a bottom line kind of guy. 


 


MS. DORTON:  Right.  I would say that we are working towards coming up with an answer to 


that.  I don’t think we have it yet.  If you noticed where we saw the build-out plan, we are trying 


to figure out where we are going in the next ten years and a gap analysis to look at where we just 


don’t have data.  There are a lot of areas that we just don’t have information. 


 


Until we can start gathering that information and pulling it into products that are being 


developed, we are going to have a hard time determining the state of the ocean.  We are going to 


be able to day, well, off North Carolina we have got this going on and off Florida we have this, 


but in between we don’t really know because we do have those gaps that need to be addressed, 


and that is what this build-out plan is set up to do. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Also, I think I said it before, but I will reiterate it, we are at a critical point 


with this ten year build-out.  Before, when it was looked at about how to evolve and how to take 


to the next stages of information gathering, fisheries was not really high on the radar of those 


discussions.   


 


It was really, as Jen indicated, focused on university operations, really kind of focused on 


individual components.  It has finally evolved to the point where that transition has made it all 
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the way to people are understanding that if you are collecting information for fisheries, you may 


be collecting it – as also indicated, it may be key components for any of these other different 


efforts.  It is going to push this effort along. 


 


I think we are going to see some of the next stages really focusing on filling in the gaps, getting 


the information and integrating.  I think that focus on user needs and management needs is a 


major effort here, especially with regard to fisheries.  You are going to get not only the broadest 


sense of what the ocean is, but also operational capabilities of integration of this information in 


the stock assessment use and better defined what fishermen need for fishing offshore, 


recreational and commercial fishing; alert systems, different things like that.   


 


I think now is the time that we really can see and guide how we can get the best information.  


The beauty of this is that a lot of that foundation with those original funding mechanisms really 


set the stage for capabilities and model capabilities.  Now we can refine it and expand it and take 


it into a more of an operational mode right now, which will get what we need to do.   


 


Getting that highlighted and pressed as we move this forward is going to come up with products 


and capabilities that are going to really be tailored to long-term use.  I think the success of this 


moving forward is the fact that it has been connected to things such as fisheries as a major 


component of what is going on, connecting ocean observing as a priority to try to get better 


information for our region. 


 


MS. DORTON:  This is where I am not as good and this is where I am going to throw Roger 


under the bus.  Like I said earlier, I had worked with SECOORA for a while.  Actually I am a 


UNC-Wilmington employee.  I had worked with SECOORA for a while, and I left them to go 


work with the OOI, and I have been with them for a while, so I am just – today is my day back 


with SECOORA.  A lot of the ecosystem modeling activities have occurred while I wasn’t on 


board, but Roger unfortunately I am going to make address this. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, I think what you look – let me address it from kind of a modeling 


toward than ecosystem modeling.  What you have under SECOORA is you have the ability and 


the capabilities that are building the environmental models, that are building your wind models, 


temperature models, and all the base components that are then being looked at as feeding into 


combined with biological models. 


 


This has been something that has been on the table and did not get funded earlier on was try to 


begin to integrate those modeling capabilities into biologic.  The first effort that she had 


indicated was to look at combining that information with biological information, species 


distribution, habitat distribution, and starting to look at those connections; really get SECOORA 


and the oceanographers involved in the discussions and stock assessments in trying to move 


forward.   


 


One of the first things that we had talked about before, it is not going to craft out of this iteration 


but I think will be in probably a future one, things such as building indicators for, say, gag 


grouper.  Temperature-based indicator for gag grouper on recruitment success is something that I 


think can reasonably be done with the type of capabilities, with the modeling that exists, and 
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better integration with some of the capabilities and information that is in the fishery side.  It is 


again those first iterations. 


 


I think I know where you were going in terms of the broadest sense model.  What I really want to 


see is that we are at a stage with some of these model capabilities of SECOORA, for those to get 


integrated into things such as Ecopath and Atlantis, and some of the other bigger models that 


have the ability to ingest it. 


 


I think those are refined enough that now those actually can be input parameters into those.  


What I want to do is to engage SECOORA and other partners to take those next steps, because 


we have been trying to look at the next generation of Ecopath and other broader sense models.  


Now is the time that we can see because both those model capabilities have expanded.  


SECOORA’s refined information on environmental parameter inputs have evolved.   


 


Our fishery-independent systems are evolving and unified.  There are a lot of things that have 


changed from our last iterations where we looked at ecosystem models.  Maybe through 


collaboration and funding through a number of these different groups, SECOORA included, we 


can get to not only integration into stock assessment modeling, but some of these broader ones 


such a new generation of an Ecopath or EcoSim we could assemble for the South Atlantic 


Region. 


 


MR. DUREN:  Jennifer, I have two sort of simple operational questions.  First is your member 


organizations are doing lots of projects that fall under the umbrella of SECOORA.  I assume that 


SECOORA is not funding most of those; they are being funded by various other sources, is that 


correct? 


 


MS. DORTON:  Yes, it is.  For example, from UNC-Wilmington, SECOORA basically is the 


funding source we have to keep our operational activities ongoing.  They are still enabling us – 


or funding from SECOORA is enabling us to go out and keep seven weather buoys operational, 


allow us to keep collecting data throughout the river plume off of Cape Fear River, but then we 


leverage those funds to then get additional funding, I guess.   


 


With SECOORA’s buy-in the region, a lot of the other universities are doing the same thing.  We 


have got a way to use funding from SECOORA to then leverage it to say do projects with the 


Army Corps of Engineers.   


 


Well, we then also have the Army Corps of Engineers coming to the SECOORA meetings and 


say this is what we are doing, this is how we are working with you, and we are using the data 


that SECOORA provides to develop these types of models.  That has been going on to have 


actually NOAA-funded projects, such as Rick Luettich with the ADCIRC model.  That has really 


enabled us to sort of leverage our funds and to get more bang for our buck, I guess. 


 


MR. DUREN:  Thank you, and my other question relates to data management.  Does your data 


management group try to analyze and do any overlays or anything with the data or are they just 


storing it and making it available to other people to do that? 
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MS. DORTON:  This goes back to our data management crowd being overworked.  They are 


doing all of it.  We have got a core group of folks predominantly at the University of South 


Carolina with hubs in each of the – actually hubs at FWRI and University of North Carolina.  


Those folks have set up a lot of the just on-the-fly data quality control to make certain that all the 


data comes in, gets cleaned up, flagged if it looks like it is bad. 


 


They then make certain the data is archived.  Then they also worked with SECOORA projects 


that were funded in this last IOOS grant to make certain that those data are then being used to 


develop GIS applications and developed into models.  They really are kind of doing everything.  


They are wearing a lot of hats.   


 


(Question asked off the record.) 


 


MS. DORTON:  There are two types of high frequency radar, CODAR and WERA.  CODAR is 


basically – I might have this backwards – one of them is basically just surface currents and some 


rough wave estimates.  The other one is able to actually do a lot more.  They are able to not only 


do surface currents and waves, but they are also able to look at ship tracking. 


 


Large aggregations of birds, I think if it was a large enough aggregation they would be able to 


determine that in this area there is something going on.  I don’t necessarily know that they are 


going to be able to get it down to species, but they could at least based on the signal that comes 


back determine that there is something happening in a certain area. 


 


DR. LANEY:  So I am on the record, I had a practical reason for asking that question, and that 


leads to my comment is that the U.S. Coast Guard is very much interested in these models and 


the habitat species models for totally different reasons than we biologists are, and that is for law 


enforcement targeting purposes.   


 


They recently contacted me in particular about striped bass on the east coast and targeting law 


enforcement operations in Virginia and North Carolina during that winter fishery so that is 


something you and I can talk about offline.  They are already working with other folks on the 


west coast to do this for tuna on the West Coast.  We started a dialogue with them, John Ellis and 


our GIS person Doug Newcomb met with them a couple weeks ago, so we can talk about that. 


 


MS. DORTON:  Yes, because right now HF radar is being used predominantly with our 


connection with the Coast Guard for search and rescue, to help refine search and rescue areas.  It 


would be interesting to find out what other areas they are interested in using it for. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Quickly on that same point; that is something that has been pushed at the 


board level is the opportunities to look at HF radar.  You have a technology that is able to 


differentiate one centimeter wave heights.  In the Mid-Atlantic the Coast Guard is already 


looking at integrating that for their efforts in the Mid-Atlantic with reduced search times, et 


cetera.   


 


There are some opportunities to step forward, especially the vessel monitoring opportunities in 


the southeast.  That is something I think we are going to definitely investigate and see especially 
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as you look at building out a fully operational HF radar system.  Then you could potentially 


really highlight opportunities maybe for monitoring some of the existing protected areas and 


closed areas, et cetera.  I think it is going to be an important and definitely is highlighted for 


really investigating the opportunities for everything from biologic to vessel monitoring 


capabilities in the future. 


 


AP MEMBER:  All this is really fascinating and welcome.  I guess my main question is how are 


you going to get this information in the hands of just fishermen like me?  Just for some 


background, I write for about a half dozen different recreational fishing and diving magazines, 


surfing magazines.  Jerry Ault once paid me the most backhanded compliment ever; he called me 


his favorite through-put for scientific information. 


 


We have been doing some cool things like I did this TV show in the Gulf where we talked about 


Oscar, the gag grouper, and explained the whole life history.  I spend a lot of time teaching 


anglers about how stock assessments work or don’t work and about their life histories and things. 


It seems like that a lot of the focus here has been on how do we integrate the models, how do we 


get the various academic institutions and the government agencies to work together.  Have you 


thought at all about how you are going to relay this information in some digestible way to the 


public? 


 


MS. DORTON:  SECOORA does have a Stakeholder Advisory Council.  The goal of that 


council is to make certain that they are engaging the public and they are engaging fishermen, 


they are engaging all of the folks that we have listed as our users to let them know about what we 


are doing.  I will say right now our Stakeholder Advisory Council is not the most robust.  I think 


they are trying.  They are looking at areas that – right now we are working with folks that we 


know are going to be targeted for projects that are under development.   


 


For example, South Carolina DEHEC on the water quality monitoring, we work very closely 


with them.  As we develop more fisheries products, we will start engaging the fishing 


community a lot more.  But those products are not – as Roger said, had not been funded in 


previous iterations.  They are just now getting funded, so we will start working with the 


fishermen.   


 


I know like in North Carolina I worked a lot with fishermen just to let them know about the data 


availability by working with major websites that reach the fishing community.  That is one way 


we can target that.  We can also work with folks like you that are journalists, if nothing else to let 


you know what we are doing.  It may be worth a write up.  We will start pushing that a lot harder 


as we start building out more fisheries based projects. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  It is more a couple of comments, and maybe we can pick this up later when 


we discuss the integration.  I think we need to be realistic in our expectations of the use of the 


SECOORA data in stock assessments especially with the current status of the stock assessment 


process or the development of the stock assessment models. 


 


I think a bigger issue is that we probably need to discuss or at least be aware the effect of the 


SECOORA products on catchability issues.  We had a huge issue, for instance, when the GPS 
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came into play, and there are all kinds of indications that has affected the catchability and that 


affects stock assessments.   


 


It is very important that we document when certain products became on line so we can then look 


at that and then analyze that, so that is important.  Relative to that I think it is also important to 


investigate how this information is being used and how it fits in regulations, because we may 


find out that the additional information may affect how we manage the resources.  We may face 


that we are countering the affects that regulations are trying to accomplish, because we are 


providing more information, we would be providing detailed information.  I just wanted to 


mention that may be something worth discussing in a later phase.  


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, thank you, Jen.  We are going to move to our next speaker, which I 


think is going to be a team presentation on the South Atlantic Alliance, beginning with Carolyn 


Boltin-Kelly.  She is erroneously identified in your agenda as a South Carolina DNR employee.  


I am sure she is going to be very important to make that correction. 


 


MS. BOLTIN-KELLY:  I don’t know, given what is going on right now. 


 


MR. WILBER:  As many of you know the South Atlantic Alliance has been spinning up over the 


last few years and is modeling itself after several other regional governor-led, state-led alliances.  


They are carrying a lot of sway within the federal government as how individual agencies set 


priorities for interacting in the coastal zone and in the ocean waters.  With that, we will turn it 


over to Carolyn. 


 


MS. BOLTIN-KELLY:  Good morning; thank you for having me here.  As Pace was saying, I 


am with South Carolina DHEC and not DNR although I did call John Frampton this morning to 


see.  There has been so much talk about reorganization and restructure in South Carolina, I 


wasn’t sure, I never am, what is going on.  We wake up each morning trying to figure out which 


board, who do we report to, and what is going on? 


 


There are so many shenanigans going on right now with elections coming up.  I run the coastal 


program for South Carolina, so that is the CZM Program; I oversee that.  We have got an office 


in Charleston, Myrtle Beach, and in Beaufort as of today.  Depending on budget cuts we will see 


how those offices hold up. 


 


In addition to that, I also Chair the South Atlantic Alliance.  I need to always remember when I 


say that, especially now, this is the Governors’ South Atlantic Alliance.  We tend to lose focus of 


that, and this is really something the governors are wanting us to stress, that they are leading this 


effort.  This is a state-led Governors’ Alliance, and I have been reminded of that several times 


recently.  I don’t have to show you the geographic area.   


 


The only thing I would point out for this slide is that the South Atlantic Alliance is the east coast 


of Florida, so GOMA represents the western side and the Gulf side of Florida.  As Pace 


mentioned, there are several other regional ocean partnerships, ROPs which I am sure you are 


familiar with, and GOMA does cover the west in the Gulf of Florida.  Back in 2009 we finally  


kicked off officially the South Atlantic Alliance.   
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I came on board, was appointed in 2005, and this was one of the very first things that I took on, 


so for four years, as many of you know, we worked on this for many years behind the scenes.  


We were really pleased in 2009 when we were able to officially kick this off for the South 


Atlantic.  We were the last region to come on line. 


 


Just as I mentioned, this is really a partnership between the governors.  Really what they wanted 


to stress in this, and part of the reason that we had such a tough time getting the governors to all 


agree to this was because they wanted to really make sure that there was nothing that was 


binding.   


 


They wanted to make sure this was completely voluntary, that all the states could opt out at any 


time.  They really wanted to make sure that states’ rights were protected.  Really it is a way for 


us to partner.  It is to improve cooperation, leveraging resources, coordination.  Those are all the 


key words that we like to use when we are talking about the South Atlantic Alliance. 


 


That is really important as we are moving forward with the Alliance, with what we are seeing 


come down from the National Ocean Policy.  With the words like governance and regional 


planning bodies and all of those things that are coming online, we are trying to figure out how 


does the Alliance fit within all of these other structures and regional planning bodies that are also 


coming online? 


 


That is really important right now for the sustainability of the Alliance is really defining how we 


fit in and how the governors see the role with the states and fitting into all of that.  What the 


Alliance is not; it is not a governor governing body.  We do not pass any regulations, we don’t 


dictate what can happen in each of the states, and we are really not trying to duplicate anything 


that is already going on in any of the other states or with any of our other partners. 


 


Real quickly, our structure, the Alliance Executive Group, that is the governors at the very top.  


The governors appoint the steering group.  One member from each state is appointed by the 


governor to the steering group.  South Carolina is an exception; we have two.  That is John 


Frampton from DNR and Earl Hunter, the commissioner from DHEC.   


 


If you have been reading the papers, you know both are leaving in the very near future, so we 


will have two new steering group members from South Carolina.  We have a new steering group 


member from Georgia this year, and we also have a new steering group member from Florida.  


We have a lot of changeover.   


 


North Carolina has remained constant and we are very fortunate for that.  Underneath the 


steering group, you see the four technical teams.  I will talk more about those in a minute.  Those 


are the folks who are doing the majority of the work.  This is the technical teams.  I will come 


back to those in one second, and let me just run through real quick the steering group members.   


 


In North Carolina you have got Secretary Dee Freeman; as I mentioned Earl and John from 


South Carolina; Mark Williams, the commissioner from DNR in Georgia; and newly appointed 
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is Erma Slager from Florida.  She is replacing Bob Ballard, who as some of you may know 


recently retired as well in September.   


 


Thankfully, our federal agency co-leads have remained constant, so that has been a blessing to us 


to have some consistency there.  NOAA, DOI, and EPA, we work very closely with them.  The 


steering group has their bimonthly calls and they get together on the phone and discuss, and the  


federal agencies also meet the month that the states do not meet, so they alternate.  One month 


you have got the federal agency co-leads meeting and the next month you have the steering 


group co-leads meeting as well. 


 


The executive planning team, what you will see there is you have got a really good mix of state 


folks, NGOs, you have got also a Department of Defense on there, and some of you may be 


aware but the roots of the Governors’ South Atlantic Alliance really came from SERPPAS and 


the Department of Defense and NGOs when this was originally talked about and formed.   


 


We are one of the only ROP’s that have such a strong military presence on our executive 


planning team and our steering group.  We have found that to be extremely beneficial.  Ongoing 


efforts, what I had mentioned earlier is that South Atlantic Alliance really tries to coordinate with 


– as you heard just previously in the presentation about SECOORA, we try and partner and 


leverage resources.  We do not want to reinvent efforts; we do not want to reinvent the wheel.  


We really want to work with groups that are already ongoing and efforts that are already 


underway.  We try and capitalize on that as much as we can.   


 


When the governors decided that they were going to give this a go for the South Atlantic 


Alliance, they put together their priority areas; and as you know there are four of those.  At the 


time there was discussion about having energy as a priority issue area; however, there was not 


enough agreement between the states that we could put energy as one of our priority issue areas, 


so we left it off altogether. 


 


Not that we didn’t think that it was a priority, but we just didn’t have enough agreement as to the 


region and how we thought we could move forward with addressing energy.  We know that we 


have those four areas that have been identified with the thought that there will be additional ones 


that are going to be added in the very near future. 


 


We have got healthy ecosystems, working waterfronts, CCOW, disaster-resilient communities, 


and Michelle is going to talk in a little bit about healthy ecosystems, because she is the mentor 


for that.  We have a lot of team members that sit on each of these four committees and they do 


the majority of the work; identifying what are going to be our priorities under each of those four 


areas that the governors could agree to. 


 


We do hope in time that we could expand those four areas.  I am going to leave this to Michelle, 


but what I will say is that for working waterfronts, that is Chris Russo who is the mentor from 


North Carolina.  All of this is up on our website, so all of these four technical areas are on our 


website with the team mentors as well, and I won’t spend a lot of time running through all of this 


for each of the different areas. 
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What I am going to go to right here is kind of where we are at right now.  We put together an 


action plan back in the summer of 2010 and we put that out on public comment.  We had a lot of 


comments on the plan.  We incorporated those and we finally got a final approved action plan 


which the governors had to sign off on, which you’d think that sounds easy, but it is not to get all 


four governors to agree to an action plan, very painful, painful, painful.   


 


I am so pleased that part is behind us, with the recognition that the implementation plan did not 


technically have to be signed off on by the governors.  Once we had approval for the action plan, 


we could then move forward with an implementation plan, which was left more up to the 


steering group to make those decisions, so very glad we set that structure up that way.  


Otherwise, I don’t know that we would even have an implementation plan at this point in time.  


 


We finally got the action plan finalized.  We have been working on the implementation plan and 


just got that signed off on this past summer, just in time for a funding opportunity.  You probably 


heard a lot of talk about this, even if not in our region, the other regions, so NOAA came out 


with their FFO, this was FY-11, to fund regional ocean partnerships, and this was mainly for the 


CMSP and the administrative piece.   


 


We worked really hard to put together a good package.  We submitted that last December.  What 


is going on – what the status is right now we have been in negotiations with NOAA.  We did 


receive, or had the potential to receive – I had to say that because it is all based on final federal 


budgets and everything coming out. 


 


But what we are being told is that a little over a million dollars for the South Atlantic Alliance to 


fund CMSP and to fund the administrative piece; a little over 700,000 for the CMSP, and the 


remainder of that is for the administrative piece, which would be just wonderful to have because 


everything we have been doing for all these years with the South Atlantic Alliance, there has 


been no funding at all to support it. 


 


With budget cuts and the things that are going in all of the states right now and the feds; every 


day I wait for the phone call to be pulled off of South Atlantic Alliance, and the same thing with 


my counterparts in each of the other states because they just cannot afford to – we can’t even 


afford to keep our own state programs running. 


 


They just don’t see the value in the South Atlantic Alliance, and one of the reasons for that is 


because we haven’t had really any output.  We haven’t produced anything.  It has been a lot of 


getting our plans together and implementation and action plans and structure, how we are going 


to work and how we are going to function, but have we really done anything, so they don’t see 


the value in it. 


 


What we decided we were going to do, we needed some low-hanging fruit.  We needed some 


things to accomplish, some things that we could accredit and say, look, the South Atlantic 


Alliance is doing something.  We had to figure out what could we do without funding; who can 


we leverage and who can we partner with because we don’t have any new money, so what can 


we do with existing resources? 
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We partnered with SECOORA.  They had their annual meeting in September, so we were 


fortunate to be able to partner with SECOORA to hold our first annual meeting for the South 


Atlantic Alliance in Savannah.  That was scraping the barrel to try and find enough money to get 


the South Atlantic Alliance together in Savannah to hold that meeting.   


 


We were fortunate; we had about 80 people show up.  It was a great turnout.  At that meeting 


what we really wanted to accomplish was what can we do in the next 12 to 18 months with no 


new funding that fits with our implementation and our action plan; what priorities, what low- 


hanging fruit can we identify; we have got to show something that we are doing and moving 


forward with.   


 


Each of those four teams that we have talked about, each of the four technical teams met at that 


meeting in Savannah and they identified several actions that they could take within the short 


term, 12 to 18 months, and felt like they could accomplish those without new funding, and that is 


huge.   


 


That is a great thing that they were able to pull that together and I have got a list of those coming 


up and I will run through that.  One more thing that came out of the annual meeting, and we do 


want to meet every year – that is why it is called the annual meeting – we just haven’t had the 


funds to have annual meetings so this was the first one.   


 


We hope that if we get that FFO from NOAA, which would start in January – I am going to 


clarify that – so that pot of money would start – that little over a million dollars would start in 


January and run through June 13, that we would have some administrative money and we would 


be able to hold another annual meeting next year.  One of the things that were talked about at that 


meeting was having a two-year term for the Steering Group Chair. 


 


Right now Commissioner Hunter is the Chair of the Steering Group and he will be leaving in 


February, and also John Frampton will be leaving also soon, so the Chair will be changing.  


North Carolina has agreed that they would take over the Chair.  Secretary Dee Freeman, who is 


also our GGC representative on the National Ocean Council, will also likely be the Chair of the 


Steering Group after Commissioner Hunter leaves. 


 


That was another important outcome from our annual meeting in Savannah.  Here is what we 


did; we prioritized.  Each of the teams got together; they spent a lot of time working on this.  


They came up with two action items for each of the four teams, so we have a total of eight.  This 


is not yet on our website but it will be by the end of this month.   


 


Each technical area identified two.  We are trying to make sure we have this all pared down and 


it is consistent with what we have identified in our action and our implementation plan, and it 


will be posted on our website by the end of this month; the top eight priorities for the South 


Atlantic Alliance.   


 


Keep in mind this is without new funding, so these are areas that we felt like we could move 


forward without new funding.  We will also be moving forward on the CMSP front with the FFO 
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money that we hopefully receive from NOAA.  Some of the challenges ahead of us, I would say 


the number one challenge ahead for the South Atlantic Alliance is sustainability. 


 


We have three of the four governors are newly elected.  That is probably the majority of what I 


spend my time doing, making sure that the political folks, the general assembly folks understand, 


recognize the value, and want to keep the South Atlantic alive.  There has been a lot of talk 


recently within the last several months about putting the South Atlantic Alliance on pause; not 


doing away with the South Atlantic Alliance, but just kind of hitting a pause button.   


 


Luckily we can say, well, no, we have got some money coming in from NOAA; we are likely 


going to receive that in January, so we need to keep moving forth, the South Atlantic Alliance, 


keep plugging ahead.  We are counting on that money to help folks kind of not hit that pause 


button. 


 


But even with that money from NOAA,  there is still I would say a pretty good chance that there 


will be more talk about the South Atlantic Alliance and about putting the Alliance on pause.  As 


you know, in South Carolina and some of the other southern states there is a lot of concern about 


accepting federal money and the strings that are attached with federal funds.  That is not just in 


South Carolina but other states as well. 


 


That is something that we have to be aware of, so even if we say that we have federal funding 


coming, that is not always a good thing.  I now have to justify, and our governor – there is a new 


bill that has been passed in South Carolina, some of you may be aware of that we have to – any  


federal money that we receive now, before we can even accept it, has to get approval from the 


Governor’s office before we can even accept it. 


 


They have to know what the outcomes and deliverables will be.  That puts – this is a sidebar, 


sorry – our entire coastal program at risk, so my entire coastal program in  South Carolina would 


definitely be one of the programs that would be at risk if we weren’t allowed to accept these 


federal funds.  It is not just in my organization, but that is also on the health side of my agency as 


well, not accepting federal funds.  Anyway, we are continuing to move forward as best we can.  I 


also mentioned earlier how do we fit in with the National Ocean Policy and the regional planning 


bodies?   


 


We are engaged in those conversations with GGC and those members and we are trying to 


provide comments and as much as we can figure out what is that structure going to look like and 


how would the ROPs fit into that?  We are not the only ROP that is having that conversation.  


The regional planning bodies also have conference calls that we have every few months and so 


each of the ROPs has a representative.   


 


We get together; so GOMA is talking about the same thing, NROC, MARCO, the West Coast, 


all of them are trying to figure out how do we fit in with what is going on with the National 


Ocean Policy.  In particular right now I think the concern is really about the regional planning 


bodies, and making sure are we just going to have another duplication of the South Atlantic 


Alliance or what is going to be the structure of those in making sure that we have the right 
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balance between federal and state on those regional planning bodies.  I know that is a hot topic of 


conversation right now. 


 


Those are some of the things that we are dealing with right now and we are also dealing with 


how do we fit in with the governance structure that could be coming down with the National 


Ocean Policy in making sure that states have a say so in what types of plans are being developed 


on the CMSP side, and how does a state plan fit within a regional CMSP plan? 


 


There is a lot of conversation that is going on around those areas right now.  I see those as being 


our big challenges ahead and, of course, funding.  We definitely need funding and we are not just 


looking at NOAA to support the South Atlantic Alliance.  We are exploring any avenues that we 


can to try and secure funding to help keep some of these initiatives alive with the South Atlantic 


Alliance.  I will take any questions that I can on the South Atlantic Alliance or do you want to 


hold that, Pace, until Michelle? 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I’m going to ask a question again.  Carolyn, based on your expertise, what is the 


state of the coastline of South Carolina at this time, being as how I can’t eat the oysters out of my 


creek, pregnant women can’t eat the fish because of mercury and the governor’s children can’t 


swim at Myrtle Beach because of the pollution. 


 


MS. BOLTIN-KELLY:  I think you have a pretty good summary right there yourself.  I can say 


that we had funding identified in our 306 Plan for several years.  We haven’t been able to secure 


the funding yet to do a State of the Coast Report, not State of the Ocean but a State of the Coast 


Report and trying to tell exactly those types of facts, put it together in a concise document for us 


to use when we are trying to talk to the General Assembly members and we are trying to talk to 


Congress and we are trying to talk to our Governor and folks about what is the state of our coast? 


 


I heard the conversation earlier about how important State of the Oceans Report would be to 


make sure we have another revision of that.  We have been trying for years to get a State of the 


Coast Report and we have it again in our five-year plan.  If we had the resources and the money, 


we would love to see something like that put together.  But you get a pretty good snapshot right 


there of what I think the sentiment is of a lot of folks about the state of our coast. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  I will just thank Carolyn for that great overview of the Alliance, and I am just 


going to get down into the weeds a little bit of what the Healthy Ecosystems Technical Team has 


been doing.  This is a great place to do that because most of the team members are actually here; 


so Pat and Anne and Wilson and Pace and we keep Ken McDermott in the loop and Roger, and 


then one of my two co-mentors, Mary Conley with the Nature Conservancy, is back behind me 


in the audience, so I have lots of opportunity to both pass the buck and get whacked on the head 


a little bit here.   


 


As Carolyn mentioned, the Alliance went through this prioritization process, so we have lots of 


action items for each of the four different Issue Area Technical Teams.  We really needed to be 


able to pare that down in order to be able to try to make any progress or headway on any of those 


things. 
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Our team got together back towards the end of the summer, and we did this very sort of 


systematic numerical ranking of what our top five priorities would be within our implementation 


plan, and then from there, as Carolyn mentioned, at the annual meeting that was pared down to 


two.  I know that we are running short on time and I do want to allow a time for questions, so I 


am just going to quickly go over what those are. 


 


The Healthy Ecosystems Team has four major objectives.  I have also taken a little bit of 


editorial license here because these are actually far wordier than what you see on the screen, but 


the first goal is to implement regionally coordinated, compatible, sustainable, ecosystem-based 


planning and management that includes a number of things; habitat mapping, characterization 


monitoring, modeling, a lot of the things that you all have been talking about here over the past 


couple of days.   


 


The second major goal or objective rather is to access the independent and cumulative impacts of 


development and climate change on coastal habitats, biodiversity, natural community structure 


and function, and ecosystem services.  Our third major objective is to employ economic, science- 


based, land-use coastal and ocean planning in management.  This includes conservation, 


restoration, ecosystem health evaluation, and et cetera.   


 


Then our final objective was to determine long-term impacts and mediation strategies for 


existing invasive species.  As Carolyn mentioned, she listed the two top priorities that we did 


decide to narrow our focus down to.  The first one, HE stands for Healthy Ecosystems; 1 is 


Objective 1; A means this is our first priority, just to let everybody in on the code here.   


 


Our first priority action was to develop coordinated state programs to map known distributions,  


key estuarine and marine habitats and land-use cover on the coastal watersheds of each state, the 


distribution of key species of management concern using a common set of standards and 


attributes.  I think that last piece is very critical.   


 


Just last month in October, as per the direction that came out of the annual meeting, was what are 


the tasks that we are going to do over the next 12 months to try to move ourselves towards this 


goal.  We actually developed a nice little spreadsheet.  I really like spreadsheets.  We have a 


task; we have who the lead is for task, what the time frame is for completing that task, what is 


the mechanism that we are going to use to complete that task, and then just sort of some ancillary 


information? 


 


I haven’t listed all of that here but this is – I have instead focused on just the tasks that we are 


going to try to move forward with over the next 12 months.  With regard to this, it is sort of a 


comprehensive analysis of what is the mapping information that is out there to map known 


distributions of the resources that folks are most concerned about within the four states. 


 


The first thing that we want to do is to determine the spatial extent of our effort.  We actually as 


a team completed this task on our call last month after much discussion.  It is do we go from the 


top of the watershed all the way out to just the ocean beach; do we start at the beach and work 


our way out?  
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After a lot of discussion, we decided that heading beach out to the ocean has the most 


opportunity for regional coordination, and that is really the focus of the Alliance, so that is done.  


Our second task is to develop a template to query the states regarding their existing mapping 


data.  I think a lot of folks around the table here know Dr. Bob Van Dolah.  He is our team lead 


and he graciously volunteered to develop that query form, and he set himself a very ambitious 


personal deadline of December 1 of this year. 


 


After that, that query form will be used to summarize a list of key resources in each state that are 


being mapped.  Again, these are both habitat and biological resources, and the goal is to have 


that completed by the middle of January of next year.  And then finally take this sort of gap 


analysis and use that to identify the resources of common concern among states and managers. 


 


I spoke about the mechanisms that we are going to use to do some of these things.  The 


mechanism that we are looking at for doing this are having some in-state interviews with various 


natural resource managers, coastal zone managers, things like that, and that I think would rely in 


part on some of the funding that Carolyn has spoken about.   


 


Just to move on to our next priority action, Coastal Marine Spatial Planning is a very big deal 


right now.  It is part of the National Ocean Policy.  When we were developing our prioritized list 


of things that we were going to tackle, this naturally rose to the top.  Our first priority action is 


kind of like getting all the information together about what is being done and what hasn’t been 


done and what is of most interest to folks to fill in the gaps for;  


 


And then this kind of the second piece for developing a real marine spatial plan in cooperation 


with the federal efforts that are ongoing and, of course, in cooperation with SECOORA and other 


organizations.  In that regard, our first task is to identify the major activities that are most likely 


to benefit from interstate coordination and planning.   


 


We do have a volunteer from our team who said she would try to get this done by December 1.  


Then once we have that, to try to determine where these activities are happening and the existing 


data sources.  By those activities, referring to things like shipping lanes, where are artificial 


reefs, ocean disposal areas, sand burrow areas, military use areas, et cetera, and things like that.   


 


Those are the major activities that we are actually talking about.  Then in terms of the second 


task, this is something that we are looking to try to maybe employ interns, some free labor or at 


least very cheap labor, to go around and survey folks and say do you have any existing data 


sources with regard to these activities, map data or unmapped data, whatever it might be and then 


try to determine if there is a common framework of standards for that information and how to 


bring that information into a portal.   


 


This is where we would use like a small workgroup of individuals, folks from SECOORA, 


perhaps GIS, experts from the states as well to get together and try to figure out what is the most 


efficient means of bringing all that information together.  Again, we are looking at trying to 


complete these things within the next 12 months, of course, dependent on funding.   
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We were trying to identify some items that we could move forward on in the absence of the 


funding that we have right now.  As Carolyn mentioned, most of us have been doing this kind of 


gratis on top of our existing jobs.  With all the demands that most state agency folks have right 


now, it is really difficult to find the time to do that.   


 


I think another challenge that Carolyn touched on that we have in this regard is in terms of 


avoiding duplication of effort and coordinating with a lot of the other regional activities that are 


going on.  I copy Ken McDermond from the South Atlantic LCC on all of the e-mails that go out 


to the Healthy Ecosystems Technical Team.   


 


It is kind of just an information thing because a lot of these regional partnerships are evolving so 


quickly that one thing that you think your group might be doing that may be filling in an 


information gap might actually end up overlapping with something that somebody else is trying 


to do.  I think it is really important that we all sort of keep each other in the loop.   


 


I joked with Wilson last night that so many of us are sitting on so many of these same regional 


partnership kind of bodies that we need to just have one big gigantic meeting in the middle of the 


southeastern states and we are all just going to get together and stay there for a week and hash 


out all of these different regional priorities that we have.   


 


Anyhow, that was all I had; I just wanted to give you a little flavor of sort of what the Healthy 


Ecosystems Team is thinking.  I would encourage any of the team members who are here to 


speak up as well as Mary Conley, my co-mentor.  I will say that we are looking to have another 


team call probably mid-December before the holidays to check in and see what progress folks 


have made on the tasks that we have assigned ourselves.  Thanks. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, we have several minutes for questions or comments anyone would like to 


make.   


 


MR. HOOKER:  More of a comment than really a question; obviously, we have developed a 


good relationship with NROC and MARCO, and I know there is some evidence of overtures to 


engage with the South Atlantic Alliance on the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management side.  


Anyway, I just wanted to state up again that we would like to work with you if you continue to 


exist.  Thank you for your frank discussion; that was good. 


 


MS. BOLTIN-KELLY:  Well, I was trying to be very candid, but realizing I was on the record as 


well, so I didn’t want to say too much, but as you know the governor of South Carolina has 


recently set up the South Carolina BOEM Task Force, which will be working very closely with 


you and our already existing regulatory task force.  I think the difference between South Carolina 


and our BOEM Task Force is going to be that it is at a very high level.   


 


It is at the board level, so it is like my DHEC board, the DNR board members, and General 


Assembly members, so it will take a lot of care and feeding, and I have already reached out to 


several members of that and we have started educating them.  The South Atlantic Alliance will 


be behind the scenes working with those BOEM Task Force members, but we had been trying to 


get that done for several years with South Carolina.   
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We are thankful that has been recently named, and so we do have that task force.  It just will be I 


think a lot different than the structure in several of the other states that have those task forces.  


We will be working closely as long as we are still here.  I didn’t mean to sound doom and gloom, 


I just was trying to get a pretty realistic snapshot of kind of where we are right now with the 


South Atlantic Alliance, but we are still plugging forward.  I am here today but I am not really 


here today talking about South Atlantic Alliance. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  I just want to add a little bit to what Carolyn said.  Brian, kind of the way we 


have encouraged participation in the technical teams is to contact any of the lead mentors that 


you see on the website, go through the implementation plan or the action plan, if you say, oh, 


yes, there is a lot of things that BOEM has some significant interest in that the Alliance is 


looking to tackle, definitely send an e-mail to any one of the mentors for any of the groups 


expressing your interest in either being a permanent member of the technical team or someone to 


plug in on specific issues.   


 


We sort of have two levels of membership, I guess I would say, folks who are like permanent 


members of the team as well as people that the team can bring in, just sort of subject area experts 


so to speak.  Not to pick on the South Atlantic LCC and Rua and Ken, but Ken contacted me and 


said, hey, in reading through the action plan I see there is a lot of overlap with the kinds of things 


that you are doing and the kinds of things that we are looking to do; and is there a way that we 


can sort of coordinate as we move forward?  I would definitely encourage you and your 


colleagues to contact us if you want to be involved. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Thanks, we will be sure to do so.  Within the Renewable Energy Office we did 


recently hire someone who one of their main tasks is the CMSP side of things.  I will definitely 


put her in touch with you guys. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I have got a question for you, Brian.  Did I not hear on the radio yesterday that 


the North Carolina Wind Project had taken a backwards step because of somebody or 


something?   


 


MR. HOOKER:  I am not aware of any major backward step.  Does anybody from North 


Carolina want to comment on that? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Do you know if that was land- based or the ocean? 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Ocean. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I hadn’t heard anything about ocean; land-based I have been hearing a little bit. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  I can probably find out and let you know by the time I speak after lunch. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Somebody has decided it wasn’t suitable and it was fairly big news on the 


station I was listening to. 
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MR. HOOKER:  I will make a phone call.  I am presenting after lunch so I should have an 


answer for you after lunch. 


 


DR. DUVAL:  You might be referring to the previous energy study that was done looking at 


places actually within Pamlico Sound to try to establish a few wind turbines, and that actually 


took a pretty big step backwards.  There is one on land that was just recently approved up in 


Terry’s neck of the woods, as far as I know. 


 


MR. PRATT:  Yes, Jenks, there is a land-based one up in northeastern North Carolina, and it did 


go backwards because the developing company could not reach a term of agreement with the 


power company.  Even though it was under a major transmission line for purchase, they could 


not deliver power at a competitive price, so it is probably going to go away. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Well, this radio account I think said ocean, it was not suitable. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  I will check for you. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I guess this is partially for the South Atlantic Alliance, but also for maybe 


Roger.  Tina showed us the South Atlantic has developed this website and many of the same data 


layers both cover South Atlantic.  Could that website with the portal be used for this instead of a 


different portal or are there problems because of the amount of information or types of 


information? 


 


DR. DUVAL:  I would say that is a great conversation to have with all the work that Tina has put 


in, and Florida and Roger have put into that web portal.  Mary might actually be able to speak to 


this a little bit more in regards to the proposal that the Alliance put in from the federal FFO and 


the CMSP component; and what was mentioned in the previous presentation on SECOORA’s 


efforts to try to get the data management and the actual mechanism together. 


 


I think that would probably be a conversation more between SECOORA and the lead PIs on the 


proposal that went forward, and Tina to see if this portal would serve those purposes or what the 


hang-ups might be or what the opportunities for coordination might be.  But, yes, that is a great 


point. 


 


MS. CONLEY:  I am Mary Conley with the Nature Conservancy.  Just in followup to that, I 


think when the original proposal was pulled together it was noted that there are a couple of 


portals that are out there that could potentially serve as the base, including the work that the 


South Atlantic Fishery Management Council has done and the work that SECOORA has done. 


 


Part of what that proposal would be is to see what the best source is and whether it is actually the 


same portal or if it is just making sure that we include the right linkages to the portals so that we 


are not duplicating how you get the data, but we are recognizing that, so that will be part of the 


discussion.  It also comes down to what Carolyn said is that being a Governors’ Alliance, we 


want to make sure that the source and where people are going represents what they are looking 


for. 
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MS. BOLTIN-KELLY:  And the scale. 


 


MS. CONLEY:  And the scale, so that may cause some shifts or some slight variations in it but 


we will definitely take that into account. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Any further questions or comments?  Seeing none, it is time to move to the 


break.   


 


MR. WILBER:  The next presentation, the first of the three that will lead us up to lunch, is from 


Ken McDermond.  He is the Chair of the South Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative.  I 


know many of the folks in the room participated in a workshop a couple of years ago here in 


Charleston to help sketch out some of the initial direction and priorities for the South Atlantic 


LCC.   


 


They have been meeting along those lines to sort of flesh out those priorities, and in the 


meantime they have been able to actually hire Ken and to hire Rua Mordecai as their Science 


Coordinator.   


 


MR. McDERMOND:   I realized during the break that if I am on the record I don’t have 


anything to say, so this is going to be short.  I have got to keep myself in check here.  Well, 


thanks first of all, Pace and Roger.  This is a great idea for this forum, so thanks for putting it 


together because it is kind of like a one-stop shopping for us to be able to come and get to know 


the kind of coastal and marine organizations, players, partners and all that sort of stuff, so thanks 


for doing that.   


 


The other thing, I kind of took a couple notes while we were going through that I thought  maybe 


I better highlight right off the bat, and that is that this Landscape Conservation Cooperative, the 


South Atlantic version is relatively new.  I was sort of thinking as people were going through we 


have got a lot of efforts in the South Atlantic or that start with the South Atlantic.   


 


Really, it started at or got its formation in February of this year where the steering committee 


formally came together, adopted a charter and a mission, and I will get into that a little bit better 


a little bit later.  It is relatively new even though I have been on staff since July 2010.  The other 


thing I like to say to folks, because my language isn’t quite straight on this all the time, 


everybody in this room, everybody in the South Atlantic area really is part of this organization 


and has an opportunity to be a part of the organization, so it is not a partnership separate that 


only certain people can be in it.   


 


We have governing structures and all that, but it is our philosophy that it is your LCC, it is your 


Landscape Conservation Cooperative and it is what you make of it.  We are here to help move 


those ideas forward.  We need your thoughts and ideas about that.  Then the other thing, which I 


think the theme is, as you are sitting around here listening to all these presentations, the 


opportunity for duplication is high. 


 


I really thank Michelle for the comment you made, because we really do take that to heart and 


we are trying to make sure that we do the best we can to avoid duplication, but actually take 
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advantage of the work that is going on.  I think everybody seems to have that mindset.  It is the 


challenge of the communication and coordination it will take to make sure that we don’t waste 


money and energy doing the same thing several different places. 


 


With that, why Landscape Conservation Cooperatives, what are these things all about, where did 


they come from?  By the way, Rua and I are going to do a bit of a tag-teaming here so we will be 


switching back and forth here a little bit.  This is sort of the landscape that we face as a society in 


relationship to our human footprint and how do we conserve natural and cultural resources. 


 


There are a lot of challenges out there and they are not getting any easier, and the opportunity for 


making sure that we have sustainable resources into the future is becoming more and more 


limited.  How do we do this; how do we as a conservation community or as a society, really, deal 


with these challenges and make sure that we have the landscapes, the resources that we want for 


our quality of life and for our economy? 


 


It really gets down to me a really simple question is what are we for?  I have been involved in 


conservation primarily in the federal sector for 20-some years and somewhat in the regulatory 


world, and I sometimes feel like we do a little bit more of what we are not for versus what we are 


for. 


 


What attracted me to this cooperative and this enterprise, this new thing was maybe this is a way 


we can get out in front of that a little bit and say what we are for in terms of setting aside 


resources for the future.  Historically, if you look at how we have done that, it is nothing wrong 


with it.  I don’t mean to cast dispersions here, but it has really been a silo sort of approach.   


 


We have multiple federal state agencies, nonprofits with their individual missions and so sort of 


working along those missions, not necessarily any sort of integration about those.  Now in the 


past 20 years or so there has been an evolution towards partnership, many of which we are 


talking about here today; fish habitat partnerships.  We have the Atlantic Coast Joint Venture for 


birds; we have the Atlantic Coast Fish Habitat Partnerships, a variety of partnerships out on the 


landscape, the estuary programs, South Atlantic Alliance.   


 


There are a lot of different things going on out there with really the understanding that we have 


got to work together and not in our silos; but in the process of doing that we have created some 


of some additional silos that are on narrow issues, narrow geographies, or possibly 


taxonomically. 


 


Part of the intent of Landscape Conservation Cooperatives is an attempt to integrate across even 


those lines and those silos.  What we are talking about here is a forum in which the private, state 


and federal conservation community  -- and I would say we shouldn’t limit this by conservation 


community; it is whoever wants to come to that table, but where we develop a shared vision of 


landscape sustainability, cooperate in its implementation and collaborate in its refinement. 


 


That is kind of the essence of what Landscape Conservation Cooperatives are trying to do.  


Easier said than done, big hairy audacious goal, how are we going to get there?  I put this up 


because at least in the early times and maybe we are past this, and I hope we are, that this was 
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some sort of a DOI thing.  As a matter of fact, it was an idea that emanated out of the 


Department of Interior from the Fish and Wildlife Service.   


 


But it has really been sort of impressive to me having been in government for a long time, I 


never really had experience like this where an agency puts a bunch of money into something and 


then sort of steps back and says we are not going to direct how this goes, here is the money, here 


is the general idea, let’s get it going and see where we can go. 


 


These are self-directed partnerships; and in fact even though I work for the Fish and Wildlife 


Service and have a boss, my boss is the Steering Committee of the Landscape Conservation 


Cooperative here in the South Atlantic.  They decide what we are going to do.  Let’s talk about 


the South Atlantic LCC in specific.  


 


You see the geography; you have seen it several times already today.  Here is our website.  This 


is the mission.  Back in February when we got our steering committee together and we kind of 


got down to the brass tacks, this is what we came up with; to foster landscape scale conservation, 


to sustain natural and cultural resources for future generations. 


 


This is what we have sort of developed as what we see as the LCC role; offering partners a 


landscape perspective for their conservation activities; developing explicit linkages across the 


existing conservation partnerships – again this gets back to the silo discussion – conservation 


partnerships that span multiple resources, natural, cultural, fish, birds, snakes, you name it. 


 


Then helping to incorporate this future change that we all see coming down the line, whether it is 


climate, whether it is energy development, whether it is urbanization.  There is a long laundry list 


of those things; how do we integrate those things; how do we incorporate that?  The idea is to 


pull all that together to define and design these landscapes.   


 


Then in sort of the adaptive management framework, how do we monitor to see whether we are 


actually being effective in that mission?  That is kind of what we were handed as a staff; 


although we actually developed some of that, too, but there wasn’t a real specific do these three 


things, so that is what we have come up with and here is how we are talking about getting there.   


 


The key components of this are really establishing a broad-based partnership, getting the 


capacity to do that stuff; and then establishing a decision-support framework that integrates the 


values of the partnership, the priorities, the current science on the resources, how those resources 


are vulnerable to the future change, and then how do we integrate these conservation tools that 


are out there and maybe new ones we need to develop; how do we integrate that all into sort of a 


conservation plan for the future?   


 


Just to quickly get into the partnership and how we are approaching that and what it looks like, 


we have a governance structure.  I didn’t give you the graphic on that but it is primarily at the top 


end of it is made up of a steering committee made up of these organizations, about 14.  You will 


notice the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council is on there.  Roger sits on our steering 


committee representing the council, pretty interesting group of folks.   
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When we sat all down together, it was kind of neat to see the people looking around the room 


and saying, well, we don’t normally talk to each other like this or sit in a room like this, you 


know, across state, EPA with Fish and Wildlife Service.  It was really interesting folks going, 


wow, this is kind of different.  While we don’t have everybody at the table we probably need, 


you don’t see any kind of private interests, private landowner interests, so there are some things 


that we are missing here that we will evolve into.  Again, we are early in the game. 


 


The other part about this is this partnership committee.  You can see the list of players that we 


have there and the partners there.  One point I will make here is that you don’t see, for example, 


the South Atlantic Alliance, you don’t see SECOORA, and we haven’t talked with SECOORA 


yet, but we have talked with the South Atlantic Alliance, understanding there is probably an 


opportunity to integrate there and we just haven’t taken the next step yet. 


 


I will mention why that is probably in the future, but the idea here is that this is where we take 


advantage of existing efforts.  There is a lot of science, a lot of technical expertise and a lot of 


agencies, nonprofits and other organizations that are already integrated into these landscapes 


level or taxonomic level partnerships. 


 


We don’t need to recreate the bird science necessarily in the LCC.  It is take advantage of what is 


already out there is the idea; use these groups, bring them together in a forum so they can start to 


begin to see how we might have needs that come together that we all have.  There is a variety of 


different ways we think we will take advantage of – the staff can take advantage of this expertise 


in the future, but this is the beginning of that.  Again it is really trying to move to the next level, 


integrate these across these silos.  Rua, this is yours. 


 


DR. MORDECAI:  Since we are tag teaming, I will just do it from over here.  I come from a 


partnership background.  One of the things I really, really love about partnerships is this idea that 


anyone with the interest and the energy can come together and help move the ball forward.  That 


is one of the things I really liked about it.   


 


You have examples like the South Atlantic Alliance where it is people coming together because 


you are on these technical teams often because they want to help move some of these things 


forward.  When I came on, that was one of the first things I wanted to figure out is like all right 


we have got these structures, you have got the partnership committee, people participating in 


partnerships already are already part of the LCC; you have got the steering committee; how do 


we leave that door open for anyone that wants to help guide the LCC? 


 


One of the things we have been doing is trying to use the South Atlantic LCC Website in a little 


bit different way than a lot of folks usually use the website; so going beyond just a sort of 


informational here is the updates and here is your monthly newsletter, but also really trying to 


give people some active opportunities for influencing the direction of the LCC through the 


website. 


 


You see the website.  Some of those numbers are a little bit old but we have got thousands of 


visitors since October.  One of the interesting things is that most of the traffic we get are people 
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coming back.  Most of those people aren’t just there and say, “Oh, that is the South Atlantic 


LCC, okay, now I am done.” 


 


A lot of them are coming back regularly for updates and participating in website groups.  One of 


the ways we have been doing that is we have these different groups on the website.  It is more of 


a sort of a social networking style thing.  This is the geospatial group we have here.  This 


particular group is taking on the question of how we deliver geospatial information to partners, 


also looking at how to stitch together LiDAR layers across the entire area so we can come up 


with a seamless set of LiDAR. 


 


We have got a number of these different groups and we have been doing our best to try to give – 


and they are open to anyone, so anyone that joins the website and wants to get involved in their 


specific issues can be involved.  We try to set up phone calls and use some different methods.  In 


fact, for anyone that has tried to use some of these more social networking style tools, it is really 


hard to get people to involve themselves and actually comment and participate. 


 


We are even starting to get some progress, for example, on a few of these recent things, had 


some active discussions beyond just the phone calls we set up through these groups.  We are 


really trying some different ways to try to get people involved.  I can’t tell you how many people 


we have had get involved in the LCC that I never would have run into at a meeting like this or 


just in my travels or talking.  That has really had a big impact and helped move things forward 


that have just through the website gotten involved.  


 


MR. McDERMOND:  That was the partnership side, how we are developing the partnership, and 


then we were talking about capacity.  You can’t quite have a vision like this and do it parttime, I 


don’t think.  That is the beauty and the luxury we have is some funding for some capacity.  


When I mean capacity, at this point this part is about staff.  You can see this is not just DOI.   


 


There is Forest Service putting in money and it is some DOI, but Park Service not just Fish and 


Wildlife Service, so there is a fair number of staff here.  NOAA has got some funding in here.  


And that is actually an interesting position, the Gulf Coast Coordinator, where realizing we have 


I think it is three or four Landscape Conservation Cooperatives that boarder the Gulf Coast; 


NOAA partnered with the Landscape Conservation Cooperatives bordering the Gulf to have 


Laurie support a liaison function with the LCCs to make sure that they were integrated with all 


the various other partnerships in the Gulf area. 


 


There are a lot of other investors through various other offices, part-time support, or things like 


office space.  North Carolina Wildlife Resource Commission is basically hosting all of our staff 


and other associated support related to that office space.  The significant funding part I think we 


needed to point out is that there is or at least last year was almost $2 million for capacity and for 


developing science that we need to support the mission; so fairly significant luxury we have here 


moving forward. 


 


Then the next part of this is the decision-support framework that we talked about.  This is sort of 


the third part; how do we do this planning effort?  The framework is really trying to integrate 


these broad values and interests of the partnership again with the science and the resources we 
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have now; how those resources are vulnerable to future change; and then implementing the 


conservation tools to sort of develop scenarios out on the landscape.  There is the checkerboard, I 


think. 


 


DR. MORDECAI:  I think this really comes back to the thing that Ken set up in the very 


beginning’ what are we for and how do we get there kind of question.  It never hurts to start 


simple.  Here is a very sort of toy example; the idea here is – and you have got the South Atlantic 


Region, imagine it is these little squares; and even while we are talking, we have got urban 


communities growing we, have got the sea level rising and there are a number of key resources 


we all want to keep out on the landscape. 


 


Let’s say, for example, there are some areas that are particularly important for reforestation for 


maintaining large-ranging mammals like black bear.  A lot of those areas may also be in key 


riparian buffers to make sure we have got good water quality and reducing sedimentation for 


things like endangered mussels or larger-ranging fish like American eel. 


 


Maybe the edges of those habitats are particularly important for different bird species, 


particularly ones that are very captivating.  Then still other sections might be particularly 


important for maintaining healthy drinking water for counties and communities and cultural 


resources, things like historic rice fields that have value for the natural resources but they also 


have value for the cultures that people really care about. 


 


As you all know, all those different decisions and the things happening upstream can have a big 


impact on what is going on in some of the marine systems.  All these little decisions about in- 


stream flow and riparian buffers are all sending that sediment, water quality and all those 


changes down to maybe important fish habitat for things like gag grouper. 


 


I think thinking about these connections is particularly important as we are starting to face some 


really new changes with not just these explosive growths of the communities.  I mean, here in the 


South Atlantic it is hugely dominated by people; but also with climate change we are getting 


some new systems we have to deal with.   


 


As we start seeing mangrove communities replace salt marshes and suddenly we are thinking 


about mangrove communities up in North Florida and Georgia, there are some big changes on 


the way.  When we make the plans, we can’t just plan for what we have right now.  We need to 


be thinking about those resources into the future.   


 


The idea here is to figure out, okay, what is that vision for how we sustain all these different 


resources we care about, and it is not necessary just for us sitting around this room, but what 


about the  next generation and their kids and how do we make sure that we can have some of 


these resources that we all enjoy and pass them down to the next generation?   


 


I think the other piece of this is trying to build on the existing efforts that are out here that we 


have done before and taking things to the next level.  We have in the past tried to think about 


some of these prioritization exercises and drawn some circles on maps and saying, okay, this is 
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high priority and this is low priority, but now trying to take it to the next step and say, okay, what 


does that mean, okay, what if I do this high priority, what does that mean?   


 


If you are going to be working together and making a case for doing this, having some explicit 


measurable responses for that to be able to go to individual partners and say, all right, you guys 


work together on this piece of the corridor; EPA, this is what it is going to mean for water 


quality; and Fish and Wildlife Service this is what it is going to mean for populations; Park 


Services, this what it means for cultural resources; Community, this is what it can mean for your 


drinking water, so really being able to take that next step of saying, all right, what is it going to 


mean for each individual organization so they can bring that back and act on that larger plan?  


That was a pretty little checkers’ diagram.  Now what I am going to talk about is the first cut at 


trying to do that in a more realistic way.   


 


This is this project called Optimal Conservations Strategies for Dynamic Landscapes, which is a 


very mouthful word.  When I first came on as Science Coordinator, what was really exciting to 


me is that there was already a project designed to do the toy example I just showed that try to 


bring together all these different pieces, the values of the partnership, future change, the science 


we have now to help folks come up with the vision for what it should look like.   


 


It was part of this Southeast Regional Assessment Project, which included a lot of different 


pieces; downscale climate projections and sea level rise, impact of climate change on bird 


habitats, really the whole kit and caboodle from pretty amazing urban growth models predicting 


into the next hundred years at really fine resolutions and trying to pull all those together; so take 


the urban change, take the climate, put that together and how the vegetation is going to change 


and the water is going to change and things like that.   


 


The spatial extent of this project was the South Atlantic LCC.  The scope was conservation- 


related decisions by partners.  Here is the project plan.  We actually have dates so, Michelle, you 


should like this one.  What you will notice is this is really trying to get at that initial prototype.  


What you will notice is it started December of 2010 and we are looking to have that rough 


prototype out by next month, and it is still on target. 


 


The idea here is not to go away in an ivory tower for three to five years to come up with the 


absolute most perfect amazing plan and then release it and say here it is, it’s all great, but to 


really work closely in an iterative fashion with folks to come up with something, take a look at it, 


is this going in the right direction, what is it missing kind of things.   


 


So far we have had a bunch of different organizations involved in just developing this prototype; 


the idea not to try to have every single organization represented but think about the different 


perspectives, people that can think about socio-economic and cultural resources, people that can 


think like a private landowner, people that can think from a marine perspective, from a terrestrial 


perspective.   


 


We try to have a swath of folks from state organizations, like the National Council for Air and 


Stream Improvement, for thinking more about more of a private landowner perspective.  The 


question being, okay, so what did partners want to know about this?  There are really two pieces.  
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I think about this almost like they want to know where to take action for the good of the whole as 


one piece; maybe not prescriptive about very detailed actions, but the value based on the 


contribution to the shared objective.   


 


It is the stuff we all share, some of these resources of natural habitats that everyone cares about, 


but everyone also wanted to be able to walk away with how those actions contribute to their 


agency’s objectives; you know, going back and having those measurements so you can say, yes, 


I am doing this for the good of the whole, but, hey, guess what, this is also particularly important 


for my particular state, my organization, and my county.    


 


Through a series of phone calls, webinars, and finally a workshop we tried to start nailing down 


some of these details and some sort of measurable attributes of what people wanted out in the 


landscape.  I am not going to go into too much of the details on some of these, but there are 


levels upon levels under these.  We really got at three different core types of resources; cultural 


resources, which were particularly important from the sort of the human use perspective.   


 


That includes things like historic sites and objects, but also the group put biotic culture resources 


including huntable and fishable populations, which is a little bit different than you usually see for 


those resources.  But that captures the actual ability for people to be able to go out there and 


harvest and fish.   


 


It is not just locking it away in a reserve somewhere, but these objectives of people being able to 


go out and actually harvest things and other things like angler satisfaction in the access issues.  


Socio-economic resources; that is the stuff that really hits you close to home as far as human 


health and the economy and then also the natural resources and I will talk a little more detail in 


that.   


 


But it ended up being this integrity of ecological systems, so a series of different habitat types 


and the integrity of those; and also viability of certain threatened and endangered species.  The 


group recognized that sometimes you can have a very healthy system but at the same time there 


may be some additional objectives just to make sure that certain species don’t go totally extinct; 


so things like reintroducing species at historic ranges or captive breeding or things that may not 


necessarily be wholly within the idea of having a healthy system.  That is part of the what do you 


want out there?   


 


The next step is, okay, how are you going to get there?  Part of that are some different strategies 


you can use out on the landscape.  What can we do that you can’t do on our own as different 


organizations and groups; so things like creating corridors and blue ways and green ways and 


protecting habitat gradients; things like restoring riparian areas and things like that; and then also 


having to incorporate the future change thing that Ken talked about in the beginning.   


 


It is a moving target.  You have to be able to think like a long term-county planner or forester or 


something else like that.  You have got to plan for what things are going to look like out into the 


future.  You have to be able to incorporate those changes, things like climate change, 


urbanization and flow.  In the end it is really all the fun modeling of putting those pieces together 


to compare and ask some of those questions about, okay, what if we did this; comparing some 
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alternative scenarios about, okay, what would the world look like in 50 years if we just left it 


alone and what would the world look like as far as all these different resources if we actually 


pulled off these blue ways or restored these fish habitats.   


 


I will dive a little more deeply into the natural resource objectives.  As you all know, ecological 


integrity is probably the most squishiest word in the world.  It is kind of like nailing water to the 


wall.  The way the group has defined it so far was percent of representative species population 


targets net for a series of habitats including estuarine and marine and fresh water aquatic and 


marshes; this idea of identifying some representative species that represent a number of different 


sort of species and guilds. 


 


The idea is, okay, well, you set your population targets – and luckily a lot of these targets have 


been set for endangered species but also for a lot of these marine fishes.  You have some explicit 


targets you are going for.  The idea is really being able to break that in and saying, okay, we are 


meeting 90 percent of those targets that the partnership set; all right, that is green, that is a 


thumbs up integrity-wise. 


 


At the same time I mentioned that it may be necessary to include some additional targets for 


threatened and endangered species.  Again, in recovery plans those targets are set as well.  A lot 


of this is trying build off what groups are already doing, already identifying their sort of 


represented species and targets and using those instead of trying to reinvent the wheel but 


connecting the pieces. 


 


You might be thinking right now, holy crap, how are they going to do that; all this big landscape 


change and all these different resources?  Some of the information is coming from the Southeast 


Regional Assessment Project, climate projection, some of the land cover change, urban growth 


models, some of the bird response; but for a lot of it, it is coming from the great work that folks 


are already doing; bringing in stuff from the Southeast Aquatic Resource Partnership. 


 


Bringing the fish community response models we have on the freshwater side are from the 


National Fish Habitat Action Plan.  We have worked with the bird joint ventures for some of the 


bird models, doing some for water quality stuff working with Environmental Protection Agency.  


It is really trying to figure out how we can take these individual pieces and put them all together. 


 


There is a lot of amazing work already out there, but sometimes the hardest part is putting them 


all together.  The result is going to be this prototype conservation plan to figure out where folks 


can take action to address shared challenges and how those actions would contribute back to 


their organization’s objectives.   


 


It really comes back to that general design, that idea of, okay, how do we establish that network 


that is going to be resilient to all these future changes?  Kind of another way to think about it is 


the green infrastructure, green/blue infrastructure.  You have got transmission lines for energy; 


you have got roads for cars.  Well, what is the system we need to build for the future for our 


natural and cultural resources? 
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At the same time recognizing we knew there would be some gaps – I mentioned all the amazing 


stuff that is already out there, but we knew there were going to be a bunch of major gaps in this 


project to start with, anyway.  It is not going to be perfect; that’s why it is called a prototype.  At 


the same time, the cooperative and actually the Partnership Committee was the review panel for 


deciding on these projects, identified a number of projects to fill anticipated gaps. 


 


One was looking at sea level rise on beach-nesting species; another looking at amphibian and 


reptile conservation areas; another one looking at habitat connectivity for large-ranging species, 


mammals, reptiles, amphibians; looking at cultural and natural resource sustainability and how 


they could potentially work together and where there might be some problems; another one 


looking at genetic hotspots for species, and this cuts across all those boundaries, terrestrial, 


aquatic, marine; and also looking at the impact of climate change and population growth on 


freshwater in-stream flows.   


 


That was a big challenge that was identified early on in that we couldn’t in a consistent way 


across the area predict current and future flows at a level fine enough resolution to figure out 


what the aquatic resources were doing.  It was at like at puck eight was the closest we could get, 


and so that was another piece.  All these projects we have been working really actively to 


integrate them.   


 


These aren’t just sort of isolated projects that sit on their own, but they are all using very similar 


– you know, pulling in the same kind of urbanization data and all being plugged into a consistent 


system for integrating them.  One last thing, as I mentioned December is when we are planning 


to have this prototype out there, so we will be getting that out and some examples for people to 


look at. 


 


I realize you hear all that and it is way up here.  It is a lot of talk and diagrams, and sometimes it 


is a lot nicer to just play with something and say, all right, let me see what this is actually talking 


about, let me go turn some knobs on the landscape to see what happens, so we hope to get that 


out to folks fairly soon.   


 


If you want to get notified, if we don’t get to you, just join the South Atlantic LCC website.  You 


get a monthly newsletter and we will make sure you know when it is out so you can mess around 


with it and tell your staff what you think, what is good about it, what is bad about it, how it can 


be improved. 


 


MR. McDERMOND:  In summary, we talked about how we are going to build a partnership, 


establish at a capacity, and then this thing that Rua just got finished, which is really the guts of 


our business here is trying to make sense of all this information in a way that will inform 


decision-makers, whether you are a regulator, whether you are a land manager, whether you are a 


county planner. 


 


Ultimately there is a huge number of customers out there that we think could take advantage of 


the information that we are trying to put together.  It is not about as this is a plan thou shalt go do 


it; it is only as good as it is credible.  There is a challenge that we are working on now is how do, 
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once we get this built and assuming we get the credibility around it, how do we get it out there?  


That is part of our future work.  Those are sort of the next steps is refining that plan.    


 


I was happy to see an example of this through the SECOORA effort.  We’ve spent about a year, 


give or take, trying to move out with this general idea, this visionary enterprise and we now need 


to step back and do a strategic plan or a business model or what have you.  It is a very different 


thing, so it was neat to watch what you all had for SECOORA and how you did that, because we 


are right in the guts of that right now. 


 


We also have early products coming out that we have been working on for a while.  We are 


working with some customers, partners out there to figure out how do we deliver urbanization 


models or down-scale climate information, kind of some early wins, if you will, like the South 


Atlantic Alliance talked about, so we can show the value of this integration looking at the scale 


across resources, and then obviously continuing to communicate and develop the partnership. 


 


Just sort of summary, we are really trying to integrate the science and the shared conservation 


goals of the partnership to develop a plan, a blueprint.  Whatever you want to call it, it is a vision 


for the future; the answer to the question what are we for?  The science needs, we have some 


funding, and we hope others will invest based on the needs that we have related to that 


conservation planning effort.   


 


Maybe as we downscale that effort to more localized questions, we will identify additional 


needs.  It is not science for everything; it is science for this mission.  It is science to feed this 


planning effort and to inform.  The other message I want to make sure you know is that there are 


a lot of different ways to influence the partnership.  It is not some clique or anything like that.  


Everybody has the opportunity to try to do that.  We are going to focus on issues that cross 


multiple resources.  Anyway, Rua, I think that is kind of what we have got.  Thanks. 


 


MR. WILBER:  We do have several minutes for questions or comments.   


 


MS. DEATON:  I have one question now.  You are looking at both terrestrial and estuarine and 


marine habitat; is that right? 


 


MR. McDERMOND:  That had to be the first question; surprise. 


 


AP MEMBER:  And I didn’t put her up to it. 


 


MR. McDERMOND:  No, Roger did.  Okay, so that is a great question.  To go back a little bit,  


it is a little bit of an unanswered question, but here is my sense of it.  I am trying to choose my 


words here because I am trying to not be organizational or territorial or anything like that; but I 


think that the LCC mission, I think that ultimately it should be integrating from the western edge 


there in the Piedmont out to the EEZ.   


 


The fact of the matter is at this point that the network, although it was established and intended 


to do that, it sort of mapping-wise stopped at the coast and we never really made that leap, but 







Habitat AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                November 15-16, 2011  


 


131 


 


there is language about that intent.  For example, DOI has interest, the folks who sort of put the 


money in this, out into the marine area, so the intent is there. 


 


Interestingly enough, around the country – I think it is going to be simple here.  Here we have 


got the council as part of the steering committee early on in the development clearly articulating 


we are interested in this, this seems like the right thing, there is a connection.  Interestingly, not 


all the councils around the country have the same enlightened vision, I guess. 


 


There are sort of some challenges there around the country.  That being said, the network at a 


national level – and again it is self-directed – the coordinators from across the country have 


developed a paper that is basically saying each LCC should be thinking about this, should be 


working with partners to do this, but it is really up to each individual steering committee. 


 


Our current reaction from our steering committee, the way I interpret it is we think this makes 


sense, we are more concerned about how much you can bite off right now.  It really goes back to 


like my discussions with Carolyn and Michelle on the South Atlantic Alliance.  We have had 


those discussions, but I haven’t put a whole lot of additional energy into it because I am kind of 


being said how much can we handle right now. 


 


But I think we will get there and that is why we are expending some energy here, too; we need to 


keep that going.  It ultimately in a strategic planning process that decision will be made.  I am 


not sure how much different it will be.  It is really about integrating with the existing efforts and 


figuring how we take advantage of that information and what the questions are out there of 


customers, I think.  Does that help?  Rua, did I misstep anything there? 


 


DR. MORDECAI:  Makes sense to me; I think that is pretty much the intention. 


 


MS. DEATON:  You haven’t gotten far enough along in the process that you know even the tool 


that you are going to use or all your input data that you are going to have? 


 


MR. McDERMOND:  I think Rua could probably better answer that question, but if you looked 


at the framework, the planning framework, we have got those objectives; marine species, coastal 


species, just need to be input in there to help do that.  We have done it.  I think we are going to 


the coast, clearly, with birds and other types of organisms.  Have we gone all the way out to the 


marine environment; no, but that would be a logical thing to do. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I was just going to suggest maybe because there are local efforts, maybe it 


would be more appropriate to stay like up to the water and then where there are other existing 


efforts doing the aquatic  environment.  Like in our state we ought to have a strategic habitat 


area, assessment working area, and we have done about half of the coast, trying to, I think a 


similar process; prioritize areas that are of particular importance to conserve and provide a 


network of stepping stones through the system. 


 


MR. McDERMOND:  Outside of the state? 


 


MS. DEATON:  No within North Carolina only. 
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MR. McDERMOND:  Okay, within. 


 


MS. DEATON:  And then TNC did something similar that was actually the whole South 


Atlantic, so maybe it is putting the pieces together from different efforts. 


 


MR. McDERMOND:  Yes, absolutely, and Rua’s example like for setting those represent 


species targets, which are really the priorities of the partnership, we have gone out to the existing 


SARP, the Atlantic Coast – the bird partnership.  We didn’t start from scraps; those people 


influenced that; so the same thing. 


 


MS. DEATON:  With ours, we just would have different input data because our priorities were 


fish species, which fish species are in distress and what habitats do they rely on the most, and 


went from that direction. 


 


DR. MORDECAI:  Yes, I think that is the general idea of being – it is not necessarily going on 


and trying to duplicate, but more of I think probably the involvement. Especially with all the 


active partnerships going on here, it is making the connections.  That would be the sort of role; 


just like you were saying, Ken, just like the LLC really looks to Southeast Aquatic Resource 


Partnership for freshwater fisheries things saying, okay, well, there we go, we are not going to 


have a new team to do that.  It is trying to draw the connections that may not be there and not 


necessarily try to recreate something new; no matter where the cooperative is going. 


 


MR. McDERMOND:  The key there though is the integration of the differences; that it is not just 


for fish; it is how are we going to look at the fish relationship to the terrestrial species and across 


states and then how do we link those even broader scales? 


 


MS. BOLTIN-KELLY:  Actually a question, Ken.  I know we have spoken in the past and it is 


mainly wearing my South Atlantic Alliance hat, but I am switching gears wearing my dreaded 


regulatory hat.  I guess where I needed – I have had a hard time kind of getting my head around, 


so at the end of the day the output and maybe this module that is coming out in December maybe 


could help clarify that; I am trying to just figure out – and maybe you could help give us an 


example of how when the rubber meets the road and all this stuff is done, how are the states 


going to actually be able to – states and local folks going to be able to use this to really inform us 


when we are having to make permitting regulatory decisions. 


 


That is where it really comes into play at least a lot in my mind.  I am trying to figure out how 


does that add value to what we are trying to do so we are making smart, wise decisions and how 


can we use this and is it more of a tool that we are going to be able to actually query at real time 


when we are trying to make those decisions?  Is that what is envisioned at the end of the day? 


 


MR. McDERMOND:  Yes, I think it is all of that.  Again, it really is going to come back to this 


plan.  The plan is going to be iterative; it is going to change as we realize new stressors on the 


landscape.  But if we have these goals and objectives for these suites of resources, species or 


habitats or water or surfaces, whatever they are, this thing is to help us identify where and when 


we need to take action.   
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What is important to conserve given all those stressors.  As an organization who influences those 


decisions on how we make that happen, I think an individual – I use this term customer and 


partner interchangeable because I think everybody who could access that resource, that plan, that 


vision should be, assuming it is credible should be able to say, okay, I have the ability to work to 


influence that place to make sure that it can conserve those resources either through my 


regulations, through my acquisition of land, through my partnership NGO influence, whatever it 


might be.  I think there is a variety of ways.  Rua, do you want to take a stab at that? 


 


DR. MORDECAI:  Yes, I think that is the idea.  I mean it really is a tool.  I think just like any 


tool development it is sort of a conversation up here or something to shoot at; okay, now here is 


how I would really like to use this.  Actually, if you have some ideas right now even and any of 


you out there as we are coming up with some scenarios to show in this prototype as examples of 


how you might be able to use it – and I can even try to see if we can work that into the initial 


development just to sort of see, okay, here is how that might work.   


 


But, yes, that is the intention; it is more of a tool for people to be able to query real time 


constantly evolving, constantly learning, trying to plug it into monitoring and evaluation 


networks like SECOORA and other ones, to constantly update it so it is not necessarily sort of a 


plan that, okay, it is done now we walk away, and it just sits there for five or ten years, but  


trying to develop that real time resource, and it is going to be evolving based on the ways people 


come and say, hey, here is how I would like to use it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, we need to move on to the next speaker, Scott Robinson from the 


Southeast Aquatic Resources Partnership is going to present. I have read that the speaker who 


speaks just before lunch is usually the most memorable speaker at any workshop.  The question 


is whether they are memorable for getting folks to lunch on time or getting to lunch late, so, 


Scott, it’s up to you. 


 


MR. ROBINSON:  Yes, thanks, Pace, no pressure here.  I want to thank Roger and Pace and 


thank the committee for having me here and giving us some time.  I think this is a great idea to 


hear what all these various partnerships are working on.  I think we are going to go from 


probably the newest partnership, the SALCC, to one of the oldest now, which is SARP, the 


Southeast Aquatic Resources Partnership.   


 


We began to form about 11 years ago up in Tennessee under the direction of Gary Meyers.  All 


the southeastern states came together.  Those of you who may be familiar with the Southeastern 


Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, we were sort of spawned from that organization and 


so that is why we have such a large footprint.   


 


It is basically identical to the Southeastern Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies.  We have 


14 state resource agencies.  In most cases where there are separate coastal and freshwater 


agencies, both are members of the partnership; also the federal agencies, the fishery management 


councils and commissions that are within this geography.   
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Our job in this partnership, we were formed to make these agencies more affective in their 


aquatic resource conservation efforts.  I admire Ken and Rua for the work that they do putting 


the big picture together.  That can be very complex.  Fortunately, in my job I get to focus on fish 


and where they live.  That is really what this partnership is about.  That makes it a little more 


simple.   


 


Some of the ways that we try to contribute to our member agencies and their conservation efforts 


are through these conservation planning activities which I will talk about.  One of our big focus 


areas is to facilitate local habitat restoration and protection projects through funding 


opportunities. 


 


We try to find money and put money and partners together to do restoration projects in priority 


areas.  We try to keep everyone apprised of what we are doing and what some of the important 


work that is going on in aquatic habitat conservation might be.  We also try to advance the 


science of habitat conservation. 


 


We are a charter member of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan.  We were one of the original 


fish habitat partnerships, now going on five years since our recognition.  Some of you may not 


be familiar with the National Fish Habitat Action Plan, but it is a voluntary non-regulatory 


approach to fish habitat conservation across the nation. 


There are about 17 of these fish habitat partnerships and there is a National Fish Habitat Board 


that helps guide the efforts of the plan and the fish habitat partnerships.  Bob Mahood sits on the 


National Fish Habitat Board as a representative of the Fishery Management Councils.  John 


Frampton is currently our representative on the board for the southeastern states, so obviously 


that will probably change shortly. 


 


We developed a Southeast Aquatic Habitat Plan about five years ago.  You have to have a plan 


apparently to be a partnership these days so that is their first requirement is at least one plan.  


When I came on as the coordinator, that was the first thing we did was put this plan together.  


We got input from a lot of people across the region.  As you might imagine covering such a large 


piece of the country it is a pretty broad-based plan, but we really tried to identify the critical 


pieces of aquatic habitat and what we needed to do to protect those. 


 


After we had the plan, it might have been a little bit backwards, but as I said that plan is a 


requirement, so then we started working on assessments.  We actually work on habitat 


assessments at two levels.  We contribute to the National Fish Habitat Assessment, which is 


directed by the board that I mentioned earlier and then we also work on a regional assessment for 


the southeast region.   


 


I want to talk a little bit about this national assessment first.  This was recently completed, the 


first iteration of it, and actually started now on the second iteration of it.  The Science and Data 


Committee of the National Fish Habitat Board looked at landscape metrics that described human 


activities in watersheds and those that are particularly related to aquatic habitats and aquatic 


habitat health. 
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One of the challenges was finding consistent data across the nation for these variables.  We 


narrowed it down to 13 variables that had consistent data nationwide or fairly consistent data, 


and also have impacts either directly or indirectly on aquatic habitat health and conservation.  I 


won’t read those, but they are pretty obvious variables that were incorporated into this.   


 


The coastal assessment took a similar approach.  In some cases they consolidated some of those 


variables even more but looked at primarily the land cover, river discharge, pollutant levels and 


utrification. Both of these processes for the freshwater in the coastal and estuarine areas came up 


with a risk of habitat disturbance score, so it is really a risk assessment as much as a habitat 


assessment.   


 


It goes down to the reach level on the National Hydrography Data Set.  It is hierarchical, so you 


can look at it on a stream segment, from a Hook, a network catchment, and then on up into larger 


pieces of geography in several different systems.  It is compatible with the Hook System as well 


as the EDU system that is used by the Nature Conservancy.   


 


The nation was divided into these various regions; obviously, the coastal plain there in the 


southeast is the one that we sit in now and the one that most of you are probably most concerned 


with.  We looked at various representative taxa there and how the habitats affect those taxa and  


looking at stresses for each of those taxa.   


 


This is a percentage of the network or percentage of the watershed that might be a medium 


density urban.  I am not sure which particular variable that is, indicator variable, but there are 


some pretty obvious breakpoints in most of these variables.  Where once you reach a certain 


percentage of medium density urban in the watershed, you are going to see that particular 


indicator variable decline.   


 


I am not very good at this powerpoint stuff there, but here is the national picture.  This is 


basically what was developed, and again this is a risk assessment.  You see some typical 


hotspots, Atlanta, upstate South Carolina, urban areas of North Carolina and Virginia as well and 


then, of course, some agricultural areas.  Also, we some pretty significant risk to aquatic habitats.  


To zero in a little bit on the Southeast Region, the South Atlantic in particular, and this includes 


the coastal assessment, also, you see some of the risk again of current habitat degradation.   


 


Red is very high, so you see that up a little bit in North Carolina and also in our urban areas that 


are further inland.  This helps address that question about what is the state of the ocean in this 


region.  If you look at it, remember this is on a national scale – eve though I am only showing 


three states here, this is on a national scale. 


 


At a national scale our coast and our – at least our coastal and estuarine areas are not in 


particularly bad shape.  We face some significant challenges locally; but when you compare it to 


other areas that are in the country, we are actually in fairly good shape.  I think we can look at 


some more densely populated areas of the country to see where we do not want to go with our 


habitat conditions. 
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Then the regional assessment, we focus in a little more on the region, and we are going to try to 


develop regional information and regional data that will tell us more than this national 


assessment and really let us get down to what we need to work on and where that is.  We looked 


at riparian areas, and I think that is one of the most important aspects, particularly of freshwater 


habitat, probably estuarine, also.   


 


We have looked at those; we have looked at land cover within those riparian areas.  It helps us 


develop and measure our progress towards quantitative targets on habitat conservation.  We 


looked at again the land cover in these riparian zones.  Around the region we have several 


products that can be provided that show some of this. 


 


Now this is what your riparian areas look like in this region.  We considered disturbed land cover 


to be urban or agricultural.  Most of the other land-cover classes, we considered to be 


undisturbed for this particular process.  When you compare this to the overall national 


assessment, that map up on the left side of the screen is the national assessment from those 13 


variables.  The map on the right side is the riparian assessment.   


 


I think that illustrates how important riparian areas are to fish habitat and fish habitat health.  We 


also look at species and where we might find important species, species of concern.  This is one 


of the maps we developed for the Gulf Coast and then the South Atlantic.  It shows some of the 


species of concern for the state, state agencies and our other partners and members who have 


identified species of concern.   


We developed a weighted ranking for those, and this is what the South Atlantic looks like for 


that.  This is some useful information.  Another thing we have put a lot of effort into and we are 


currently focusing our efforts in the South Atlantic is the in-stream flow network, really designed 


to help again our partner agencies, some of which have regulatory responsibility to address in 


stream flow and estuarine in-flow issues across the region.   


 


We are trying to develop the science and the information needed to help them better address 


those flow issues.  We base this on a Aloha process that was developed by the Nature 


Conservancy.  These are some of the priority research topics that were identified and some of the 


places where we are currently working to try to develop better information regionally.   


 


Regional river classification system, a lot of time when we talk about habitat conservation, you 


will see many different classes of terrestrial habitats.  You might see bottom land hardwoods or 


upland pines, grassland areas; and then when it gets to the water, it is all blue, and it is either 


freshwater or saltwater, and those are your choices.  We are trying to develop better information 


for aquatic habitat classification, beginning with rivers in this region.   


 


This is sort of what our river classification framework is based on.  These are some of the 


variables that are under consideration.  There is a hydrologist that works for the Fish and 


Wildlife Service, John Postini, he is leading this process, and he could tell you a lot more about 


these than I could probably and that whole process. 


 


We have also worked regionally to get the states to contribute fish data to a system called the 


Multi- State Aquatic Resource Information System.  This is something that the National Fish 
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Habitat Action Plan is using, and we have worked hard to get these states to standardize their 


data as we begin to look at habitats across the region.  Multi-state habitats in many cases, the 


states have data that is not comparable.   


 


We are working with these states to begin to develop some comparable information on fish and 


where they live and their population status.  This is a risk of flow alteration.  This is another part 


of our habitat assessment that we are working on looking at where the greatest risk of flow 


alteration, whether it is estuarine inflow or in-stream flow within rivers where we might see 


some of that. 


 


These are some of the factors that we are using in that particular effort.  Now this is the fun stuff.  


This is where we do habitat restoration actually on the ground.  So far we have funded or 


contributed to 60 on-the-ground projects in the five years that we have been a fish habitat 


partnership, located in just about every state in our partnership. 


 


We get funds through the National Fish Habitat Action Plan and we also receive funds from 


NOAA.  We are a regional partner in the Community-Based Habitat Restoration Program, which 


I am sure some of you are familiar with, probably most of you, so I won’t go into a lot of detail 


on that, but just show you some of the things that we do there. 


 


We recently had a request for proposals and we are reviewing those proposals now and we will 


be selecting projects for funding shortly.  Projects are generally 18- to 24-month projects.  We do 


require some quantitative monitoring post-project, and funding does need to go to on-the-ground 


habitat restoration or conservation. 


 


Those are some of the types of projects that are eligible for funding and we have funded some in 


most of these.  We have focused a lot of efforts on shellfish and also living shorelines and 


shoreline protection and restoration.  We funded more than 11 in 2008 and 2009.  Again, 


proposals are currently under review. 


 


My symbols didn’t show up very well on this map, but this was intended to show where the 


projects are along the coast; but as you can see, we did have projects in every state along the 


South Atlantic.  This is one that was in Georgia, Sapelo Island, oyster reef and shoreline 


stabilization.  This was one working on a fish-attracter design, construction and installation.   


 


Finally, I want to talk a little bit about community engagement.  We think this is absolutely 


critical.  We want to take fish habitat conservation to the masses.  I am not sure how to make it 


appealing to everyone but we will do our best here.  We are working with local counties and 


local governments when we can and when we can get the funding to help them understand how 


important it is to protect fish habitat from a human habitat standpoint.  That is about all I had and 


hopefully I got us back up on time and we will make it to lunch.  I will be glad to take any 


questions. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I just have a quick question, Scott.  One of the interesting aspects of the 


Regional Fish Habitat Partnerships is that there tends to be a lot of overlap between partnerships.   


SARP is one of the older ones and one of that core group of founding regional fish habitat 
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partnerships.  Can you speak some a little bit about how you interact with the Atlantic Coastal 


Fish Habitat Partnership and some of the other ones in the Gulf that you kind of share geography 


with? 


 


MR. ROBINSON:  Sure, we have identified a lot of common priorities; and actually with 


Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat Partnership we have actually had some joint projects.  We were 


recently awarded a grant where we applied for that grant together with Atlantic Coast Fish 


Habitat Partnership and the Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture, which also covers some of our 


geography, so we are going to be working together on some habitat assessments.   


 


We openly share information regularly, you know, all the standard types of keeping those lines 


of communication open.  It just takes work.  That is really the bottom line as Rua and Ken, I’m 


sure, and then these other coordinators can attest, it takes time and effort and a lot of times that 


takes a dedicated person to be able to do that, to be able to make sure that we are working 


together and effectively moving conservation forward without stepping on each other’s toes.  


Any other questions? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Any other questions or comments for Scott?  Okay, I am sure he will entertain 


questions over lunch as well as the other speakers from this morning.  It is going to be done out 


in the hallway, bring your plate in here, and then Tina is going to do a live demo of the web 


services stuff, and we are going to hope the live demo works. 


 


The Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council reconvened in the Charleston Marriott Hotel, Charleston, South Carolina, 


Wednesday afternoon, November 16, 2011, and was called to order by Chairman Pace Wilber.   


 


MS. UDOUJ:  (Recording started here)  You can carry on and I will just demonstrate; and if you 


have any questions as I am going along or you would like to zoom into a particular area or see a 


different layer that you have an interest in, please just let me know. 


 


This first view is the South Atlantic Council’s managed areas, and so we have compiled the 


Deepwater Coral HAPCs.  The marine protected areas are showing here.  Some other federal 


managed areas are displaying the EEZ.  This is just a combination of a lot of different layers 


together.  When you click on this “more” button at the top, it shows all the layers that are 


available in this particular service. 


 


You have got a bathymetry layer, the special management zones, restrictions, lots of different 


things.  I am going turn that bathymetry layer off, it is kind of busy.  But these different layers 


are being configured so that when you click on them you automatically get information 


associated with that spatial feature. 


 


This one brings up an image for the marine protected area.  You can get to images through this 


link, and you can also get to video.  That is going to take a little bit to load up; we will come 


back to that.  This data came from – I heard his name yesterday – Andy David.  He supplied this 


information to us a long time ago, and it is a neat way to look at what that marine protected area 


looks like exactly.  The tool bar at the top has a variety of little widgets.   
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This one is a bookmark feature that I just added certain bookmarks where you can just jump to.  


Say you are interested in the Oculina Area, you can zoom in right to that; and then all of the 


other different Deepwater Coral HAPCs.  That is a nice feature.  This is a way you could find an 


address, but there is also ability to zoom to a particular lat/long.  I think this is a handy feature.  


If you know an area that you want to get information to see what we have available, you can 


jump right to it that way. 


 


AP MEMBER:  It is available online now? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Yes, Roger is pointing out that this is available.  The link is available on the South 


Atlantic Council’s Website, on the GIS and data page.  The GIS data page has the new web 


applications that I am talking about right now.  This managed areas is the first one in the top of 


the list.  You can get the link there. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Does your computer have to have anything special? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Good point.  Yes, these new web applications are Flex-based and that means they 


require Adobe Flash Player.  As I mentioned yesterday, most of you were here, Roger wasn’t 


really happy at first because it doesn’t work on his iPad, but it works for the other 99 percent.  


The link for these applications you can get to through the South Atlantic Council Site, and this 


first one I am showing is managed areas.   


There is one specific for fisheries and there is another one for EFH.  I was kind of going through 


the tools that are available through this application.  This is where there is a lot of potential in the 


future where we can add more tools; different geo-processing tools and when we migrate our 


software for Arc GIS server, which is the background software required for these to make map 


services. 


 


We are at 9.3 and when we make the transition to 10.0, there is going to be a lot more 


capabilities coming, so stay tuned.  This is a little custom pre-canned query basically for the 


seasonal restrictions that show the different closures.  If you see one you are interested in, you 


can zoom to it.  Okay, you can search for a particular marine protected area.  Let’s see if I can 


get it to work.  What was the one yesterday; there was a lot of discussion, the snowy wreck.  It 


might be case sensitive.  


  


I need to make that smarter so it would not be case sensitive.  It might have Snowy Wreck MPA 


in the name and I don’t have that.  Draw and Measure is another neat tool if you kind of want to 


get a general idea of how much an area is encompassed around the Georgia MPA, let’s say.  


Let’s bring that tool up. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Just quickly, if you wanted to estimate around Georgia MPA.  I can’t even read 


that and I am right here.  I think it is 185 kilometers in perimeter.  I don’t know if that is 2000.  It 


is getting bigger as I expand, that is neat.  That is a real simple way to get a rough estimate on 


area measurements.   
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You can have fun, you can draw polygons, and you could zoom in, of course, much closer.  That 


is a quick estimate.  Okay, close all that and then a print tool if you wanted to make a map to 


share with a colleague.  Then I guess it would jump right to you.  If we had a printer set up, it 


would take care of it.   


 


Another thing that we have available with the South Atlantic Managed Areas Service is we have 


included another layer of marine habitat that as I explained yesterday was created by our agency, 


and it is mostly Florida habitat data, but those regional data sets like the SEAMAP information is 


available through this cached service.  When I say cached, it means that it is all pre-tiled to draw 


very quickly.   


 


The South Atlantic Council Services are not cached because we want that inner activity of being 


able to turn a layer on and off as you navigate through the site.  I hopefully can show that.  See 


under marine habitat there is not a box to turn something on or off.   


 


I know Roger really wants to turn off the artificial reefs layer because there are so many points 


around Florida and the icons are kind of big, but that is just not a feature available but you have a 


better performance of your map service that way.   


 


Florida has several cached services that we could incorporate into these applications that we are 


developing for the council.  There is marine habitat layer that we are showing here, there is a 


boating layer whose awesome aerial photography, which is really not needed for most cases, but 


we have that available for Florida only, so that is just a neat way. 


If there are partners here that have map services running, there would be a way to incorporate 


their map services within an application with the council.  That is a neat way to data share 


without having to store all the data.  Any questions about this?  There are different base maps 


that you can look at.  If you are more interested in like knowing off the coast what city is the 


closest, you have that you can have your aerial imagery choice. 


 


MR.WILBER:  If I had a proposed pipeline corridor or a proposed training range for the Navy, 


and I had the coordinates for those boxes in some kind of report that somebody gave me, how 


would I put those coordinates and draw that box on this map so I can see how it relates to the 


various layers that are in it? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  I don’t know about the box; I know you could jump to specific lat/long.  There 


probably is a tool available that would do what you are asking and it is not in this right now, but 


if that was something that you wanted to see happen,  yes, I think we could work and – 


 


MR. WILBER:  Then if I came back to this three days later, I have to reenter that box? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  No, I think that is where this bookmark feature comes in handy, where you can 


add a bookmark at your current extant so that you could share that bookmark with your 


colleague, e-mail it to him and then he gets this service, that extant, those layers, everything the 


same that you were just looking at. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Including whatever box I drew? 
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MS. UDOUJ:  I don’t know about the box, but I do know there probably is a tool where you 


could create your box, convert it to a SHAPE file, then maybe they make – I am just starting 


with this, but I think there are a lot of capabilities and we are just at the tip.   


 


There is going to be more, but I do know that this bookmark would go to the extant, have the 


layers that are currently on, and so that would be nice, exact area, and that other thing I can look 


into and get back to you on that, Pace. 


 


MR. WILBER:  As someone who manages a group of ten folks who think spatially but don’t 


have Arc GIS skills, we are always wondering is it Arc GIS or an ESRE product the best way to 


get to the end or is Google Earth the best way to get to the end; recognizing that the more 


advanced versions of Google Earth can read SHAPE files and do a lot of stuff that you can’t do 


with the free version of Google Earth.  We could draw a box in Google Earth and I could save 


that box as a KMZ and I can e-mail that box to anybody I want.   


 


There are some advantages to that.  There are some disadvantages; Google Earth never looks as 


nice and pretty as this looks, things like that, but it seems my understanding of how Google 


works is that you could basically have provided all of these same data layers through Google 


Earth to folks through a Google Earth server or something like that – I am not sure exactly what 


the terminology is in Google Earth – and then one advantage to doing that is as you update the 


data layers, well, as people turn on Google Earth, they would go out and do the little queries to 


see if the cached version of the data layer is good enough or they download the new one and so 


on.   


 


It has got all that tiling and stuff inside it, plus you get all the other things that the Google Earth 


Community can reach out to as well.  I don’t know what the answer is, but I am always kind of 


struggling, what is the advantage to this route versus the Google route? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  I don’t know that I can answer that question.  I love Google Earth and when it 


first came out, I threw my hands up and said, okay, I am not needed anymore, this is amazing, 


but I don’t know the technicalities of which approach would be better.  Google Earth is free so 


that is automatically really great. 


 


I don’t know, I don’t play with Google Earth very much anymore.  I make KMZ files and can 


bring those in and that is about it.  I haven’t played with that professional version that you 


mentioned either.  I know in my office there are a lot more geeky types that could answer that 


question better.  I man I am kind of a geek but not ultra geek. 


 


AP MEMBER:  One advantage to GIS over Google Earth is that you are enabled to edit your 


tables and select the exact points and have all the information about that point and have a lot 


more editing capabilities within ESRE then you would like Google Earth having – 


 


MR. WILBER:  But that is if you have Arc GIS on your desktop; but if you are using it through a 


web service like this or a browser you don’t have those features. 
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AP MEMBER:  But this enables you to have access to SHAPE files as opposed to – 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, Google Earth gives you access to SHAPE files, too.  You know that, you 


used to make me some. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Yea, I know. 


 


DR. MORDECAI:  I was just going to add one thing to that.  I think there are – I was thinking 


about examples of things that were similar to what you can do in Google Earth as far as the 


editing and the commenting and making it so you don’t have to use desktop software.  There are 


some of these other platforms that folks have been working on them.  


 


Some are based on ESRE stuff like Data Basin which is designed to be more of a – sort of you 


can draw your box, you can comment on it, share it with people, make your own maps kind of 


things.  I think there are a lot of really interesting national resources that are being developed that 


are making tools a lot easier.  Some of them are built on Google Maps and Google Earth, and 


some of them are built on others.   


 


There might be some ways of incorporating some of those tools into this in the future.  I think it 


is just sort of like you start somewhere.  Then like the questions you are asking, then you start 


figuring out, okay, is this the platform we keep building on and how do we go next?  What is 


exciting is that there are some really user-friendly ways of getting at some of this stuff that I have 


seen in some other portals to do that kind of stuff. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I was just going to say the other service was the Arc GIS Explorer, which is the 


free version, which you can do all that that you just talked about and import KMZ and do your 


own polygons and such.  It is not doing it directly to the mapping service, but there is a free 


version of the software that anybody can download and use to be able to access and manipulate 


the data where you might not be able to on the server. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  That is Arc GIS Explorer?  Okay, so this is another application for the EFH data 


for South Atlantic.  The splash page here just gives a little brief synopsis on the data that is 


available here and links.  This one is the same kind of thing where there are opportunities to look 


at different map services along with the EFH data. 


 


We can turn that managed service on here and see things in relationship to the Deepwater Coral 


HAPCs or Marine Protected Areas.  Then there again that habitat data layer is available.  There 


again there is a great opportunity.  If anybody did have a service that we could pull in and look at 


wind energy data on top of the EFH stuff, that would be a great thing.  What do you want to 


show here? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  This was a pretty new data layer that we just got from Pace and this is related to 


EFH permits.  It was configured where I put the type of work as the label for the SHAPE file and 


other information that he provided all came through.  We talked yesterday about the capability of 


maybe attaching the comment letter that relates to a certain project that the council could find 
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that useful; so there again another feature that could easily be incorporated and make these things 


more useful.  So far, yes, we have just been getting data together.   


 


A lot of my time has actually been configuring servers and getting software to work with one 


another.  It is great to be in this kind of environment and say, wow, like Pace just mentioned, it 


would be great if we could do this and that.  Do you have a comment? 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I was just going to mention something back to what Pace mentioned 


earlier.  A lot of our Navy training and testing operating areas, they are pretty standard.  If you 


need SHAPE files of those we can probably provide them.  I don’t know if that is something you 


would want on a website like this.  I mean we could certainly give you those SHAPE files if you 


wanted to pursue that. 


 


MR. WILBER:  You gave them to me the last time; I have got them. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  The other question I had.  I noticed for like the MPAs you had links to 


videos and photos.  With a lot of the work we have done, we have a lot of video and photos 


particularly for the North Florida MPA; is that something you would be interested in having for 


this website? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Yes, that would be great, very great. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Then we can certainly supply those. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  I don’t even know if I have one for North Florida.   


 


MR. WATTERSON:  We covered a lot of area.  I think a lot of what Andy David focused on is 


typically the shelf break region of the North Florida MPA, and we have some stuff from other 


areas within there. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  That would be awesome; yes, thank you. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Actually, as you get further down the road on Navy information, we definitely 


wanted to be able to tap in on habitat distribution, any of the characterization.  I think that offer 


was made at the last time we discussed this; and now that it is completed, that we would be able 


to get to not only video but specifically more detailed Navy information. 


 


As we get further down the road, we want to be able to get to the Navy information integrated 


into this; so as a partner be able to go, yes, that is one of the pieces.  But I was going to tap you 


on really getting to a lot of that other data and the idea of being able to share between – I think it 


would be just really excellent to be able to integrate it into habitat distribution, any 


characterization, as well as video et cetera.  As far as we can work with you on that, that is going 


to be really important as a partner in this whole process. 


 


MS UDOUJ:  This is another application for specific for fisheries and data.  The information we 


have collected so far, we have some new data from the SEAMAP South Atlantic Data Base.  It is 
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not comprehensive yet for all the surveys that take place with the SEAMAP South Atlantic 


program, but it is a starting point.  These are species – we have some point data for species that 


are of interest to the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council. 


 


What is displaying now is some SEAMAP data for black sea bass and also the data points from 


the MARMAP program for black sea bass.  We can look at new data layers that show general 


distribution based on information from a workshop that Roger sent me recently.  We took the 


information from fishery experts sitting down together and saying where are these fish typically 


found, so that is what these data layers represent.   


 


The lighter colored polygon shows the general extant of this species and then the darker shaded 


areas show the mean area where that species is found.  The middle part, the yellow kind of 


mustard color would be the mean depth that they are found and then the darker colors would be 


the range of depths where that species are found.   


 


MR. WILBER:  Will it be obvious from the metadata what life stage you are referring to with the 


dots and the polygons and things? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  You know, that is one thing that is lacking for the viewer right now is the IMS I 


had it configured where if you wanted more information about a data layer, you just clicked on it 


and up came the metadata files.  That is one of things I need to do for these applications is 


enhance the data layer listing, so that either there is either an icon by the data layer that you click 


for metadata or clicking the layer itself activates the metadata.  But, yes, I am not real happy with 


the table of contents or the listings of layers, but there are other widgets available to make a 


better enhanced layer list.  Yes, the metadata is so important and it needs to be right there with 


the data I think. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Now, for black sea bass did you have actual point data, too, or is it just the 


polygons? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Well, for this general distribution it was based on information from fishery 


experts in the South Atlantic Region.  I have got the data points from MARMAP that were 


showing earlier. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  Yes, this was based on the information from the life history table at the 


Fishery-Independent Workshop, so that was a compilation of literature and expert knowledge on 


the life history and distribution of those species.  It looked at MARMAP/SEAMAP data, what is 


the center of the distribution in terms of depth and in terms of latitudinal gradient.  That did not 


take into account differences in distribution for males and females or juveniles, et cetera, but this 


is a very general idea of the distribution of the species.  The intent is to refine that and to add 


some of the more life stage specific information.  Does that help? 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’m just trying to interpret this.  All right, so the dark green that is adjacent to 


the shore, that dark green means what on this map? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  That would be a range of depth that the black sea bass is found. 
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MR. WILBER:  You are telling me because the dark green goes way up in those rivers, that the 


black sea bass are found up in those parts of those rivers? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Yes, this is not perfect; this is based on like a crude DM.  I think maybe it was 2 


meters to 130 meters was the general depth range for them.  That is how it is displayed here.  


These can be converted – you know, this is like my first attempt to make something and I need 


that kind of input. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Marcel or somebody might suggest where the inland cut-point is for this green? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Let me jump in.  This is the first generation to try to translate those to get 


general distributions of these species, spawning locations and core distribution.  It is one of the 


things that are always talked about on a lot of the things just understanding the basics.  The first 


step is here.  The next step is refining these, working with the MARMAP, SEAMAP, SEFIS, and 


all the experts to then get a better – translating these to polygonal instead of rasterized box kind 


of areas, and it will go further. 


 


But the real point here is that what you have is you have got the fisheries information,  you will 


have general distribution you will have the ability to look at higher concentration areas and 


CPUE ultimately that could be generated from here through MARMAP, SEAMAP, and others 


and then even habitat layers relative to all those, so you are building a tiering of all this 


information together.   


 


This is again going to be expanded and refined as we get the rest of the MARMAP information 


integrated in the system, the rest of the SEAMAP.  We will even work with Pamlico Sound 


Survey to be able to integrate, so then you would have inshore and offshore and everything from 


fisheries-independent surveys in a place that people can work with that and refine that 


information. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I am just wearing my very selfish EFH consultation hat here, and 95 percent of 


my consultations are from the shoreline landward.  I am always looking for the best data source 


to tell me what fish occur in what parts of places like Charleston Harbor and things like that.  


When this green extended inland; you know, that caught my eye immediately because I wanted 


to know if any thought had put into the green extending inland or whether that was still sort of a 


cleanup issue for down the road.   


 


The data set we use most often now, even though it is a report that is like 20 years old, is the 


Elmer data files.  The Elmer has salinity polygons for the inshore bays and it has got oodles and 


oodles of tables that tell you what life stage for what species is present by what month within that 


salinity zone. 


 


There is a whole lot of concern sometimes about how those Elmer tables were put together and 


things like that, but by and large they do seem to work and it is the kind of – it is in a format that 


we can readily use.  If there is confidence enough in the Elmer data, at least there is a best 
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available.  You could suck the Elmer data into this now because you do have the salinity 


polygons for it. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I wanted to jump in, because we have discussed that before, we wanted to get 


it in there but actually what is a step further than that is the next work that we are working with 


FWRI, I mentioned the other day the eco-species, which is essentially taking what was a more 


concept of Elmer and then applying it to the entire region and refining it to have up to -- right 


now I think there are seven pages worth of individual species characteristics, habitat, population 


life stage; everything to get further down the road on refining that type of information, so then it 


becomes more useful.   


 


The whole point of this is to take it to the step, and I agree that was at that time at least giving 


you that kind of resolution where you can tie this to the habitat distributions.  Of course, this is 


also going to tie back to the EFH designations and those finer resolutions that we are doing and 


getting for the guide that is going to be developed in the future, so incrementally moving along to 


really build that species, habitat connections, distribution and the whole nine yards. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, you know me; I am always looking for what I can use today, but being 


appreciative of what is going to be available at some point in the future. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Kind of building on what you said and coming at it from the kind of opposite 


angle as Pace, I am in the enviable position of having to prepare a lot of those EFH assessments 


Pace gets the pleasure of looking at.  This kind of resource is great for us.  One of the questions I 


had though, building on what Pace was saying, is when you had that data that you just displayed; 


is there some way you can go or find out what the metadata is associated with that in terms of 


what are the caveats for the data you are displaying and what are the limitations of that data, 


because that is a very important aspect of it. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Right, and I agree completely.  When at the next level of the software and I can 


go to a new level of Flex, there are opportunities of having a better layer list where a metadata 


icon or a click at where you can get it right away, and I don’t have that set up yet, but that is the 


plan. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I was going to say or even a contact name and number so if it is from 


multiples—and maybe it is state data or maybe it is a federal program that they know who to go 


to so they can confirm.  On some things you want to make sure you are right like EFH 


documents.  Then I was just also going to mention that Marine Fisheries also did something like 


this.   


 


One of our GIS guys made like a biological database that you can punch in the program, you 


have to know what program is collecting the data, species you want up to 70 species, the years, 


and the sex.  There are several parameters and it will give you a map real fast, simple and easy.  I 


use that a lot just to see where in general a species is, and maybe a link to that or something 


would be helpful. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  That sounds cool. 
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MR. WILBER:  Well, along those lines there is that southeastern taxonomic database, whatever 


thing, that is at South Carolina DNR that has a query told just like what Anne described.  That 


would be a great thing to look at. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  We definitely have the option to do that because this is supposed to be 


connected in with SEAMAP and SERTC has been umbrellaed under SEAMAP now, so 


hopefully I think that is an excellent idea and this is supposed to be providing all of the GIS 


presentation for the SEAMAP program now, so ultimately I think that is something that we could 


work with Marcel directly and with the SERTC program to get that integrated into the system. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  That is where we are now and we have big goals for improving as we move 


forward.  There will be more SEAMAP data available down the road and hopefully more 


MARMAP, and we can fine tune maybe these distribution maps that they are more useful or 


meaningful; ability to get to metadata so that you know what you can and cannot use this data 


for.   


 


Those are the general services right now that we kind of organized based on management issues, 


but it could be that all these data sources are combined into one mega service or maybe just two 


different services, but we are kind of just getting better at this.  We have struggled with just 


getting the software set up, and now I am so much happier with the Flex applications versus the  


box that came with our GIS server.  I just see it getting and better as we go. 


DR. REICHERT:  I have a suggestion.  If you start building this further, I suggest to look at the 


SEDAR schedule.  For instance, next year vermilion snapper and red porgy are coming up.  I 


think those are prime species to focus on.  This is a double-edged sword, because you can 


provide the information for the data workshop.   


 


On the other hand, the data workshop can provide a lot of information for you to refine this and 


then look at the – gray triggerfish is another important species, a couple of others are coming up 


in 2013.  I think that would be a unique opportunity to kind of start to match these two up. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and, Marcel, that whole eco-species effort, that is what that was intended 


to do is to actually provide a report, not only have the information that is going to be online, 


tabled and accessible, linked to and create a product for an individual species.  The first one on 


line is red snapper.   


 


The idea is that that program is going to be expanded to track as SEDAR assessed species are 


coming online, that we can get that updating of information, compiling information and then step 


to the SEDAR process with that and then have a two-way communication.  Say in that eco-


species tabling, it gives you the status that ties back to the assessments, and information to the 


assessment also potentially could feed input parameters, the most recent information on natural 


mortality, et cetera.   


 


That is definitely intended of this next other component that is going to be tied to this.  I think, 


yes, that was what I was going to recommend, going back to this digital dashboard, this was an 


opportunity to connect a number of these, and so I think it is going to be real critical that we get 
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to that next state of having a link back to SEDAR to make it as useful as possible both in the 


detailed individual species characterization document that has been put together, but also in an 


individual species; this eco-species compilation that goes far beyond what the original Elmer 


work was to give you the most detailed and the interactive and updatable on a very short time 


scale.  The first generation is going to have over 90 species because of Florida’s detailed 


characterization of that information for the first step.   


 


When this comes online, it will have a pretty core; so it will be everything from prey to managed 


species in the first iteration; then with the intent to expand it, managed in assessment species, but 


then ultimately all the managed species for the South Atlantic Region.   


 


(Question asked off the record.) 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The project is funded through this year so it is already – the first tabling 


structure is in review right now that we are going to get you directly tied into on that look.  The 


first report of the structuring and status will be in March of next year.  This is going to be 


developed through 2012, so it is going to be sooner than later.  It is online.  The idea though is 


that this project right here is the first time EFH money has come to the South Atlantic Region.   


 


Essential Fish Habitat has gone everywhere else in the country; and even though we have been 


working on everything here, I think we kind of fell to the wayside because we did a good job, so 


they funneled money everywhere else in the region.  The Southeast Region got this funded.  The 


intent here is this be a foothold to get additional money that is supposed to support this, so that 


we can get those future detailed reports done for individual species and expand the entire 


capability of this product, because I think it is going to be a real critical one.   


 


But the big thing is that it is moving forward and it is going to get done sooner than later.  I think 


truthfully it is going to be done sooner than the timeline they had just because some of the people 


working on it have been chomping at the bit to get this done. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I want to stress the fact that at SEDAR, at the data workshop that is where you 


have all the experts on the species that are accessed.  I think that would be a unique opportunity 


to strengthen that information in this database. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Thank you; and anything else, Roger? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  How about eco-species? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  This is going to improve, too.  Me and Roger never did get to sit down and really 


hammer this out, so there are opportunities for more links and better. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think what would be worthwhile is at least touch on what this is, because we 


do have the new participants that were not able to see the presentation you made on the move 


towards the digital dashboard from the different partners and presentations.  I will start it and 


then you can get into it a little bit more. 
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With this commitment of building the IMS and then into the individual services in our region, we 


started looking at really what the opportunity was to begin to expand the availability of this 


information but also integrate and connect to information such as the fishery ecosystem plan, 


partner capabilities and information; and what became from looking at it was an opportunity to 


create what is called the Digital Dashboard. 


 


What we are looking at after talking extensively with Kathleen O’Keefe, the GIS coordinator for 


the state of Florida, who we worked so closely with and worked through Tina on this, this 


became an idea that, well, maybe this can really kind of facilitate those next generations, because 


we are still looking at new service development such as ocean energy and other capabilities, but 


this could connect these to documentation and to other efforts. 


 


What we have is Tina has been working on this first generation of what this can do, so it can 


provide everything from fish information to habitat information to management activities to 


capabilities in our region and partner capabilities.  I think that is something that I have been 


trying to integrate for a long time in here, and this might be the most effective way. 


 


Some of the things such as the coastal assessment that was talked about, we can have direct links 


and connections to that effort and then inputs and outputs from that. You can jump back and 


forth between a number of these different capabilities.  As you saw with the way Tina had 


presented, you could actually embed connections to services.  You could have multiple services 


feeding on each other or having access to each other.   


This is the first attempt to put a face on this structure for our region.  This is like a broader 


habitat and ecosystem regional service, regional Digital Dashboard to support management, 


research, regulation, and coordination of our area.  I will let Tina kind of at least touch on what 


was kind of the structure, the capabilities and then what we envisioned.  Right now one of the 


first things is this is a big jump from the last time I talked to you because in individual jump 


pages you will be able to have a lot of the detail before it actually goes into the service.   


 


You would look into here, you could have connections directly into, say, the Fishery Ecosystem 


Plan, subsections of that, but then the service would be there so you could jump back and forth 


and have connections back to regulations existing in other areas that detail individual species that 


may be connected.  That is going to be expanded and refined, so let me shut up and let Tina do it 


again. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  No, you just keep talking Roger, it’s good.  Yes, the intent here is to provide links 


to all the partners and projects that we are working on.  It is developing.  I don’t know what else 


to say; I don’t have the gift of gab like Roger.  But basically, yes, so that all of our projects can 


be accessed from one place and more information.  This is just the dummy and we are going to 


fill it in and make it better. 


 


Roger and I didn’t have an opportunity to story board it out before the meeting and this is just 


my best attempt to kind of capture everything that he has talked about.  I know he is so happy to 


have everybody here at the table and really pull things together.  I don’t know what else to say, 


Roger.  It is going to get better as we go forward, too. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  For example, we can have direct links to where a lot of other work has been 


done, say, with the work under – I don’t know how many are familiar with the ecosystem tools 


network and tool capabilities for ecosystem assessments down from the local level to regional 


levels to whatever; building those connections in here, so you would have access to the tool 


capability but could jump back and then make the connection back to managed species or 


regulations in place; and maybe some of the other partners that have data sets that you could run 


through, say, some of these tools that have been developed. 


 


Making that connection for our region for all these different capabilities and addressing council’s 


mandates and different things is the concern I see or the opportunity I see; linking with other 


partners such as say the Developing Alliance and ocean planning and ocean plans.  We have a 


Fishery Ecosystem Plan that has a foundation of fisheries information, habitat information, very 


detailed thing that could be a foundation for at least the fisheries components.   


 


Making that link between these would be probably pretty critical instead of reinventing the wheel 


in certain cases.  I think this is an avenue to foster and expand the discussions that we started 


from yesterday and then enhanced into real collaboration today and make it functional for our 


region and really tap in on new technologies.   


 


Some of this processing capability is just so far beyond what it used to be, it makes these kinds 


of things actually operational.  I guess Tina probably would appreciate at this time if anybody 


had some kind of initial responses and capabilities of where you would see other useful types of 


things being added into a system like this. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Well, I think this is really interesting.  I guess two things based on all the 


conversations we have heard from the variety of partners today of which this idea of getting data 


out there and making it useful for people to make decisions is coming at it from a lot of different 


ways, and I like the way that the dashboard kind of puts up some of those questions.   


 


I guess one thing that I would ask is what is the openness to the council to thinking about making 


this not a South Atlantic Fishery Management Council Dashboard but actually pulling these 


different partnerships together and making it a South Atlantic Dashboard that becomes a little bit 


more so that the questions the individual groups, like the fact that the South Atlantic Alliance is 


thinking about pulling one together that maybe brings in slightly different data or analyzes it in a 


different way; it comes up here and it is not seen as being part of the council, because there are 


authorities and things associated with any of those groups that could be challenging, so I guess I 


raise that as one question. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, we can discuss how to evolve from here.  Truthfully, if you look at the 


original IMS, it is identified as a South Atlantic Habitat and Ecosystem Service.  Even though it 


identifies it as connected to the council and FWRI, it was intended to work for regional efforts.  


Now, we can discuss exactly where this is going to go, and I think that can be something that 


gets expanded on.  


 


I had mentioned before the natural step from where we are with the services presented and the 


move towards Digital Dashboard, and expanded connectivity in the SEDAR and other partners is 
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to have a workshop to refine how this evolves.  Some of that discussion I think could happen as 


some of those kinds of technical details and integration of collaborators happens.   


 


I would hope we would provide that kind of collaboration early next year, maybe February of 


2012 or something, because we need to take this to the level and that should be one of the 


discussions that occurs.  Really, this is intended to – even though it is supporting council 


activities and council efforts, it is supporting the broader move toward ecosystem-based 


management, more comprehensive capabilities in our region.   


 


I think the long answer to a short question was I would assume we are open and with additional 


council direction and efforts we can figure out how to work.  We are already collaborating on 


virtually all these different pieces that we talked about today. 


 


AP MEMBER:  That is actually feels right on with what Mary was saying is I think the venue for 


that and what we were talking about with Michelle and all, if we can have that be almost a 


summit across all these different geospatial working group and the South Atlantic LCC and the 


folks working on the South Atlantic Alliance and the folks working on this particular tool to just 


think about and talk about how these things could come together. 


 


That idea of doing a South Atlantic Portal that has all these different pieces and orients it around 


maybe the questions people might ask, I think that could be really productive and would really 


sort of raise the bar on what these things could be.  Each group could end up sort of maintaining 


different pieces and components and applications, but it may be a powerful message having a 


nice cohesive system that people can come to for the whole South Atlantic.  I think that would be 


great if we could have that be a meeting of a few of these different groups, it would be awesome. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think pulling it together as a South Atlantic Portal is really good.  I think the 


psychological adjustment that the council will have to come to terms with if it heads that way is 


that the council in almost all of its stuff – and we saw it in the presentations today – is very 


offshore, ocean kind of centric. 


 


It thinks about from North Carolina down to Florida and seldom at any kind of smaller spatial 


scale.  In order for this to kind of start taking on some of the flavors of the LCC and what the 


South Atlantic Alliance is all about, it is going to have to at least match that offshore focus with 


an inshore kind of focus. 


 


To develop that inshore focus is one thing you can get all the right kind of data and stuff, but in 


order to be really kind of useful we are not going to have to wade through these layers of 


offshore stuff in order to get to the inshore stuff.  It would mean conceptually you have a bunch 


of tiles here that each kind of is a portal into a specific issue. 


 


You may need a whole different set of tiles when you start talking about inshore kind of issues.  


If the council is going to be kind of the big mover and shaker or the one who really kind of 


makes this happen technologically, are they ready to kind of go through that little psychological 


adjustment?  
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AP MEMBER:  I agree with that and I think you could almost be a team.  You could almost, if 


you got those groups together, split it out somehow.  But it does involve a psychological 


ownership issue which is often a challenge across the board with these types of organizations and 


that I think is going to have to be an overcome; and then who really has responsibilities for each 


of those boxes; can you get that and be comfortable with who is doing it but still working 


together.  Yes, I agree completely. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  One thing I will say is the only thing I will qualify is that we do have 


congressional mandates not only for managing fish and fish habitat, but it also does expand with 


the mandates on EFH and different things into the water.  As long as we are able to achieve 


those, with the intent of this, with the services and capabilities and the efforts here, that I think is 


going to be an important component of how far the council goes in terms of modifying or 


changing or connecting into this system.  I think we don’t want to lose focus of meeting council 


mandate, congressional mandates and further.   


 


Truthfully, some of the connections, the first generation was going to look at partner connections 


here and interoperability, but then getting to something that would be fully functional for our 


region and for all aspects, that is something I think we can evolve to. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, I will present the other side.  We want something that is cool and works.  


If it is cool and it works well, we’ll figure out some way to cherry-pick from the mandates to 


justify what we did.  But my point basically is this is something I talked about with Roger and 


Tina a little earlier is like I very much like this concept of a Digital Dashboard with each of those 


things being a portal into something that is particularly relevant.   


 


But I think my initial reaction; it would have to be obviously thought about a lot more through 


many smarter minds than mine, but I could see this Dashboard having a separate one for each 


state.  For example, in North Carolina they have got a whole lot of stuff that is very relevant to 


inshore issues that parallels in concept what is here on this more regional focus.   


 


If you had a North Carolina specific Dashboard, you wouldn’t really have that box there that 


says Fishery Ecosystem Plan; you would have the box that says the Coastal Habitat Protection 


Plan.  Whoever is going to be the custodian and the mover and shaker behind actually building 


this thing; are they willing to see maybe some of their prize little boxes get taken off in order to 


get replaced by something else that makes the tool much cooler and much more useful in a 


particular state?  


 


That doesn’t mean we can’t have five different tools’ we could have one for each state.  We 


could have one for the whole council or the whole South Atlantic, and there is a whole lot of 


ways that you could kind of structure this.  But the point making it cool is you have to be able to 


get very quickly to what you want.  You don’t have to kind of tunnel through multiple layers, 


especially unnecessary layers. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Thank  you for your comments; and, yes, I am taking them all in and we can 


hopefully -- I like the idea of getting together these groups and meeting and kind of talking and 


bouncing off ideas and just making things better for everybody.   
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MR. WILBER:  Thank you, Tina.  Okay, Roger has advised that we should be polling the group 


at this point.  We are not scheduled to resume until 1:30, so that is like 25 minutes.  Do we want 


25 minutes of just sort of mingle time here or do we want to see if the Navy is willing to present 


a little bit early? 


 


MR. HOOKER:  I was just thinking that since we are on this subject and if we have a dead time  


I can show folks the Marine Cadastre and how that relates to this if the internet is actually up and 


running, which it looks like it is, if there is any interest in that.  I won’t bore you; I can do it in 


ten minutes.   


 


What it is, it is basically the same service as this, the Multi-Purpose Marine Cadastre.  It is a 


horrible name, but it is basically our map server.  It is actually a joint between NOAA and 


Bureau of Ocean Energy Management.  It pulls in a lot of this data.  It is also where you can go 


to look at where the potential wind facilities are being sited.  It pulls in EFH.  It has different 


jurisdictions.  The idea there is eventually if the South Atlantic Council goes to the Arc GIS 


server, there is going to be a lot less of us housing data. 


 


Internally it is going to be able to go to the South Atlantic, pull that data up and display it there 


or go to Navy or go to whoever actually owns that data set and pull it up.  Nature Conservancy 


will be having their data up soon as well.  I can show you where to find it and show you a couple 


things about it if we do have dead time and folks are interested. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  As he is digging into that, I did provide the snapshot of the Marine Cadastre in 


one of the attachments for the many attachments for this meeting so that at least you get an idea 


of it.  I mentioned earlier we were going to build an Ocean Energy Service connection. The idea 


here is that we would have that connection back in with the Marine Cadastre and collaborate 


with BOEM and the energy activities in the states as well as that.  I think it was the cross 


between all those different efforts with what we are doing so this is probably a good time to 


actually get a look at what this is. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  We, of course, have disclaimers that are a little longer than the ones that Tina 


just showed.  It basically has the same look and feel of what Tina just showed.  I think it is the 


same setup.  But once again let me start off with the preface that this is not my area of expertise. 


Brian Smith at the Coastal Services Center here in Charleston and Christine Taylor with the 


Mapping and Boundary Branch at BOEM are your points of contact for this tool.   


 


Quickly, on the right hand side here is the South Atlantic.  We can just zoom in there.  We do 


have, as I mentioned, all the critical habitat designations; habitat areas of particular concern, This 


is national in scope, as you can see, so it has got some California specific data sets on here.  We 


can turn on the Habitat Areas of Particular Concern. 


 


There they are; this is not all of them.  That needs to be updated I guess with the coral ones and 


golden crab, and Pace is telling me some are wrong.  This is why it is important to eventually 


build the functionality where we are not housing the data ourselves, that we are pulling directly 


from the data provider.   
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But, anyway, there is a data set on the actual lease blocks; so if you are curious about the actual 


size of the lease blocks, where the lease blocks are and what the lease block numbers are, once 


you zoom in here really close you will be able to see each individual lease block number; and as 


I mentioned yesterday, they are three statute miles by three statute miles. 


 


This one will be updated soon.  This is the current wind energy areas.  As you can see, I think  


probably the only ones we have on there are the Mid-Atlantic ones.  We haven’t updated North 


Carolina.  North Carolina is still early in the planning process so they are not on here yet.  You 


can see Virginia’s wind energy area there, and the other ones, Maryland, Delaware and New 


Jersey up there.   


 


But the other ones, as they come online, will be on here as well.  That is where you find that 


under jurisdictional boundaries and limits.  Like I said, a lot of the NOAA data sets are in here.  


We have navigation, shipping – I think this is the traffic separation schemes – oil and natural gas 


wells, drilling platforms – once again, this is BOEM-wide so it is not only renewable energy – 


wrecks and obstructions. 


 


These are all basic NOAA data sets that they are supplying.  Any geo-regulations that we have 


are under here.  Obviously, I think if you click Magnuson-Stevens it will probably – it looks like 


it is the entire ocean.  The same thing, you click on it and it will give you the attributes similar to 


– that one is taking too long.  I think I did this one already, so if we did click here and then we 


clicked on this one it should work.  This is still the Magnuson one that was loaded up previously; 


should be if I click on this one, close that first.  Anyway, it seems to be stuck on that.  That is 


why we are closing it down for maintenance. 


 


Anyway, I will just kind of stop there.  It is marinecadastre.gov; I think you could go to NOAA’s 


Coastal Services Center; and if you go to the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management website, 


they both have links to it.  We are I think rolling out a newer version soon, and I don’t know if 


that is what the maintenance is this weekend or not, but we are actively working to improve it 


and add more data layers.   


 


As I mentioned, the Nature Conservancy Eco-Region Data Base data layers; we also have a 


recent study on space-use conflicts that will provide more data layers to it.  I urge you to check 


back early and often; and, Pace, if you do see errors on things, you let us know.  I am sure Chris 


probably knows about some of what you just mentioned, the HAPC being a little off.  We can 


work to fix that. 


 


MR. WILBER:  There was a link distributed for the recent North Carolina Task Force Meeting 


that had the cleaned up EFH data in it.  I think at this point there are a couple of versions of this 


kind of floating around. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Yes, it is interesting that they had the new link.  With this new website, I don’t 


even know where everything is right now.  That is why I didn’t – 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think it was a link that was shared among the meeting participants. 
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MR. HOOKER:  I know there is one that we can work off of internally off the home computers.  


All right, are there any questions on the Marine Cadastre or where we are headed with it in 


general?   


 


(Question asked off the record.) 


 


MR. HOOKER:  I did know this, but I am not going to venture a guess because I will probably 


be wrong and there is probably someone in this room that can define it.  Did you want to answer 


that, Roger? 


 


DR. REICHERT:  I think it means an entity where files are kept. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Google is at our fingertips. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  No, it is a word, cadastre. 


 


DR.MORDECAI:  I think it is related to real estate surveys, and I am going to pretend like I am 


really smart and didn’t just find that when Ken looked it up three seconds ago on Google. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, we will begin our afternoon session.  Our first speaker is Laura Busch 


from the United States Navy Fleet Forces Command.  She will be talking about the various 


ongoing and planned activities in the South Atlantic by the Navy.  We got a little sneak preview 


about some of them yesterday.  We will hear a lot more now.  While Roger is pulling it up, I will 


just throw out an anecdote.  Many of you might know that the Navy is just beginning a couple of 


year processes to prepare the gigantic EIS that will cover all of their training activities on the east 


coast and the Gulf of Mexico.  That EIS will have sort of a five-year kind of shelf life.   


 


It is interesting; it also takes about five years to kind of put it together, so I guess that is a good 


tradeoff.  We are already starting to muster the in-house meetings at NOAA and with some of 


our partners to begin to move out smartly and efficiently in helping the Navy prepare that EIS.  


 


MS. BUSCH:  Good afternoon; again, my name is Laura Busch.  I am glad we had this 


conference here in Charleston.  It has been a wonderful visit.  I am here today to talk about the 


Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing Environmental Impact Statement and the Overseas 


Environmental Impact Statement and just to let you know your opportunities to engage and 


review our document. 


 


Just in a quick agenda, we are going to go through the background, our proposed action, purpose 


and need; our study area, why we train and test.  I will go through some of the different events 


and the goals of our AFT EIS, our alternatives, the resources we are looking at, who our 


cooperating agency is, the public engagement strategy and the schedule. 


 


The AFT EIS/OEIS is currently being prepared.  We have got four Navy commands that are 


doing this together; U.S. Fleet Forces Command, which is what I work for.  We are kind of the 


operational command in charge of all the training of the Naval Forces in the Atlantic Ocean.  
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Naval Air Systems Command is in charge of testing and developing air platforms, so they are 


working on the joint strike fighter, our helicopter systems also, like our sonar buoys and different 


air components.   


 


Naval Sea Systems Command, they develop and test our ships, so they are building like the 


Littoral Combat Ship and some of our newer ships that are coming online.  Then the Office of 


Naval research, ONR, which does a lot of our scientific research, and a lot of the different things 


that don’t necessarily play into our daily training and testing, but it is kind of more long-term 


testing that they are doing.  


 


We are going to sustain our at-sea training and testing by supporting the Marine Mammal 


Protection Act.  We have to reauthorize our permits.  We are consolidating our existing 


authorizations into one letter of authorization.  We are consolidating multiple EISs into a single 


one, and we are increasing flexibility for activities through this measure. 


 


We had our public scoping meetings through August and September of 2010 and we held 


different scoping meetings along the east coast.  A little more on the background, our previous 


EISs on your left, the Southeast Atlantic Op Areas; we have the Charleston/Jacksonville Op Area 


in the Jacksonville Range Complex, and then we have the Navy Cherry Point Range Complex. 


 


Both of those had individual environmental impact statements and both of them have – currently 


we are working under individual letters of authorization for each one of those complexes.  We 


are consolidating those into this document.  Then also on the right was the Atlantic Fleet Active 


Sonar Training EIS/OEIS.  That looked at just sonar and explosives; and as you can see it is a 


much larger study area.  It is kind of that lighter blue that goes out to the middle of the Atlantic 


and then into the Gulf of Mexico.   


 


For this document our proposed action is to conduct military training and testing activities, 


including the use of sonar and explosives in the waters off the east coast of the United States, the 


lower Chesapeake Bay and the Gulf of Mexico.  This document is unique in that it is looking at 


both training and testing.  Our previous documents usually only looked at one or the other. 


 


The purpose and need is to achieve and maintain fleet readiness by conducting these training and 


testing activities, and also we are required to meet the requirements of Title 10 of the U.S. Code.  


We also obviously need to obtain compliance with the applicable environmental regulations.  


Here is our current study area.  It is the yellow that goes around the Gulf of Mexico, kind of 


skirts the top of Cuba, moves over to the middle of the Atlantic and then up along Greenland and 


along Canada and back down to the east coast. 


 


We aren’t necessarily expanding where we are training and testing but we are just expanding our 


study area to look at a broader area.  The white boxes that you see along the coast and in the 


Gulf, those are our op areas and that is where the majority of our training and testing activities 


occur; but we are just moving out to what we are analyzing. 


 


Here are the complexes that are currently in this new document, the Virginia Capes, also called 


the VA Capes Range Complex, which is off Virginia, North Carolina; the Navy Cherry Point 
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Range Complex, which is off North Carolina; Jacksonville Range Complex.  GOMEX Range 


Complex is a couple of different complexes in the Gulf of Mexico.  They are separated; they are 


not contiguous like some of the other range complexes. 


 


From the testing community is Naval Surface Warfare Center that is off Panama City.  The 


Northeast Range Complex off Providence, Rhode Island, Massachusetts area – I’m sorry; the 


Northeast Range Complex is a training complex off Massachusetts and Rhode Island, and then 


the Naval Undersea Warfare Center off of Newport, Rhode Island. 


 


South Florida Ocean Measurement Facility, that is down near Dania, Florida; we are pulling that 


in as well.  Then we are looking at different ports and pier sides where we do maintenance and 


testing of sonar systems at the pier.  Why training and testing is important; first of all, we have to 


abide by Title 10 of the U.S. Code, which says that the Navy will maintain a fleet. 


 


We needed to combat certify our sailors and our marines obviously to win wars, deter 


aggression, and maintain freedom of the seas.  You will see the piracy is a big deal kind of 


happening off the coast of Somalia right now.  We have to increase our training activities to 


teach our sailors and marines how to react to those types of situations. 


 


Some of the systems that we use in mine warfare, we have mine laying, mine countermeasures 


and mine neutralization.  Here is a MH-53 pulling a mine-sweeping sled that looks for either 


floating or moored mines.  We have the undersea divers that actually go up, find the mines and 


will then blow them up in place. 


 


Most of their testing and training is done with duds or just practicing, but they do occasionally 


have to blow up a mine to ensure that they are doing it correctly.  Then the ANAQS is a mine- 


detection system.  Our surface warfare, we have missile exes, air-to-surface missiles, gunnery 


exercises – those are air to surface or surface to surface.  Our bombing exercises, a lot of our 


bombing exercises they use – again it is called non-explosive practice munitions, so just 


dropping practice; concrete blobs actually in the water. 


 


Maritime security operations, that is a lot of our training activities as like we talked about with 


anti-piracy.  The killer tomato here is one of the items that they use as a target for their gunnery 


exercises surface to surface.  They put that out on tether, practice shooting at it, and then they 


will pull that back in. 


 


Then the surface tow target is another one that they use for the missile exercises.  They will pull 


those out and then the missile will hit that screen that is up there.  They will score it to make sure 


that they hit it properly.  Our anti-air warfare, and you see we have the air combat maneuvers.  


We do Chap ex and flare exes, practice that.  Our missile exes, again surface to air, air to air and 


our gun exes, same thing surface to air and air to air. 


 


The BQM74-E Aerial Target, you see the right-hand side, these are remotely operated or 


controlled.  They will go out; they will shoot a missile at it.  They don’t want to hit it because 


those are very expensive.  But occasionally I guess they are either good or bad, whichever way 


you are looking at it, they do hit them, but that is very rare. 
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Then those things will keep going until they run out of fuel.  They will drop in the water and then 


we will send divers out to recover those and bring those back in.  Amphibious warfare, one of the 


things that we do, you may have heard of fire ex with impasse and that is where they put buoys 


out in the water to make a fake land so the ships combat computer system thinks that it is a land 


piece and they will fire five-inch rounds into it and score them. 


 


The fire ex is used to clear an area before the marines go in to take over and before they send an 


amphibious assault.  Antisubmarine warfare, different things that we use for that, we have a 


dipping sonar, the sonar buoys.  They load up in the maritime patrol aircraft and deploy those 


sonar buoys.  Here is an MK30 sub-simulator target, and you see the divers there recovering that 


one.  We recover as much as we can. 


 


Some of our testing activities, like I spoke about Naval Sea Systems Command, they do the new 


construction, the life cycle management.  They also test ships; anytime there is upgrades they 


will bring them back in; upgrade the ship and then test it again.  They do sea trials, sea runs.  Our 


goals of our AFT EIS, we need to support the renewal of our existing MMPA authorizations and 


our Endangered Species Act and Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 


consultations. 


We are consolidating the six separate EISs into the single MMPA final rule and one EIS.  We are 


conducting the environmental analysis for the training and testing activities together.  This will 


also help us do a better cumulative impacts look at all of our activities – conduct environmental 


analysis and seek coverage as I spoke about for the MMPA, ESA, and Magnuson-Stevens.   


 


We are looking at new systems that are coming online in 2014.  A document should be signed 


and ready to go into effect January of 2014.  Also we are looking at achieving a more complete 


integration of the acquisition, which are the testing community and the military readiness and 


scientific research activities.  Again, it gives us one bigger, broader look at all of our activities.  


Then we are utilizing the best available science.   


 


We have got some newer sciences, some newer models from our previous document and using 


those for this new document.  Our alternatives are the no action is to continue our baseline 


training and testing as we have been currently doing.  Then Alternative 1 is our no action 


alternative plus the expansion of the study area boundaries that I showed you, again not 


necessarily moving all of our activities out there, just expanding the study area; and then adding 


the new weapons platforms and systems.   


 


Alternative 2 consists of Alternative 1 plus an increase in the tempo and some type of training 


and then looking at additional locations that conduct activities. The resources that were analyzed; 


we are looking at fish and essential fish habitat, marine mammals, sea turtles and other reptiles, 


the sea birds, marine vegetation, marine invertebrates, air quality, other marine habitats, water 


and sediment quality, the MPAs, cultural resources, socio-economics, and then public health and 


safety. 


 


An EFH assessment will be submitted to NMFS concurrently with the EIS/OEIS.  The 


assessment will analyze potential impacts on designated EFH in the study area and on the 
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federally managed species.  We will also be looking at Habitat Areas of Particular Concern.  


Again, we welcome input from the council and NMFS during this process; the NEPA and EFH 


regulatory process. 


 


NMFS is our cooperating agency.  They were a cooperating agency on our previous documents 


as well.  Where we are in our public engagement, the Notice of Intent was published in the 


Federal Register 2010.  We are now working on our Draft EIS.  We will announce that 


availability in newspapers and on our website when it is available.   


 


We are going to have public hearings.  I will get to a slide that will show you where they are 


along in this area, and then we’ll post it on a project website and in local libraries.  The same 


with the final EIS; again we will announce it in the Federal Register.  Our Record of Decision 


hopefully will be done in November of 2013; be on the lookout for that. 


 


Here is kind of our project schedule.  Our public hearings; we are starting in Houston and 


working our way around the coast and up the Atlantic into Portland, Maine.  I have highlighted 


the ones in blue, the areas closest to here and your area of expertise.  We are going to 


Jacksonville, West Palm Beach; Jacksonville, Florida, and Jacksonville, North Carolina, and then 


we will be back here in Charleston.   


These meetings will take place around the first week of June.  We don’t have exact dates yet, but 


we will have it on our website.  The final EIS will be released to the pubic mid-2013.  You keep 


a lookout and we will have it up available for comment.  We anticipate it to be a very large 


document, probably about three binders full.   


 


Again, we request your participation in the environmental planning process.  Here is our website, 


aftteis.com.  That is all I have unless there are any questions from anybody.  There are some 


posters and some other information out on the front table that I put out there if anybody would 


like to grab some on your way out. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Laura, I have a question.  The one training area that I have had contact with that 


is not listed on that early slide is the Undersea Warfare Training Range off of Jacksonville.  


Could you kind of let us know how that relates to this particular EIS? 


 


MS. BUSCH:  Sure, let me get to that slide.  That is going to be down in here off the coast in the 


Jacksonville Range Complex.  The construction of that warfare range was done in a previous EIS 


document.  Our document is going to cover the training on it only.  We don’t specifically call it 


out, but any activity that is going to occur on that range will be covered in this document. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Laura, is the Dare County Bombing Range covered in this EIS? 


 


MS. BUSCH:  The question was if the Navy Dare County Bombing Range is included in this 


EIS.  That range is in North Carolina, in Dare County, and that is not included in this one.  We 


are only looking at at sea.  Previously our VA Capes or Virginia Capes Range Complex 


Management Plan did cover everything that occurred within that complex, which was some on- 


land ranges, but for this document we are only going with at-sea training and testing. 


 







Habitat AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                November 15-16, 2011  


 


160 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Laura, thank you for the presentation.  I do appreciate the Navy’s willingness 


to kind of step forward early on a lot of these efforts.  I think that the fact that they have 


committed and having a representative on the Habitat AP really has reinforced the willingness to 


kind of be a real partner at the table.   


 


I guess my simpler question; I know you are identifying a partner with NOAA Fisheries, and I 


assume given the lead time on this there is going to be ample opportunity to get a lot of the 


details on EFH and things that maybe we want to integrate early into that EIS, so it becomes 


more of an integrated component versus a reaction after the EIS is drafted and then having to 


clarify or refine what those issues.  I assume that is really open at least in terms of early 


coordination with the council and with NOAA Fisheries. 


 


MS. BUSCH:  Yes, and Dave McDuffie, who is in the back of the room, is kind of our EFH guy 


at Fleet Forces, and we will be working with Carter as well. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I will just add David McDuffie used to be our EFH guy, too.  It is an unusual 


situation that we actually are dealing with someone who knows more about EFH than we do in 


the preparation of an EPA document.  Then the other thing, too, is we recently completed, like in 


the last two years EFH assessments for the Jacksonville Range Complex.   


I forgot, we did one other one, Dave, and I can’t remember which one it was.  We have gone 


through a lot of very recent history with the Navy on this stuff so it is not like we are starting at 


the beginning.  We are starting well deep into the story and we are dealing with actual and 


original author of the story in David McDuffie.  Our last presentation of the day is Brian again 


from BOEM.  The title listed in the agenda is the same as the one from yesterday so he is going 


to have to maybe explain the nuance to the new presentation. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  There is supposed to be a new presentation?   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think the fact that you have gone through some of the technical components 


with the Marine Cadastre is a good lead in to then I guess the more general.  The AP members 


did get the benefit of your earlier presentation, but this is an opportunity to kind of get into the 


big picture with all the other members. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Okay, thank you again.  My name is Brian Hooker.  I am with the Bureau of 


Ocean Energy Management based out of Herndon, Virginia, which is just outside of D.C.  As I 


mentioned yesterday, this is kind of our first foray into the South Atlantic Region.  I am in the 


Office of Renewable Energy Programs and the Environmental Branch for that group.  There are 


about 24 of us total divided between the Environment Branch and the Project and Coordination 


Branch. 


 


The Project and Coordination Branch deals with a lot of the state task forces, of which in the 


South Atlantic we have the North Carolina Task Force and I believe the South Carolina Task 


Force, if it is not begun already.  In the Environment Branch we do the analysis and develop the 


environmental assessments and also work with the environmental studies program. 
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For today’s talk, I am going to try to mostly talk about environmental studies and how that is set 


up, because I think that is primarily where this eco-region coordination piece fits in.  It will just 


give a quick overview of how we operate.  I will mention yesterday there was a question about – 


I think it kind of gets, if you are not already intimately familiar with the Bureau of Ocean Energy 


Management and how we work, we are just basically the stewards of the Outer Continental 


Shelf. 


 


That is just the seabed and any resources underneath the seabed.  We don’t set a national energy 


policy or anything of that nature.  That is done by the Department of Energy.  Our environmental 


studies are exactly that.  We have engineering studies that we do and regular environmental 


impact studies that we fund. 


 


The Department of Energy is the agency that has subsidies for developers to develop alternative 


energy, sets kind of goals, national goals for alternative energy, and also does studies to remove 


market barriers and to basically promote whatever the goals are of the nation, as far as like 


whatever the energy goals are; whether it is renewable or other sources. 


 


As of October 1, we are no longer the – we were the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management 


Regulation Enforcement; previously to that we were the Mineral Management Service; now we 


are the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management; now also the Bureau of Safety and Environmental 


Enforcement. 


 


The third component to this is the Office of Natural Resource Revenue.  That was an earlier pull 


out from MMS to take the revenue control out of the regulatory, and so it is really – I guess the 


former MMS is now pretty much three entities, the revenue entity, safety and environmental 


enforcement, and the environmental management which issues the leases. 


 


For our offshore energy process, we have four stages; planning and analysis, leasing, site 


assessment and commercial development.  Right now in the South Atlantic we are only in the 


planning and analysis stage.  There is only what I would say one active task force.  That is 


generally our approach to each state is we set up – the governor would request and then we form 


a task force for discussing offshore energy development offshore each individual state.   Only 


one state has recently been doing that and that is North Carolina.   


 


South Carolina is getting more involved and I think if a task force hasn’t been officially set up 


there should be one set up soon especially to deal with the shared resource off of North Carolina, 


I think that is a driver for South Carolina becoming interested.   


 


Real quickly, you guys have seen all these slides yesterday, so planning and analysis that is 


where we are now.  The stakeholder outreach; right now after the last North Carolina meeting, 


we are in the process of developing the first planning notice, which is a request for interest.  This 


is also a term sometimes a request for information because we ask not only interest from 


developers in developing the area, but we also ask for any other information from any other 


stakeholders about the area under consideration. 
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It is a general call for any type of information regarding the area that is being considered for 


leasing; and then even after that step, there is another call for information and nominations.  


Sometimes you will see a skip that first request for interest.  If we know there is an interest in 


developing the area, we can skip that part and go straight to the call for information and 


nominations. 


 


There is a situation up in Southern New England where we knew from previous planning 


documents that there were several entities interested in developing an area because Rhode Island 


had developed a special area management plan that actually had offshore energy as a shared use 


in that area, so it is very well established that, yes, the state and some developers had an interest 


in developing that area. 


 


It would have been repetitive to ask if there was anybody that was interested in developing that 


area if that was clearly established.  That one went straight to a call for information and 


nominations.  The last step, before we really begin our NEPA review, is the area identification.  


That is where we say, okay, this is our wind energy area that we are now going to look at for 


development and lease issuance. 


 


This gets into whether we issue leases competitively or noncompetitively.  After we do all that 


and do our environmental review, then we get into the actual leasing.  Once again there is more 


public involvement along that line.  Then we get into the site assessment.  This is where we are 


currently in the Mid-Atlantic.  We released a draft environmental assessment. 


 


Earlier today a lot of talk has been on coastal and marine spatial planning and maybe I will just 


take a minute to talk about that where BOEM is.  We look to instill all the principles of coast 


marine spatial planning in our process.  We have people that are dedicated to engaging with the 


regional or the quasi-regional planning bodies and actual regional planning bodies haven’t been 


quite identified yet, but with ENROC and MARCO and hopefully with South Atlantic Alliance 


as well in the South Atlantic. 


 


What we plan on doing for these site assessments, just to make sure that we have that full public 


participation, is actually releasing draft EAs, which is kind of novel.  Usually you don’t release a 


draft NEPA document unless it is a draft environmental impact statement.  However, the 


activities are just the placement of basically buoys and site surveys.   


 


Generally they are not reaching the level of significant impacts of their falling under the 


environment assessment type thing, only following under environmental assessment thresholds, 


but we are still releasing that for public comment and getting public comment on our results and 


our proposed action.  Then after the site assessment plan stage, which is up to five years, once 


we complete our environmental analysis for site assessment, there is a lease that is issued.   


 


The lease only authorizes the site assessment activity.  They have five years to complete their 


site assessment activity.  If they don’t complete their site assessment activity within that five 


years or submit a site assessment plan, then we can revoke the lease.  Then if we approve their 


site assessment plan, then they have a 25-year period to construct facilities after they send us a 


construction operations plan.   







Habitat AP Meeting 


                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                November 15-16, 2011  


 


163 


 


 


That construction and operations plan is where we will conduct our full EIS because that will 


look at actual build-out of a wind facility.  As I mentioned previously, there is opportunity for 


public comment along with the entire process.  We have the state task forces and we continue to 


plan on doing more of these engagements with the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 


and other entities up and down the coast as stakeholders are identified to us. 


 


A complete list of our environmental studies is on – you can still use this link.  The old links are 


still active and you will probably just be redirected to the new site when that is finished.  That is 


still being done.  This is just to give you a flavor.  I don’t expect you to read all this. but we 


basically do studies on anything that could be impacted by our action. 


 


As we just heard from the Navy, it is a very similar type thing.  We are driven by the same 


statutes that they are, Magnuson, ESA, and MMPA, so a lot of our studies are kind of driven by 


those acts.  I don’t think I mentioned this yet; we have about $35 million a year that we get for 


studies.  About $4 million of that is directed at the renewable energy program.  Like I said, we do 


that on an annual basis. 


 


Once again, we have them divided up into different issues that we have identified, birds being 


another one, I won’t skip it as I did yesterday.  I will say that we are looking and working with 


Fish and Wildlife Service in identifying migratory pathways and identifying where we really 


need to look for birds. 


 


We are working with NOAA’s Biogeography Branch and an interagency agreement to help 


model predictability where birds may occur and to where to concentrate efforts and how long 


you would need to study in that particular area to know if birds are going to be present.  Another 


area of interest here is also the social and cultural side we have. 


 


Anytime you are dealing with the Outer Continental Shelf itself, depending on where you are 


you could be impacting cultural resources, both Native American resources as well as 


shipwrecks and things of that nature.  A lot of our studies will look at what cultural resources are 


there.  And then there are also the existing uses of the Outer Continental Shelf, primarily 


shipping and commercial fishing and recreational fishing. 


 


Yesterday I didn’t really go through the VA scenario.  I will give you a quick rundown of that.  


We basically develop a scenario for the routine and non-routine activities for just site 


assessment.  It is primarily just the site characterization surveys and the site assessment 


activities.  What we call site assessment activities is actually measuring the wind speed 


primarily.   


 


That is done by LIDAR-based buoys, mostly is where people are going because they are a lot 


cheaper to install.  There is not noise impacts associated with marine mammals, and you can 


obviously redeploy them at a later time; whereas, meteorological towers are a lot more expensive 


and the permitting time horizon is a little bit longer.   
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Also, we do site characterization surveys or full 100 percent coverage of the areas being 


proposed for development of the wind energy area, so we will be producing pretty large data sets 


on the sidescan sonar, our multi-beam and some sub bottom profiling as well.  It is interesting to 


tie in with some of the – we have been approached by folks like NERACOOS and some of the 


other ocean observing system who are interested in this data and how we will share this data 


once we actually issue leases and people are out there actually collecting the data.   


 


It probably won’t be a real-time data feed, but all the data is expected to be public data except for 


some of the proprietary like wind speed type data, but most of the other environmental data that 


is collected will be publicly available.  We are still I think working out how filtered it would be, 


how we could make it accessible to an extent that it is actually useable instead of a full raw data 


download; is it somehow filtered in more of a finished product that will actually end up sharing. 


 


We definitely recognize that there are a lot other entities out there that are interested in the data.  


Even if MET towers are built in certain instances, I know there are probably a lot of people that 


would want to put some of their equipment on the MET tower.  That is something that would 


probably have to be worked out between the entity and the private developer who would actually 


own that facility. 


 


There is some opportunity there.  We more than welcome folks who have an interest in that to 


come and talk to us and we will do what we can to make those connections happen.  Back to the 


EA scenario, we also will look at – there is a lot of concern over a ship striking a meteorological 


tower and what the impacts of that will be.  


 


We have actually a study trying to look at exactly what the impact would be in that scenario, but  


one of our guiding principles is not to place these things anywhere directly adjacent to a traffic 


lane.  Once again, I think I kind of already mentioned this, our studies line up with what we 


actually analyze and the NEPA documents. 


 


This is a very similar slide to the one we just saw from the Navy.  These are all the resources that 


would be looked at.  Alternatives that we may look at are fishing conflict alternatives, time and 


seasonal alternatives.  Recently in the Mid-Atlantic one of the alternatives was not doing 


construction during a time when the right whales happen to be passing through.  That is just an 


example. 


 


 We obviously also want to eliminate putting in anything that would become a safety hazard, so 


ship and vessel conflict alternatives are there.  The cumulative impacts, this is something that we 


often get questions on.  We are not looking at a full life cycle of what eventually may occur.  We 


are only looking at what – the proposed action is only the site assessment and site 


characterization activities. 


 


It will look at other permitted – if there is another permitted facility that is there, we will 


definitely integrate that into the cumulative impact.  For example, up in both New Jersey and 


Rhode Island they are looking at some state waters wind facilities.  Once those are permitted and 


once we know those are being built, those will be incorporated in a cumulative impact.  But as 
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far as like until we actually approve construction of a facility, that won’t be incorporated into the 


cumulative effects until it is actually an approved project. 


 


Yesterday we had a lot of questions about North Carolina areas.  This is what, Pace, two weeks 


ago I think there was a task force meeting; when was that?  A month ago, sorry, time flies.  


These are kind of the areas that were first being proposed by the North Carolina Task Force. As 


you see down here, obviously this is a joint area that South Carolina would be keenly interested 


in participating in the decision-making on that.   


 


But once again this is just an example of how the process starts.  It is the Tier 1 screening.  


Basically everybody kind of threw out, okay, where can we possibly put things and then start 


eliminating areas as areas became more and more clear as being completely off limits.  I think 


this is one of the things that were discussed at the task force meeting.   


 


These areas are going to be honed even further in what we are going to do with the request for 


interest.  By the time we develop a request for interest, it will probably only be one or two of 


these areas or we could even do two tracks and do two requests for interest under two different 


scenarios.  I think all those are being discussed. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I may have picked it up wrong at the task force meeting so correct me, but there 


is a difference between a CFI and an RFI.  I guess a CFI is a little bit more serious than an RFI.  


My understanding from the task force meeting – Anne was there too – was that the two that are 


either in South Carolina waters or along the border, depending upon what state you are from, that 


those two are pretty darned certain and were headed towards a CFI kind of thing. 


 


The more general request for information applied to the two largest blocks, which are the two 


northern areas there.  That third area south of Cape Lookout was the one that wasn’t sure 


whether it was going to be a CFI or an RFI.  That was my understanding of how we left the 


meeting a month ago.  Now I know Will Waskes has sent out to at least most of us that were on 


the task force, if not the whole task force, the draft language of the CFI, but I haven’t actually 


looked at it to see what it says.  


 


MR. HOOKER:  I think you are right.  As I mentioned previously, if it is fairly certain that you 


know there is going to be an interest in developing an area, we can skip that first planning notice 


that is basically meant to be an opening salvo that is basically saying is anyone actually 


interested. 


 


If we have some documented interest in an area and we know that there is interest so we can go 


straight for what we call the call for information and nominations where an entity would actually 


nominate the blocks that they are interested in developing.  That is where we determine if there is 


a competitive interest or a noncompetitive interest in an area. 


 


Some of the other areas that you mentioned in the north, I think there was a little bit more 


uncertainty if anybody would actually be interested in developing there because of obviously – 


well, maybe not obviously, but get into the northern Outer Banks there.  There may be some 


coastal tours, some issues that are there or some other issues.  I think the preliminary decision 
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was that those areas would go out under a request for interest.  As you said, those are still those 


ideas and the draft language is still being circulated to the North Carolina Task Force members. 


 


Just make sure everybody is aware, the task forces are made up of the federal agencies, DOD, 


Coast Guard, NOAA, and state representatives and, of course, BOEM, and they are public.  This 


slide actually is on our website as well.  If you go under renewable energy and then go under 


state activities, the slide presentations from all the presentations from the task force meetings are 


posted on the website at the conclusion of the task force meetings. 


 


AP MEMBER:  For these wind farms, do these shapes up there represent the actual footprint of 


the wind farm or would it be smaller and somewhere within that? 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Good question.  Most likely there would be a subset of that when they actually 


– because remember we start with a big thing and then work our way down.  Obviously, with 


some of the technologies that are coming out, actual wind turbine and the wind turbine 


generators are getting spaced further and further apart because the generators are getting larger 


and larger.   


 


Even though that is the whole area on the map, we are looking at close to a mile separation 


between each turbine and how they line in rows both north and south and east and west.  The 


number of turbines you have in there won’t be as dense as maybe the map portrays it being, but 


what is actually developed would likely be a subset of that.  Especially once we receive the 


actual results of the site characterization where they identify some hard bottom or they identify 


an area that for whatever reason is excluded, the shapes will change as a result of that. 


 


MR. KELLISON:  You mentioned that I think the advisory panel was a public group.  Is that 


listed on your website, also? 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Yes, I believe the participant list is on the website.  The meetings themselves 


are public but the task force membership is limited to federal, state and local government.  The 


meetings themselves are public and the people who participated in them I believe are also posted 


on the website. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Brian; did I understand you to say that the wind speed data are proprietary?  


Would you elaborate on that a little bit?   


 


MR. HOOKER:  Sure, I think because of the expense in acquiring the wind speed data, and that 


is really what determines financing and whether or not a project will be built, if there is enough 


wind there for a project to be viable, that data I believe will be proprietary and not publicly 


shared. 


 


DR. LANEY:  So those would be data gathered at the expense of the applicant or data gathered 


by BOEM. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  To be clear, all that what I have described so far, with the exception of the 


environmental studies program, but all that site assessment – basically when I say site 
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assessment plan, that is all developer driven.  Anything that we collect is public, but we don’t get 


into the wind speed data. 


 


I think the Department of Energy, NREL has done some preliminary wind speed information; 


they have a wind speed map on their site.  But for our purposes we are not as concerned with the 


wind speed data because we assume they won’t come to us with an application if there isn’t any 


wind out there to develop an area.  But all the other environmental monitoring data that the 


developer collects and then it feeds into our environmental assessment definitely becomes 


publicly available data. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Okay, just for the record, Pace knows where I am going with this and so does 


Roger because they have heard it before, but wind would seem to me to be a public trust resource 


just like commercial fishery resources.  I still have an issue with confidentiality of the data on the 


resource itself, whether it be fish or wind, wind speed in this case. 


 


I understand the need for confidentiality relative to the financial aspects of those operations and I 


don’t have any objection to that, but I can foresee issues with not being able to have publicly 


available data on public trust resources just as a general principle.  It is a philosophical thing with 


me.  I just wanted to get that on the record. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  So noted. 


 


MS. DEATON:  There is already wind information out there, because like these five areas were 


picked because there is a layer of wind speeds.  I guess that comes off of the buoys, right; the 


NOAA buoys?  We do have some information and just not that more specific. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  I think some of that, as you mentioned, there is information if you go to the 


National Renewable Energy Labs Website, NREL’s site, they do have wind energy potential 


maps that are based on a lot of the buoys that are out there, on some of the shore-based radar that 


is able to do some of that mapping.  But, yes, still the financers want oftentimes very specific at 


hub height what the wind speed is going to be.  A lot of the wind speed data is closer to the 


surface than hub height. 


 


AP MEMBER:  What do you see or can you kind of explain the next steps that you envision for 


some of these other states that you haven’t really focused on here like Georgia and Florida?  


Were these task forces developed and kind of initiated by the federal and state agencies and local 


governments in those states, in North Carolina and now South Carolina coming online, or is that 


something that your agency initiated? 


 


MR. HOOKER:  I think it is a fairly collaborative process.  But the other states – the state 


applied for – let’s say, Georgia, Southern Company does have some interest, very preliminarily.  


We have received an application from them which we are currently reviewing for what we call 


an interim policy lease to put in a meteorological tower offshore, and that is basically just to 


begin that process there to evaluate what the potential is to eventually maybe develop an area 


offshore Georgia.  There is no commercial request from Georgia as yet. 
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I think if that once we move down the road there, there probably will be a need to set up a 


Georgia Task Force.  The mechanism for establishing the task force is initiated by the governor.  


It is a letter from the governor to BOEM saying, yes, I would like to set up a task force, and that 


is how it is set up. 


 


Florida, the wind resource isn’t as great off of Florida so the only interest we current ly have off 


of Florida is from Florida Atlantic University in developing kind of a test bed or a test facility to 


test a marine hydrokinetic device in the Florida current.  That is currently under review as well.   


I guess I will say part of the reason for this state-by-state approach, too, you need the state to be 


involved clearly from a coastal management and coastal consistency point of view, but also 


someone has got to buy the power.   


 


If the state isn’t going to buy the power or doesn’t have any interest in having targets for 


renewable energy power sources, then there is probably not going to be a huge interest from a 


developer to develop them because they won’t have anyone to sell to unless they tie into 


something like the Google Backbone. 


 


I call it the Google -- Atlantic Wind Connect is the actual entity but everyone knows Google and 


Google helped finance it so sometimes it is called the Google Backbone.  Anyway, that is a 


north/south direct current cable system that will allow some wind facilities to just tie into that 


and they will then take a cut I guess and transport that electricity to shore. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I want to add BOEM is the big player in town and ultimately you are going to 


have to go through BOEM for something out in federal waters, but they are not the only player in 


town.  There are these smaller little efforts going on, and some of them are more relevant to 


Georgia and Florida.   


 


One in particular to note is the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy has done a fairly extensive 


SMSP style assessment of coastal waters off the Carolinas and Georgia to identify potential wind 


farm locations, and all of their data are available from their website that they used to look at the 


various factors under consideration. 


 


If we are going to get really down into the weeds, there are actually some hydrokinetic projects 


that are already permitted in Florida.  Those folks came in through the Corps of Engineers 


regular permitting process before there was really much of a clue at FERC or at some of the 


other federal agencies on how to deal with folks. 


 


But there is this one permitted for underneath the Bahia Honda Bridge down in the Florida Keys.  


There is another one that is going through the permitting process off of St. Lucie, Florida, I 


believe.  These are all little very small, very minor kind of efforts, but if you want like the 


complete story, you have to kind of dig into those kinds of weeds.  You get 90 or maybe even 98 


percent of the story dealing with BOEM, but there are these other little smaller activities going 


on. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Thanks, Pace, I am glad you brought up FERC.  I do forget to mention 


sometimes that with off of the Marine Hydrokinetic Projects we kind of reached an agreement 
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with FERC basically.  Basically we would do the leasing and then FERC would handle it after 


that point forward as far as like the management and some of the monitoring goes.   


 


That is only in the case with the hydrokinetic stuff because of FERC’s previous involvement 


with hydrokinetic on land.  There is that joint relationship for hydrokinetic.  But, yes, there are 


several state-driven initiatives that are doing a lot of the preliminary work kind of for us.  You  


mentioned that Southern Alliance for Clean Energy.   


 


Some of the states in the north, I mentioned the Rhode Island; especially in our management plan 


there are a lot of other groups that kind of help feed into the process before it ever even reaches 


us at this point.  I guess for the purposes of today’s discussion there is definitely a lot of 


opportunity for collaboration as some of these projects move forward. 


 


You can come get my contact information; if you just go to BOEM.gov renewable energy, you 


can contact us from there, too.  If you do have any followup or see an opportunity for 


collaboration, we are always looking to leverage funds and work with other folks as much as we 


are able, and especially if there is an opportunity that can benefit other resource users.  That is 


kind of a win-win for everybody.  Anyway, any more questions? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Kind of a bigger picture question; you were talking about the EEAs really 


being focused on the movement forward and just establishment of the areas.  Do you know if 


anybody is going to try to look at any of the build-out, because it is very different to look at the 


initial footprints versus if you get a governor’s mandate that you will have X kilowatts in this 


coastal zone and what those footprints mean, because that just puts everything in such a different 


context in terms of generation, in terms of how big the footprint is.   


 


It gets to those issues of is it just a small piece of this area versus having had something 


distributed over 50 percent of what that proposed area is. Then it puts it totally in a different 


context of fishery access, habitat impacts and then even unknown impacts because we don’t have 


anything that large in the water that may affect flow or anything.  Is anybody actually doing the 


bigger, longer term, at least initial ideas of what that would translate, given present technologies 


and kind of a case scenario of what would be a build-out for various things? 


 


MR. HOOKER:  That is a good question and I think that is one of the things that we were 


struggling with under the – you know, what kind of gave us this two-step approach, this site 


assessment piece and the construction and operations piece, was because there were so many 


unknowns that are out there and it is really hard. 


 


I think the Department of Energy has a certain gigawatt goal.  I think it was Ocean Conservancy 


or the Nature Conservancy or someone on one of the comment letters basically showed this, if 


we were to reach that gigawatt goal and at current technology with this spacing, it would take up 


this much of the ocean. 


 


We could do a study like that but it is so unknown because there are so many other variables that 


play as to what will actually be developed in the end.  We don’t know who is going to actually 
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end up with financing; we don’t know what other areas are going to be identified through the 


environmental process.   


 


It is almost like it would be a bit of exercise in futility to try to say this is the maximum potential 


footprint of wind energy on the Atlantic Coast without actually having gone out and gathered all 


the data that is necessary to determine where these things are actually going to be place.  That is 


one of the reasons why it was separated into, okay, we will issue a lease to give them the ability 


to go collect the data, so they have the assurance that they can go collect the data and know that 


they have the opportunity then to submit a construction and operations plan for that area that they 


spent all that money collecting data on and then we will get to an actual construction and 


operations plan.   


 


Because it is such a new technology, I think that is where we will be for a little while.  I mean 


even year to year the size of the turbines changes and the spacing changes.  Maine is looking at 


floating turbines, and that could be a game changer if they are successful.  People may even just 


decide to not do their close-in stuff and shift their effort further offshore to avoid some of the 


visual impacts that may occur.   


 


MR. WILBER:  I saw a presentation by the Clemson University folks a few months ago on the 


scale of wind farms and how they are changing, and they were focusing on actual individual 


wind towers.  The wind towers now that are being designed and built, if you can imagine a 747 


being spun around on the end of a tower, well the wind towers themselves are bigger than the 


747 spinning around.  This is how big these things really are.  It is just an amazing thing to look 


at. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  The good news is with that that there will be larger spacing to allow other uses 


in them.  The actual overall footprint may increase as a result, but the number of obstructions, 


depending on your point of view, would be fewer.  I was going to maybe just ask if there were 


any other questions on this research collaboration or anything along those lines for folks other 


than just the general process side. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  On something that kind of connects to exactly what we were trying to do for 


what your request on priority research, but also to try to tease towards some of the discussion 


that has been on where you have other areas that are moving forward at different levels, I assume 


it would be beneficial to have something that may provide BOEM, since you are engaged in the 


council, you are engaging a regional view of some of these things, is maybe a review of what we 


know or what we can put together on fishery operations, on existing regulatory areas, spatial 


footprints and on what we have interpreted as essential fish habitat distributions from a regional 


perspective so that could be integrated into these discussions as some of these other task forces 


come online or efforts. 


 


I just think given a lot of the tools capabilities and partners that we have at the table here, I think 


that is something that may be very useful, because I was able to look at the North Carolina 


material and then tweak some of that relative to information we had and kind of really integrate a 


little closer our designations or efforts.   It is kind of asking a question that I would hope would 


be a positive thing to do. 
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MR. HOOKER:  I think this is one of the things that we really would like to see is more – you 


know, there is a lot of good data that is out there, but where the input really needs to be I think is 


now that we know this is essential fish habitat or now that we know this is a habitat area of 


particular concern that has been designated, what does that really mean?   


 


Does that mean we can’t put a wind facility there?  Does that mean we should avoid it entirely?  


It is getting down and having those discussions where, okay, now that we have identified that it 


is important, what does that actually translate into as far as the management of that area; how 


does that go?   


 


I think that is really the next step of where everybody is doing a good job of let’s compile all the 


data, but where we need to go from there is, okay, now we have all the data and now we just 


stack it all up on top of each other and whatever comes out to be the reddest area avoid that?  


That is a tough challenge.  That is the sand in the ointment, so to speak, is trying to really 


identify where these things are best suited. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Just to kind of connect to that, the reason I asked, we had a lot of discussion 


on mapping and yesterday’s efforts talked about how much more we need to know and 


everything, and I think one of the things coming from this regional perspective is that I think 


hopefully one of the things that can be really clarified is that some of these habitat distributions 


that may be identified now may be only part of a continuous distribution of habitat that is 


unknown at this time, so that can be factored at least in the discussions and considerations as it is 


being moving forward.   


 


Plus refining some of the fishery operations and working with our partners in the states and other 


contributors, both commercial and recreational fishermen, through really some of the more clear 


operational activities that are going on seasonally, et cetera, in our region to really feed into the 


fact that some of those habitats, if you are looking at those hard structures, hard bottom, live 


bottom coral systems off of these areas are supporting regionally managed fisheries.   


 


You know, the snapper grouper fishery populations extend through the entire region and 


potentially get population effects if it is magnified over a large area and then applied to the 


region.  Hopefully, that would be another benefit of capturing what right now may not be very 


clear on what contiguous habitats would exist 


 


I think a lot of the things we are discussing in these detailed mapping discussions and 


recommendations would really begin to feed into research needs for those, but also the clarity of 


what you may have at risk if you are not getting that information into this process. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  Great; we look forward to receiving all that. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  When you are talking about these wind turbines you are putting offshore, I 


have seen general pictures of what they look like above the surface.  Can you give me some idea 


what they look like below the surface; are they based on pylons like oil rigs? 
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MR. HOOKER:  Yes, there are a couple different designs depending upon the seafloor geology.  


There is what we call a jacketed structure.  Think of a steel jacket structure for like a telephone 


tower or something along those lines.  That is one structure that we know we are potentially 


looking at because in areas where you can’t drive a pyle, so you have a much denser substrate, 


rock boulder that type of thing. 


 


There is also a tripod arrangement where it is three pyles and then a platform.  There is always a 


foundation and then a transition piece and then the actual monopyle that holds the generator.  


There are a few different designs.  I am trying to think if we have them on our website.  I know 


in our environmental assessment for the Mid-Atlantic we have a couple of different designs on 


how those look. 


 


But, generally a tripod of monopyles or a jacketed structure with pins holding it down, there is 


the floating aspect, and then there is just the single monopyle design.  Then there are several 


different designs under the floating on how that will work.  They are being tested; they haven’t 


really been settled upon yet in that area. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, in the interest of moving on, the next item on the agenda was – and, of 


course, we are ahead of ourselves on the agenda – Roger wanted to see if there was any 


discussion among the panel or any recommendations the panel would like to make about 


potential collaborations or synergies between the various regional partnerships we heard about 


today or particular partnerships that you think the council itself should actively put more effort 


into reaching out to and trying to collaborate with.  Roger, do you have any other kind of setup 


material for that? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, I guess one of the things I tried to do is there was that brief document 


you all received or picked up hard copies of, was at least trying to tease towards what either 


some of the existing opportunities for collaboration with the council or anticipated ones were so 


it started at least highlighting some of either ongoing efforts or looking to the future. 


 


In the discussions and deliberations over what we were involved in yesterday in terms of getting 


in the AP’s deliberations on critical information needs, research and recommendations and 


moving forward and supporting ecosystem and longer-term fisheries management; feeding then 


into today’s deliberations on each of the different partners that have been identified at this table; 


what I wanted to do is at least open the discussion again.   


 


We have already talked about a lot of opportunities to collaborate and did even have with our 


presentation of some of the tool development with the Digital Dashboard Services identifying 


connections and capabilities that can enhance the council’s operations, enhance partnerships with 


our members. 


 


The habitat for the other members, the invited participants, I would like to – I highlighted in the 


beginning, but the Habitat Advisory Panel of the council has been the group that really does 


move the council forward in habitat conservation and has set the foundation for such as the 


building of the Fishery Ecosystem Plan and moving forward into ecosystem-based management, 


and the broader view of conservation with our partners in the region. 
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The members here really are helping the council address their mandates but also facilitating the 


initial collaboration between those partners; and now with this discussion here, the opportunity to 


expand that to meet needs of individuals.  The bottom line is we are trying to look beyond or 


reiterate some of the opportunities for collaboration, either programs, information gathering, or 


just ways to better transfer data and begin to put those on the table. 


 


Then follow up with those with our continued deliberation with each of the different groups that 


have been represented; so two ways to do it, either open it up for individual AP members, or one 


thing I thought about is at least touching back with our presenters to see in this discussion now 


are there specific things that you immediately see as opportunities; kind of maybe building on 


some of the points that were highlighted earlier, maybe in the document or discussed on things 


that you see as enhancing some of the collaborations or envisioning.   


 


Then I guess we could go to the AP members.  That just might be an easy way to kind of 


transition into a broader discussion.  I think everybody is probably thinking in their scope right 


now, but then given all these different discussions, maybe other things have come to light or are 


more obvious.  If that seems reasonable, Pace, if we can maybe start that one; I think most of our 


presenters at the table. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Do we want to go around to the presenters from today and ask them basically 


what they got out of the day?  Does Pat have an alternative? 


 


MR. GEER:  Roger, this is mainly for you.  I know you have reached out to a lot of these groups 


already and you have worked very closely with the Alliance.  What was the other one you 


worked really close with -- well, a couple of these you worked very closely with.  Are there any 


of these groups that we have talked to today that you want the AP to reach out for you instead of 


you having to do it all? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, that is a good question to ask before we get into that kind of general 


discussion.  We do have new players involved in this process with the developing South Atlantic 


Landscape Conservation Cooperative.  I think there are some great opportunities to tap in on 


efforts that are going through that organization. 


 


I think they could potentially bring amazing tool capability and broader scale view that nobody 


else has in our entire region, because it is going to be ultimately, as Ken indicated in the vision, 


from inland all the way into the ocean; so efforts of collecting other information or data that 


would go into those systems, but also partnering to expand the view and scope and also just the 


fact of is this beneficial to included marine as a component of this system?  I think that is an 


important side.   


 


Working with that, I think the one reason I say that is it provides a real opportunity to our 


directives as well as the state directive because that organization has direct links to the climate 


science centers; the fully funded DOI Climate Science Centers because NOAA doesn’t have 


money or has not allowed climate as to being the high priority right now.   
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There is that opportunity to provide some of the capability that may not be through other 


avenues.  That is one effort and just participating directly in the overall organization, access the 


information or providing guidance and efforts, especially this strategic plan begins to move 


forward. 


 


The other one is direct involvement, more involvement directly in the South Atlantic Alliance,  


the technical teams on healthy ecosystems as well as working waterfronts to get the fisheries 


components integrated into there. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Just indulge me for a moment in the afternoon.  Pat brought up a very good 


point, and I would just like to do a quick little poll, okay?  If you are in the horseshoe here and 


you have some kind of personal connection to the South Atlantic Alliance and one of its 


technical teams, just raise your hand.  Mary, your hand should be up, too, you are in the 


horseshoe.     


 


If you are involved in SECOORA or any of these ocean observing system stuff, raise your hand.  


If you are involved in wind energy either in a formal state task force or an unofficial state task 


force or something like that, raise your hand.  Now, if you are involved in the South Atlantic 


LCC, raise your hand.  That is what I thought was going to happen.   


 


Really, of the partner groups that we heard about today, the one that we are not already naturally 


keeping close tabs on with is the South Atlantic Alliance, because all these other groups we all 


have – several of us are at least wearing multiple hats that include those other groups.  Is that an 


important gap and how can we kind of minimize the damage or the problems that gap creates?  


That might be the question to turn over to Ken. 


 


MR. McDERMOND:  I hope we did a reasonable job of trying to explain what the vision is here.  


I am not sure we hit the point on all the questions, but if you see value and hope that you see 


value in what this LCCs are supposed to be doing and if you can see value in that across the 


coast and into the marine environment, and I can give you a couple of examples where I can see 


some value, but we need probably more than just Roger sitting at the table to help inform us 


about availability of information, to be posing the types of questions that could be benefited by 


the integration of all this information, whether it is setting priorities, whether it is helping 


integrate future change such as climate, urbanization, energy into your conservation priorities. 


 


The more demands that are put into the bucket here, I think that will help also make the case to 


the partnership that this terrestrial, estuary marine connection is an important thing to consider.  I 


think it is a gap that we are starting to make those inroads, but we are sort of in the infancy.  I 


think that more help in that regard would be good.   


 


It can be through some of these existing partnerships I would say though, too.  It is not starting a 


bunch of new committees or – that is the way I think we are doing this business is by taking 


advantage of existing capacity, and it is sitting around this table right here, I think. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  To that directly, Ken, I think when you talked about the existing partnership 


activity, that is one thing I had been trying to identify, also.  The Southeast Aquatic Resource 
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Partnership is formally under and connected directly into that system.  Enhancement of direct 


activities under that partnership under the National Habitat Plan is also pretty critical because it 


does feed in there.   


 


It has a very significant endorsement of estuarine marine as was presented by Scott earlier of the 


marine environment and the estuarine environment and commitment to those resources.  I think 


getting all those types of capabilities and expanded existing links in there; I think that is the one 


thing I have been trying to highlight at the steering committee to try to calm down some of the 


concern that we are going way too far is that there is a lot to build from.  That I think is a key 


point that you are making. 


 


MR. McDERMOND:  One other thing that I wanted to say; and I am not sure if this fits quite in 


here but it kind of gets to maybe an example where there is value added, especially on the last 


conversation, the wind energy, so there is a future change.  There is something that all the 


organizations out here have to react to or proact to, I guess, in some way. 


 


It is not much different than a highway, I guess.  It is another infrastructure; it is another change 


coming down the road.  One of the things we have heard early on in discussions like from 


Federal Highways and State D.O.T’s is when they have to go through their preplanning or their 


processes that we were talking about here, they end up having to go to all these different groups; 


so the fish groups, the bird groups, the whatever others. 


 


And so one thing that is really helpful to them is some sort of a way to bring all that information 


together in one view, if you will.  Again, I know that is an audacious challenge, but I am sort of 


curious if you all see NMFS has to deal with it, Fish and Wildlife Service has to deal with it, 


each one of the states have to deal with these sorts of things; and oftentimes you are only looking 


at your individual data set versus how are these resources valued across the whole landscape and 


how are they important and how are we going to sustain them?  It is usually not done by one 


place, and so being able to provide reaction or even proactive advise to these future changes that 


can actually be influenced would seem to be to be a valuable thing, so I will just lay that out 


there. 


 


MR. DUREN:  Ken and Rua, when I was listening to you speak, I kept getting pulled between 


two different thoughts, and one was that a lot of what you are talking about I almost felt like I 


was listening to a futurist talking.  A lot of the things you are doing is from a very high-level 


long-term point of view, and it is good. 


 


To the extent that you have provided insights to these organizations and others that are 


represented around the table, I think that is useful.  But if there were some way to bridge from 


that high levels look to, okay, somebody has got to make a decision on changing the fishery 


management plan. 


 


That is going to mean we have got to kill fewer or more fish or whatever and we’ve got to do 


that next year or somebody has got to make a decision on approving this project that is going to 


be moving dirt around next year.  If there is somewhere to get from the high level to bridge to 
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how do we make a decision on something that has to be done now, that is what I have kept 


struggling and trying to understand when I was listening to your talk. 


 


MR. McDERMOND:  Well, you joined the crowd.  I think that is actually one of our 


communications challenges that we are facing.  What Rua talked about that really will – and I 


think it was Carolyn asked the question, Sue asked the same question – she didn’t ask it in the 


short term but even just in the broader scope, how does this help me make a decision or how 


does it help me?  You know, there are a thousand different questions out there.   


 


This plan that Rua is talking about is to try to put an example out there of how this can work in a 


short time.  It won’t be perfect, but it will identify places on the map that says we need to take 


conservation action in this particular place if we want to sustain these resources at the levels we 


have talked about, that the partnership has come together to agree on.   


 


It is not going to be everything to every person or every organization.  We haven’t figured out 


exactly how to scale these things down to a specific question yet, but you can come up with an 


example.  This may not be like you are talking about, but let’s say organizations are out there and 


so they see a spot on the map that says if we want to sustain – I am going to have to use a 


terrestrial example because I am probably not just as familiar with the aquatic or marine side, but 


if we want to sustain this population or this habitat type, it’s threatened across the landscape, and 


if we don’t take action and the place to take action given this future change, given our desires, 


here is where you need to go and have some sense of in the time when you need to take that 


action, like is it going to be taken over by urbanization tomorrow or in 20 years? 


It should help people out there.  And then also you can look at that and say that is affecting 


cultural resources, ecosystem services, wildlife.  You can layer the interests, if you will.  You 


can ask the question and then you can say as an organization I buy land or I regulate or influence 


policy that is going to affect that place in the ground, whether it is the water quality or what have 


you. 


 


It should be able to answer questions about the kinds of things you are talking about.  I can’t map 


directly to your fish question, but it should be able to answer those kinds of questions, and it is 


how perfect is that answer going to be?  Are you willing to act on it based on the credibility of 


the science we have put together? 


 


Nobody has ever done it at that scale before.  It is going to be constantly improving is our hope.  


Let me give you another real example, we connected with the Marine Corps Installations East.  


One of their goals is to conserve dark space for low-level flight operations in flight areas around 


the southeast. 


 


That is not necessarily an interest that a wildlife person would have, but the reality is they 


overlap.  They have got a map of where these areas are throughout the southeast.  They have 


asked us, well, we need to know what is going to affect that area; who else can come to the table 


to influence the conservation? 


 


Well, guess what, there are people that care about wildlife that basically this means no 


development, right, or limited development, so where is the priority?  They have a huge area that 
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they need to conserve.  They only have a certain amount of money.  Where should they take 


action first? 


 


We have these urbanization models that we can bring to the table, climate change models, and 


then we can identify within that corridor, well, there are some really important areas for species 


that are valuable and they are valuable for a variety of reasons.  We can help bring those other 


interests to the table and say if you all were together you can conserve more than the one, and 


here are the priorities.  There is an example of a specific decision, and we are doing that right 


now.  We are working with that right now.  Does that make any sense? 


 


DR. MORDECAI:  I am going to add one more thing onto that, and this actually even came up 


today when Tina had the tool up there and took the best shot that sort of, okay, here is our geo- 


portal for that.   


 


Then Pace goes up and says, well, here is the question I want to ask of this.  Okay, now I see 


where we were going.  Now here is a real question I am faced with right now that I need to deal 


with.  I think it is going to be part of some of those things we do our best to try to identify ahead 


of time on some decisions that people are making, because in reality, of course, everyone has to 


make decisions based on what they have right now. 


 


That is why that idea of not waiting three to five years to get it perfect.  You never get it perfect.  


But I think part of it is really that process of putting something out there for people to start 


saying this is it, this is the question that I really need to ask and then have those kinds of things 


really drive the development of some of these questions where people are ready to take action. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Maybe I am beating a dead horse in the ground, but I just want to bring it back 


to Pat’s question, and are we asking Roger to do too much to be the interface between this panel 


and these various regional activities?  We know that when you look across the South Atlantic 


Alliance and the Wind Energy and the Navy and stuff like that, Roger is not the only person who 


is being asked to make that bridge.  I mean there are several of us involved in those activities, so 


it is as much a burden on us as it is on Roger to do that.   


 


But when you get to the South Atlantic LCC, we are relying upon Roger or through a surrogate 


like Scott to do that.  Now is that sufficient or do we need something more to ensure that the 


LLC is receiving the kind of input it wants as it starts to think about how it is going to grow into 


the marine environment? 


 


Do you need something more than what you have got already in place to find out what the 


habitat panel here – what kind of input we could be providing?  Does that mean another kind of 


meeting?  Does that mean it is some kind of subcommittee?  Does it just mean putting another 


person on your steering committee?  I mean who knows what that could mean, or do you guys 


feel you are getting the amount of input you want? 


 


MR. McDERMOND:  I know that question was directed at the panel here, the advisory panel, 


but I hope the question is we don’t need a lot of more committees and meetings.  That is my 
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dream, anyway.  Again, it does go back to this so SARP is there at the table, so we are making 


connections with the South Atlantic Alliance. 


 


All of you all are engaged in all those things, too.  I think the question is where are the gaps?  


Then the next thing is that we are just now through our strategic planning process starting to 


identify what are the questions that are most important right now.  We are not going to answer all 


thousand questions right now. 


 


What are the most short-term and near-term questions that we need to answer that are relevant to 


resource managers?  I think  that will then begin to help us see where we might need some focus 


on a particular question, whether it is wind energy, whether it is port development, whether it is a 


variety of different things.  Somebody brought up – we had folks visiting us about sturgeon and 


restoring sturgeon populations.   


 


As those issues arise, then we might need to focus down as we bring our bigger scale planning 


effort down to actually help to answer those specific questions.  Then we might need to say, 


okay, we need to tap some people to help deal with that specific question, but here is another 


group we haven’t – you know, here is our first time opportunity.   


 


I think that it is not about setting up necessarily new groups but the points will be – and right 


now I don’t know how many people – for example, we had a survey out there to do our strategic 


planning – how many people helped fill that out and say here is what is really important; here are 


the kinds of issues that are out there that we need answers to; the type of enterprise that the LLC 


is setting up would be in a great position to help answer those questions.  It is the questions that 


we need, I think the issues. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  And I think it is a timing issue because I definitely wanted to have this 


interaction with the LCC, with this large group, with the other partners in advance of getting 


really into kind of some of the weeds.  I know a number of the people that I would have liked to 


have involved directly in the survey without a primer on what the LCC was; I think the 


information going into that would have really skewed whatever would have been out of that.   


 


It would not have been useful.  This was the first opportunity for a lot of the advisory panel 


members, council and other partners to get kind of a clarification of where the LCC is and where 


potentially it could go; give you a foundation to get some real response.  From my steering hat 


member, I would have liked to then looked at really getting the next generation of some input for 


the strategic planning now that there is more foundation and really get to exactly what Pace is 


saying is how then does that translate into that.   


 


Then it also can feed back into participation, collaboration, enhancing connections with 


SECOORA, with the Alliance, with SARP and with the council and other partners in the region 


to make it more functional.  That is part of the whole reason of this effort here, this day’s effort.    


That is kind of where I thought the most useful move toward integration of the marine focus. 


 


I’ll take liberty just to – from the beginning, the example that I had seen with the ability of this to 


look at that broader scope and the connection to the climate science centers, I could see the real 
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potential use of having a tool that ultimately would provide us an understanding of change and 


modification of the essential fish habitat down to watershed levels and how that begins to impact 


populations, managed populations like gag in the South Atlantic Region. 


 


Just the ability to begin to make the connections, number one, and then to have some very 


focused things that would provide the context, and that would have definitely connections with 


SARP and the Coastal Assessment Activities, with the Alliance as the individual states are 


refining information on habitats, on species, on fishing operations.  There are some things that 


now we are at that point to step forward beyond where we have in the past. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I may be wrong but I think this organization of the fishing management council 


is about 31, 2, 3, years old; the early ‘80s or the late ‘70s.  Nobody seems to know, ’76, okay.  I 


have been involved in this subcommittee or this committee for about seven or eight years.  You 


scientists can say what you want to say, but every time we come to the meeting, everything gets 


put a little bit further off.  It may happen; it will happen sometime.   


 


I want you all to put something down and say the ocean is healthy or the ocean isn’t healthy.  I 


keep coming back to this, but I keep coming back to it because of the things I said this morning.  


In South Carolina and in North Carolina, I am sure, and in Georgia and Florida, we can’t eat the 


king mackerel that we catch because of the mercury.   


 


The governor of South Carolina’s kids can’t swim in Myrtle Beach because of the runoff.  You 


all keep closing down fisheries on a daily basis, or the council keeps closing down fisheries 


every time they meet because I assume the fisheries are in horrible shape.  Why can’t somebody 


just say that the ocean is in a bad way and we have got to fix it?   


 


I don’t know how to go about doing it, but I know one thing; we have got to do something and 


we have got to quit talking about it.  We have just got to take some actions.  The only way we are 


going to get actions is quit saying may or putting it off, or the next generation will solve it, or the 


next whatever.  Let’s put something down and have a positive report for a change instead of keep 


putting it off.  It can’t be that hard. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Jenks, one of the first things that discussion on State of the Ocean, with even 


just putting that back on the table, I think that is going to be something that is going to be 


directed.  As a representative on the board, that is going to be directed and hopefully we can do 


that on an annual basis to begin to get baselines; where we are, where we can go, and then how 


to influence it. 


 


Other activities such as efforts on the water flow regime; that is moving way far forward to set 


and create inflow stream recommendations that are going to be for the long term because we are 


going to lose essentially all our estuarine capabilities if we do not move forward.  I think those 


are some fairly bold steps that are being taken to try to get those down. 


 


I think there are some things that are going to happen in response to this meeting that are going 


to have some significant steps forward.  All the tool capabilities and things that we are trying to 
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do on that level to integrate these to understand that when you are looking at a problem in one 


small location that may not just be for that location as a huge information transfer right now. 


 


I just think that we are trying to move forward with a number of these and this is the group that 


can move forward.  I do appreciate you saying make it happen, and I think at least most of the 


people that have been involved in the processes we were talking about here are trying to leverage 


everything they can to better understand it and also make the changes.  I am committed, so if you 


feel I fall short, I will go further, but I think there is a lot of commitment to make that happen.  


How we make it happen; we just have to work together. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  But the baseline is a moving target so we are never going to catch up with that. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That is actually a very scary thing with regard to climate change issues on 


this. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Yes, I understand that but why don’t we stop the clock for 24 hours and come to 


some conclusion at that point in time and then move on from there instead of keep pushing 


everything off to the next go round.  That is what I am trying to get done. 


 


MR. GEER:  We didn’t get there overnight.  I mean the problems we have didn’t  happen 


overnight and it is not going to be solved overnight.  We live in a very what have you done for 


me lately society?  It is going to take years to correct some of the problems that have occurred.  I 


live in Brunswick that has five super fund sites.  They have been working on those for 25 years 


and will probably be working on it for the next century because of the issues that are involved 


with it. 


 


It is a slow process as we learn more, as we know more.  The issues become more complex.  I 


mean everything that you just said I could give you a reason why those things are occurring.  I 


mean the beaches, for instance, they have a much more defined method of recording and 


measuring the health of a beach, which they didn’t have ten years ago.  That is why more 


beaches are closed now than ever before. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I don’t want to get in a debate, but most of you people are scientists.  I am not a 


scientist.  I represent probably 90 percent of the people in the country.  We want some answers 


and we want to know something.  You all have got some answers but you won’t tell us.   


 


MR. PRATT:  Well, I can see both sides.  I share Jenks concerns and I have been in this game 


about as long as anybody in here.  I have been a fisherman and an environmentalist for almost 50 


years.  I have seen programs develop and get lost, Jenks, and it is kind of like an old friend of 


mine, she is dead now, said, every time I come to one of these meetings you all say may, could 


or possibly.   You don’t ever say it is going to be.   


 


I understand your point that you can’t say that because it is a moving target.  It is a changing 


world and it is a very complex, interrelated system that goes all the way from Scott through Ken 


and Rua down to Anne back to the council.  What do you do?  But, you know, sitting here today, 
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this is the most encouraging meeting I have been to in a few years because I see what Scott has 


got and what Jennifer says, what she is doing, and Ken and Rua and Anne.   


 


If we can find the mechanism to bring all that information to where Roger can punch a key and 


says I want to know and it will tell him; what that ocean-going fish relies on from Scott’s point 


of view.  What makes up the headwaters of that stream that puts the chemicals in it that makes it 


so it feeds the fish that that ocean-going fish eats, and what he depends on? 


 


That is a very complex issue, and I don’t have all the answers, because like Jenks I am not a 


scientist, but I have been watching for 50 years and I know what it takes to make that stream 


work so it supports all the fish.  But as Jenks said and someone else said, if you want a decision 


you have got to stop waiting until we have conclusive proof.  You have got to do it. 


 


There are a lot of fisheries been shut down because, oh, my God, we killed one, and the fish are 


out there knee deep, and that has got to stop.  We need somebody.  I don’t know who it is going 


to be, whether it is Ken or Scott or me or Jenks.  Maybe me and Jenks will go buy us a 12-pack 


and get about half drunk, we still don’t tell you. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I think we need a baseball bat. 


 


MR. PRATT:  No, but at some point in time, Pace, somebody is going to have to step up to the 


plate and swing.  He may miss the ball, but he is going to have to swing, because you never, like 


the old coach said, “Son, if you don’t swing you ain’t going to never hit that ball.”  Somebody 


has got to do it.  Now I don’t know; I will be willing to help anybody I could with what little bit 


of expertise I have got from personal experience.   


 


Anne and I get in an argument all the time because she likes vegetation and I don’t but we get 


along.  I don’t know how you do it Pace or Roger; I don’t know how you make it all interface.  


Maybe Tina does as she was talking about getting all the programs, this Dashboard.  If you can 


make that Dashboard all encompassing, then you can do it but I don’t do computers so I don’t 


know how you do that. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I mean, there is political will that is involved that we don’t have control over.  


Science is public enemy number one sometimes, and we do have 98 percent of scientists believe 


in climate change, but less than 50 percent of Americans do, so climate change is going to 


severely affect the fisheries.   


 


We have the science and we know the first steps we need to take to do it and no one wants to do 


it.  There is no political will to do it.  I think scientists; we are trained to say maybe, probably, 


because we don’t know what is going to happen; but even when we are more sure than we are 


most of the time, there is still not the political will to do it, so how do you solve that coming as a 


non-scientist? 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Political will comes from the people. 


 


AP MEMBER:  So what is the public will? 
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MR. MIKELL:  Right, the public will will make the political will change.  The only way to hit 


the public will is to put some information out there, whether it be 100 percent correct or not, let’s 


just show that it is on the downslide. 


 


AP MEMBER:  We have with climate change, we have shown – 


 


MR. MIKELL:  But there are other things besides climate change. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Yes, but to fisheries, I mean, that is just one that I think that we are more sure 


than others.  I don’t know the answer. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I agree with Jenks, because education is the biggest thing and I am involved in 


this on a daily basis.  That is the only way you change political will.  He never said it’s right.  It 


is policy issue.  The South Atlantic Fishery Council does not – unless they are asked to comment 


on an Army Corps 404 project or whatever that is going to destroy essential fish habitat, they 


can’t elevate anything to the CEQ. 


 


They don’t have that authority; we don’t have that authority.  But, Jenks, in 2006 we did draw a 


line in the shifting baseline with the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  We said, damn it, we are going to 


stop overfishing.  Taking fish out of the ocean faster than they can reproduce themselves is just 


stupid.  The public said that very clearly.  We had a unanimous vote in congress.  Now a bunch 


of people want to undo that, though.  I don’t understand that; I have a charterboat business.  I 


don’t like these regulations, but I will survive them. 


 


You know. what we have to do now is what these folks are doing, is connect the fish with their 


ecosystems and show it very plainly on a Dashboard and everything else and get some sort of 


habitat provisions in the next Magnuson authorization and through other bodies of federal 


legislation that makes it just as stupid.  To destroy habitat faster than you can create it is as stupid 


as to take fish out of the ocean faster than they can reproduce themselves. 


 


I am really fascinated by what you all are doing, and I think that you are doing it in a way that 


especially as kids come up and really tech sophisticated educational systems, that this is going to 


get easier, if it is ever easy.  It is never easy but it will become more possible.  You know, we are 


looking 2, 3, 4 years down the road to the next Magnuson Reauthorization Act.  


 


I think that the quicker we have something in place to show the connection between habitat and 


fisheries production to make the case to the fishing community the healthier the habitat is the 


more fish you can harvest.  We might have a golden opportunity in the next few years.  All this 


panicky stuff you see in the legislature right now will go away as the economy improves, and 


hopefully the stars will align.  I hate to sound high-minded and Pollyannaish but if you don’t you 


will drive yourself to despair in this business. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, I’ve got to throw a trial balloon out here just to see if it seems like a 


good idea or not.  One thing that I think this body could do because of who we are and what our 


collective technical expertise is and what our role is as an advisory panel to the council is that we 
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could put together something that will be in the council lexicon called a policy statement, but it 


could basically be just a statement where we make some pretty concise statements about what we 


believe is the status of coastal habitats and their relationship to supporting fisheries and set some 


goals for the ecosystem in terms of amount of protection, amount of restoration and try to bind 


those protection and restoration goals by certain years and see if the council would actually 


endorse that kind of policy statement. 


 


Then it becomes fodder for the rest of us to use in our day-to-day activities as we do the 


individual negotiations with the Army Corps and the Navy and everybody else about all the 


various activities they want to do is that we can use this policy statement to kind of guide our 


individual discussions with them and kind of see what that could do. 


 


Just to kind of translate it towards a little something the LCC folks were talking about, knowing 


what are the flows within the rivers, within South Carolina, North Carolina that are most 


conducive to diadromous fish and estuaries within the constraints of the existing dams; knowing 


what those numbers are and having some group like the LCC have their reputation standing 


behind those numbers. 


 


That kind of a report would go a long way in my negotiations with FERC.  I tell you my personal 


opinion about what those numbers are; that doesn’t mean squat in a negotiation with FERC, but 


having something like the LCC do that is something else.  We could do like a habitat kind of 


equivalent and eventually bubble that up to maybe getting council endorsement.   


I don’t know if Duane seems kind of okay with that, right?  As many of you know, I use to work 


in the northeast and I use to work for the Hudson River Foundation in a roundabout kind of way.  


They put together statements exactly like this with groups that were not nearly half as talented as 


this group here, so it is something that we could do. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I second that motion. 


 


MR. PRATT:  One comment on that, Pace, is be careful and don’t lock yourself, not Pace, but 


the council or whoever makes that policy statement into a static world.  Don’t go to historical 


levels, as we have talked about all day with climate change, and it is happening.  I may not live 


to see it, but some of the younger people in here are going to see some major changes in this 


world because it is really accelerating.  That needs to be a caveat in that policy statement that we 


are going to allow nature to do what she is going to do, but we are going to do our best to make 


sure it happens in an orderly fashion. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I know they can do that because they use the word “may” and “if” all the time.  


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Directly to Pace’s comments and concept of moving forward, one thing we 


actually do have specific to the in-stream flow direction, under the original habitat plan we had 


recommended that on a regional basis we establish baseline in-stream flow recommendations.  


Now we may have an opportunity to have an organization provide, in collaboration with another 


organization, SARP, some of those baselines. 
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Beyond that we actually have a foothold in making some of these recommendations on habitat 


by integrating the Southeast Aquatic Habitat Plan, that at a first level began to try to look at 


specifications of habitat conservation goals and different things and that has been integrated into 


the FEP. 


 


Right now we have a coastal assessment moving forward, engaging of the states; we have an 


opportunity to do exactly what you are saying with some of the efforts.  I’ll kind of bounce it to 


Scott to at least touch on that as an opportunity.  I think it feeds directly into this and it is moving 


toward what the council intended from the habitat plan to the ecosystem plan, which took it 


another step up saying that we are going to look at ecosystem indicators, status and then it feeds 


into actually our five-year next update of the fishery ecosystem planning, which could be the 


fisheries component of a marine plan or whatever.  With that I would like to defer or bounce to 


Scott just on a real opportunity to – 


 


MR. ROBINSON:  This is very similar to the approach we took with the Southeast Aquatic 


Habitat Plan, that we have quantitative targets for habitat restoration.  You put those out there 


and your partners see where they can make progress against those goals and then you try to 


measure that progress. 


 


I mean when we put this together, in a lot of cases we didn’t have the numbers we needed on a 


regional basis to develop perfect targets, but we did develop targets for almost every one of those 


objectives that give us a goal to shoot for.  Then as we do our habitat assessments we go back 


and revise those targets.  I think that method has been proven in the bird world, because that is 


where we got it was from the bird joint ventures.  It has worked well there; I think it can work 


with marine habitats, too. 


 


If we say we want X amount of living shoreline on the South Atlantic coast and this panel puts 


that out there as a goal, and then you have everybody from the Nature Conservancy, to SARP, to 


Georgia DNR contributing what they can to those goals, I think you are going to make some real 


progress. 


 


We are going to start a coastal assessment, but really what I am looking at is there is enough 


information out there, especially from what I heard from these other groups, that we just need to 


compile it in a way that makes sense to not only us but to this panel and to the people out there 


that can help us and provide political and public support for habitat conservation there.  I mean, 


that would be the way I would recommend we go at it.  We have a common set of numbers that 


we can work off of.  I think that would be important. 


 


DR. MORDECAI:  To add to that and taking those – putting my LCC staff hat on, just like we 


are doing with SARP and these other groups trying to look at the targets that have come out from 


these partnerships, and maybe those targets and those indicators become the LCC’s estuarine 


marine targets and indicators.  I think it would be a nice opportunity for people not have to go to 


a hundred meetings to answer the same question. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think this is really evolving well because one of the keys on the SARP side 


is connected directly to that National Habitat Plan, which specifically is saying habitat 
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connection to fisheries, to fish production and making that link very strong.  The opportunity to 


use the information education side of this to understand that the alterations of an estuarine habitat 


here is going to impact gag grouper; and alteration of nearshore hard bottom may impact gag 


grouper, alteration of areas in deep coral systems; understanding all these different pieces and 


how they are connecting with the partners we have, with the intent to direct for some of these 


other efforts focusing on making that real understanding of productive and healthy habitats are 


going to result in fishing and fishing opportunity.  I think those are resounding issues and 


messages that we can weave these different directives to translate. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Roger, watching the council deal with the Magnuson requirements and 


implementation – I don’t mean to be critical here; it is more of a piece of advice – I don’t think 


you all did a good enough job.  Let me rephrase that; one of the things that I would have done is 


point out like where we say the town of Palm Beach and to stop the dredging project, the beach 


nourishment project around the Lake Worth Pier and those nearshore reefs; I mean, thousands of 


people a week fish there; and if that project had gone through, no one would have fished there.   


 


You would have been better off fishing in your swimming pool, because it would have been bad.  


It wasn’t just a habitat issue, it was an access issue.  I think that as we move forward with these 


restoration initiatives with these various targets; one of the things you ought to think about – and  


I am not a scientist, I’m not a biologist, but if you can think about how to spin this knowledge, 


not spin it, present it accurately and honestly as a way to enhance fisheries, but also as a way to 


enhance access both in terms of the total allowable catch for a species.  And if you do it, you 


restore a seagrass meadow for the sake of gag grouper recruitment, but there is also going to be 


seatrout and red fish and things like that on it as well, just a piece of messaging advice. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Just trying to translate all this into some sort of action that we collectively can 


hold ourselves accountable for, at the next Habitat AP meeting the AP would like to hear from 


the council and support system, which I guess includes the State Subpanel Chairs, they would 


like to see a framework for a set of protection and restoration goals and a distillation of the 


numbers that are already out there among the various partner groups; and with the idea that 


during that next AP meeting the AP would collectively decide on what numbers and timeframes 


it wants in its policy statement.  We could walk out of that AP meeting with that basically done 


and hopefully a unanimous endorsement of its contents for the council to approve at the 


subsequent council meeting.  Does that sound like something feasible? 


 


MS. DEATON:  That sounds great; it sounds oversimplified, I think.  I was just going to say, 


Wilson, how long has APNET been working on indicators of something to report?   


 


DR. WILSON:  About three years. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Three years to come up with a list of indicators to monitor so you could come 


up with the State of the Coast Report.  I think that sounds great.  I was going to ask if the 


information you think should already be in there as much as we can know in the FEP, that maybe 


you can pull things out of that to come up with short, brief, public-friendly document state of our 


ocean or something based on what we know to date.  Then from there what you don’t know and 


then use that to work on your protection and restoration goals. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and definitely I think that is definitely a place to start from because we 


have that core FEP that we need to take further, but I also think this process of doing a coastal 


assessment right now, the engagement of the individual states, there is an opportunity because 


that is going to be on a fairly fast track to get that in place.   


 


I think it actually can help feed into even the refined view of maybe some of those other 


information sources, making the link to the species, building it similar to the way that we have 


done it with other policy statements very clearly. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I would just say that one of the great things that this group could do is come at it 


from this fisheries’ standpoint.  We all are coming at habitat from all these different components.  


Don’t try to be all encompassing to everyone.  I think that is what our challenge is, that is where 


the linkage needs to come in. 


 


But the idea of taking what is in the ecosystem plan and pulling it out into statements, making 


the link between habitat and specific species, getting at what you guys talked about a little bit 


yesterday, which instead of the complex, being able to share some of the relationships on 


specific species, that can then easily be translated back to the public as well as to all these other 


groups that are starting to work at it from different perspectives would be really helpful. 


 


I mean, that is just one thing to think about like how can you get the great work that is already 


out there out in a way that is more easily communicated.  I think some of the work that is going 


on with the Dashboard does a bit of that, but it still takes a little bit of digging into; so a policy 


with those quick overviews, that would be a great starting point. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The point I hope that I am making is picking up on what others have said is that 


a policy statement will be a living, breathing document.  We do not have to wait for these 


assessments and all these other things to be done to create this policy statement.  We can create 


the policy statement using the existing, easily accessible information coupled with best 


professional judgment, and then we can revise that policy statement and polish it as these other 


studies began to produce their products and so on.  The only wait and if or may will be for the 


improvement to it, but we can actually get it done at the next meeting. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Halleluiah. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I am going to go back to something.  Jenkins, you kept asking the same question 


and it is a good question.  I want to ask if anybody is familiar with the Chesapeake Bay’s Report 


Card?  Do we have anything in the states at all that is similar to that because to me that answers 


your question.  


 


That answers your question; it is an index of several different estimates of biota and water 


quality and other things like that and they bring it all together.  For the general public, if you can 


say the water quality is a C; well, that is not too good.  The next year may go up to 50 percent or 
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40 percent, but I don’t know, we probably have some of that in some of the states but I am sure 


we don’t have something coastwide. 


 


DR. REICHERT:  Pricilla can probably answer that question, also.  South Carolina DNR has 


both a an environmental as well as what we have called Status of the Resource for a number of 


species, and we are developing that for more species, which I think is a similar concept to the 


Chesapeake with I think it is a color, green, yellow, red in terms of how the resource is doing.  


We are developing that and it is already there for the environment for the creek surveys. 


 


MS. WENDT:  It’s called the South Carolina Estuarine and Coastal Assessment Program.  I am 


sure you guys are familiar with it, SCECAP.  I am just looking on the website and it looks like 


the most recent data that is available goes through 2008, but the idea is to come up with an 


integrated assessment of different variables to characterize habitats as good, poor or fair quality, 


and red, green or yellow.  It is being done; it has been done.  Whether you would want to use 


those same metrics elsewhere, I am not sure, but it seems like it is pretty comprehensive to me. 


 


MR. HOOKER:  I was just going to say that I think the State of the Bay Report though is a 


nonprofit foundation’s report which you know – there are two different reports, okay. 


 


MR. ROBINSON:  I was just going to say the Gulf of Mexico Alliance has recently developed 


one for the Gulf, a very similar thing.  They just went through that process for the Gulf.  It 


probably wouldn’t be hard to do something similar for the South Atlantic.  


 


DR. MORDECAI:  I was sort of going to sort of add on to that.  The reference Scott made about 


the bird world doing similar things.  As of just about three years ago, they started releasing a 


State of the Birds Report nationally targeted at the public and congress to answer that very 


question just for birds. 


 


They release it every year with a different theme, private lands and public lands; but basically, 


just like all these other things, pulling together the existing data and then taking that extra step to 


make it understandable in plain language and not getting into super amounts of detail.  It seems 


like there are tons and tons of examples of it being done, sometimes regularly.  I mean, just like 


in Chesapeake, that is a regularly updated thing. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, there is also the Heinz Center’s National Ecosystem Report Card that some 


of us in this room I know helped participate in the design of that report card.  There are lots of 


models to be used for these frameworks.  The South Atlantic Alliance, if the Healthy Ecosystem 


Team moves forward with that first set of activities, they will be meeting sometime between now 


and when the next time the AP would meet to kind of have the big workshop that it was talking 


about. 


 


There are a lot of opportunities to pull from existing information or activities that are planned for 


the very near future to pull this together.  We can take that as a charge from the AP to the council 


to try and pull this framework together in time for the next meeting.  The good thing about that is 


it also kind of sets up the agenda for half of the next AP meeting, all right. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  I guess the other part – and I have said it a couple times and I will just 


reiterate it – is definitely move forward with the other technical side, with a coordinated group 


looking at the Digital Dashboard and where that can go and collaboration between partners as 


well as refinement of the capabilities in that system.  Holding a workshop in early next year to do 


that I think is going to be real important, and the technical representatives from the organizations 


that are represented as partners as well as the GIS specialists from the states, et cetera, are going 


to be key players and other appropriate advisory panel members that could have inputs on those. 


 


I think it is going to be real critical to take it to the next steps for operational.  It would have a 


pretty significant role and then connecting into the policy statement and opportunities to enhance 


information and some of the directives that may come out of the policy statement.  That is the 


other facet I think that is going to be pretty critical and important to move forward with. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, we are getting close to the end.  Anything anybody else wants to add? 


 


MR. HARRIS:  Thank you very much.  On behalf of the council, I just want to thank all of you, 


the Habitat AP members, the presenters, and the other participants for all of your efforts these 


last two days.  I get to hear Roger talk about this stuff at our council meetings, and usually we 


give him about five minutes to summarize everything that you all told us in two days. 


I can tell you it just doesn’t cut it.  I really heard a lot of great stuff these last two days.  I am 


thankful that I now have a much better understanding of what Roger has been trying to tell us.  


We give him five minutes and he usually takes fifteen, as you can probably understand.  But in 


any event, it has been very enlightening and eye-opening to me to hear all these programs 


actually being presented by the people that run the programs rather than Roger.   


 


I think you are on the right track.  You are the Habitat Advisory Panel for the council.  We don’t 


tell you what to tell us.  You tell us what you think we need to know.  Just keep up the good 


work, you are on the right track, Pace, great job running the meeting and we will look forward to 


the next meeting, and hopefully it will be before I leave the council next year.  Anyway, thank 


you all very much, I appreciate it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Thanks, any bookkeeping stuff? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Just a footnote to that. I think we may try just to facilitate moving some of 


these things forward and try to get this meeting maybe earlier in the year.  We were going to 


actually try to have two meetings this year to set the stage and then finalize; and then just given 


everything else going on and a lot of other involvement, it was almost impossible.  That may be 


something that we might try to do, and that would also guarantee that Duane could really be in 


that next one, which I think is going to be a really critical meeting, that next one. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I get to like bang this because we are done, right?  All right, thank you, 


goodbye. 


 


(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned on November 16, 2011.) 
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The Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council convened in the Charleston Marriott Hotel, Charleston, South Carolina, 


Wednesday morning, November 14, 2012, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by 


Chairman Pace Wilbur. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I’d like to welcome everyone to the November 2012 meeting of the Habitat and 


Environmental Protection Advisory Panel Meeting.  We have a somewhat different agenda than 


what we’ve seen in the past.  Hopefully, it will work well for the advisory panel and work well in 


our service to the council. 


 


If there are any questions people have throughout the day, feel free to pipe in.  The first items on 


the agenda are the fairly standards ones, introductions, review and approval of the agenda and 


review and approval of the minutes from the previous meeting.  After that we will then go into 


some topic-related discussions; the first set of topics focusing on the proposed expansion of the 


boundaries for the Oculina Bank HAPC, the Miami-Stetson HAPC.   


 


These are things that the council has asked this advisory panel to comment on.  As part of our 


service to the council, we will do our best to provide them with comments that are helpful to 


them in their deliberations.   Then we will move on to some items to talk about; the actual 


internal operations of this advisory panel and what our goals are for the coming year or two, and 


try to lay out some sort of a schedule where we can rationally accomplish all those various tasks.   


 


Now before we get into the nitty-gritty of the day, I’d like to go around and have everyone do the 


traditional say who you are, who you work for.  We’ll see if anyone has anything in common 


with someone that they really didn’t quite expect based on the movies.  We’ll start with Todd 


Kellison. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  Okay, Todd Kellison, NOAA Fisheries, Beaufort, North Carolina.   


 


DR. ELKINS:  Chris Elkins, North Carolina recreational seat.   


 


MR. ELLIS:  I’m John Ellis, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in Raleigh, North Carolina.  


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Mike Merrifield with Cape Canaveral Shrimp Company in Cape 


Canaveral, Florida, representing the Deepwater Shrimp AP.   


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  I’m Alice Lawrence with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service out of Athens, 


Georgia.   


 


MR. PARKER:  Captain Bill Parker, Runaway Fishing Charters, Hilton Head Island, South 


Carolina.   


 


MS. GREEN:  Emily Greene, representing the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission.   


 


MR. MIKELL:  I’m Jenks Mikell; I live on Edisto Island, which is about 40 miles south of here. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Priscilla Wendt, South Carolina Department of Natural Resources.   
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MS. HILFER:  I’m Susan Hilfer; I’m a recreational fisherman from Beaufort, South Carolina.   


 


DR. REED:  I’m John Reed from Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institution.   


 


MR. WILBUR:  All right, I’m Pace Wilbur from NOAA Fisheries based here in Charleston, 


South Carolina.  


 


MR. WAUGH:  Gregg Waugh, South Atlantic Council staff.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  I’m Anna Martin, council staff.  I work with our Coral and Shrimp and 


Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panels.   


 


MR. KELLY:  Bill Kelly with Florida Keys Commercial Fishermen’s Association representing 


basically the spiny lobster, stone crab and finfish industries in the Florida Keys.  My first AP 


meeting and I’m looking forward to meeting all of you and a pleasure to be here.   


 


MR. PRATT:  Terry Pratt from North Carolina, commercial fisherman for more than 50 years, 


and I have served on more committees than I can count dealing with environmental matters.   


 


MR. STREET:  Mike Street, North Carolina.  I’m here as a scientist; I’m retired from the North 


Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries.   


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I’m Carter Watterson with the Department of the Navy.   


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Amber Whittle with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission.   


 


MR. JONES:  Tom Jones; I’m an investment guy.  I’m the recreational fisherman representative 


from Georgia on the Habitat Advisory Panel.   


 


MR. GEER:  I’m Pat Geer from Georgia DNR.   


 


MR. WILBUR:  All right, the next item on the agenda is the approval of the agenda for today 


and tomorrow.  As I mentioned in my brief introductory comments, we’re basically having a 


session focused on what I would call service to the council.  The council has asked us to weigh in 


on various alternatives for the expansion of the Coral HAPCs.  It is an important part of what an 


advisory panel does, and that is a big part of the agenda.   


 


Then the next part is to begin to ferret out the kinds of activities that this advisory panel might 


want to focus on during the coming year.  Now, if you look carefully at the agenda, what we had 


originally planned for this afternoon was a discussion of the various policy statements that the 


council has that are related to habitat.  Many of those policy statements are fairly old and need 


some refurbishing.  Many of those policy statements or maybe one or two of them might be 


antiquated and just need to be deleted. 


 


There are probably some significant policy statements that we might want to develop that we 


don’t really have one for yet.  What actually I would propose to do, given Roger’s difficulty in 


making the meeting because of his illness today, I would rather move that discussion to Thursday 
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morning and substitute for this afternoon the more wide open discussion on where the advisory 


panel wants to go during the coming year. 


 


If there is no objection to at least us having the latitude to make that substitution, I would like to 


see that done for the agenda.  Now I don’t recall, one of the parliamentarians here, do we need to 


actually vote and approve on the agenda, or is that just sort of an announcement? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  You can just adopt it by consensus; just see if there are any objections to that 


change.  If not, then it stands as adopted. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Does anyone have any objections to that change? 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I’ve got a question.  The things that we want to talk about, that we were going to 


talk about this afternoon that we are going to change to talk about tomorrow, why don’t we go 


over those things and maybe strike out the ones that we need to strike out right now, so that we 


don’t spend any time on them later. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Okay, you want to identify – there are I think seven policy statements. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Well, why don’t you go through them one at a time right quick and say whether 


we should be discussing or shouldn’t be discussing. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Okay, can we do that in the afternoon as a kickoff?  Okay, that works for me.   


With that little modification, is there any objection?  Seeing none, we’ll move on to the next item 


on the agenda which is the approval of the minutes from last November’s advisory panel 


meeting.  They are about 88 pages or so in length.   


 


I’m sure most of you have got all kinds of notes and stuff scribbled in the margin.  If there are 


any questions about those minutes, please let me know.  Otherwise, we’ll need a motion from 


the floor to adopt the meeting minutes.  Okay, Mr. Jones has made the motion; seconded 


by Mr. Geer.  All in favor; any opposed?  Seeing none, the meeting minutes from last 


November are adopted. 


 


One thing that I do want to make sure is on the record; we did have a Habitat Advisory Panel 


meeting via phone last May.  Because of the nature of doing an advisory panel meeting by phone 


and other things, we do not have detailed meeting minutes from that.  There was a report 


produced from that meeting by council staff and provided to the council during their June 


meeting. 


 


While not particularly flagged as meeting minutes from that agenda or served up on the council’s 


website in that respect, that is part of the zip drive that you guys received and it was part of your 


briefing materials.  Okay, it is actually Attachment 11 in your briefing materials.  If you have any 


comments on that, we would be glad to receive those informally after the meeting.   


 


Okay, so moving on to the main part of the meeting at least for this morning, we are going to 


review the various alternatives that the advisory panels have been asked to comment on for 


expanding the Coral HAPCs.  This is the part of the meeting that Roger was really supposed to 


lead so I am kind of looking at Gregg and Anna to step in. 
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MR. WAUGH:  We will cover in a little more detail where we are exactly under Item 4, the 


status of Amendment 7.  But just by way of introductory remarks, as you are all aware the 


council has a long and standing history of protecting habitat.  We have put in significant 


regulations over the years to protect that habitat.   


 


This is something the council has been very proud of, their leading role along with your help and 


input over the years.  Last year you made some suggestions for some additional Coral HAPCs.  


The council scoped that and now we’re looking at alternatives to go out to public hearings.  


We’ve got some alternatives that the council has already looked at and said, yes, take those out 


to scoping, and that has been done.  We’ve got some alternatives that have surfaced since that 


time and those are in the Options Paper.  We’re looking to get your input on those.   


 


The Deepwater Shrimp AP met with the Coral AP, and we will be covering that a little later as 


well.  They had some suggestions for additional modifications that they talked about at that 


meeting and John is going to cover that in his presentation.  They have put together an area based 


on the recommendations that came out of that joint meeting.  What we are looking for here is 


after getting the presentations by John and Cynthia is I will give an update on where we are.   


 


Anna will help with that as well, and we can answer any questions about exactly where we are in 


the process.  But then what we hope to get out of this, as Pace mentioned, is just your 


recommendations in the form of motions, if you want to do it like that, on the various 


alternatives that are in here now and the new one that is being suggested.  That is a brief 


introduction and we’ll come back and give you a little more detail after the presentations, but 


we’ll be glad to answer any questions if you have them at this stage. 


 


Okay then what we’ll have is John Reed, Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institute, will give a 


presentation on the mapping habitat characterization and species use of the Oculina and Coral 


Habitat Areas of Particular Concern.  The information on your drive are Attachments 2 through 


7.   


 


DR. REED:  My name is John Reed from Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institute.  I’m also a 


member of the Coral AP and have been a member of that for about eight years or so.  At our last 


meeting, which was a joint meeting of the Coral AP and the Deepwater Shrimp AP, one of the 


recommendations I believe by Pace or the Habitat Committee was to provide more information 


about the Oculina Reefs. 


 


Certainly, I believe the Coral AP is fairly well acquainted with the Deepwater Oculina Reefs.  


I’m not sure the background of the Habitat AP as far as the knowledge of what has been done on 


these Deepwater Oculina Reefs since their discovery in the 1970s.  Anyway, one of the papers 


that was this paper here is a brief summary of the state of knowledge of the Deepwater Oculina 


Reefs since their discovery. 


 


One of the papers that were presented to you was a report that the Coral AP put together for the 


South Atlantic Fishery Council in 2006.  Essentially this is a summary of that report.  Basically 


this report and the report that is on your thumb drive is a review and summary of the state of 


knowledge regarding the deepwater reefs off of Florida since their discovery to the present. 
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That publication was actually up to 2006, and it lists in the appendix of that report; these are the 


different chapters of the report, so basically summarizes all the different work that has been done 


out there on the coral morphology, distribution, benthic communities, fish communities, artificial 


reef habitat that has been placed out there, coral growth and the invertebrates and fish that are 


associated with the coral as well as human impacts. 


 


At the back of that report are the publications or list of the publications with some annotations of 


what they’re all about, because certainly I can’t go into all this nor will I try.  I certainly want to 


acknowledge over the years funding – most of this funding has been directly from Harbor 


Branch Oceanographic Institute back in the seventies and early eighties; more recently since 


2000 from NOAA OE, NOAA Fisheries and the South Atlantic Council. 


 


One thing to keep in mind is the difference in these deepwater reefs or research on deepwater 


reefs and shallow water reefs, or shallow water habitat, habitat on the shelf, mid-shelf, inner-


shelf that I believe the majority of you or at least the scientists on the AP are familiar with and 


deal with.  Deepwater reefs, our state of knowledge of deepwater coral, the ecology of deepwater 


reefs, the trophic structure and so forth are decades behind shallow water reef research in part. 


 


Because of the difficulty of mapping out there, our state of the maps available, a very small 


region has been mapped and certainly a much lower resolution than the maps we have for 


shallow water and mid-shelf reefs.  Also, just a state of knowledge about even species; every 


time we go out or quite often when we go out we come up with new species that we find out 


there. 


 


We are just really learning not only the Oculina reefs, but deepwater reefs worldwide.  Overall 


over the years we’ve had dozens and dozens of collaborators working on these deepwater reefs,  


FSU, University of Miami, Nova, quite a few people from the Smithsonian Institution, as well as 


Harbor Branch. 


 


The main thing to keep in mind is that these Deepwater Oculina Banks off of Florida are 


completely unique.  There is no reef like it.  There is no other Oculina Bank like that in the 


world.  We are very fortunate to have these in our backyard, and it is important for us to be good 


stewards and to try to protect them. 


 


Deepwater reefs in general are very slow growing and essentially irreplaceable.  The reefs 


themselves are over thousands of years old.  They provide essential habitat for gag, scamp 


grouper, and many other species, and provide biodiversity, new species that we’ve found out 


there as well as species being used for biomedical research. 


 


We have seen and do see potential impacts on all deepwater reefs as well as shallow water reefs, 


but deepwater Oculina and lophelia reefs from bottom fisheries that would directly impact the 


coral habitat, offshore pipelines and cables as well as potential for energy projects.  I just wanted 


to give you this definition; what is a deep sea coral ecosystem? 


 


This is from NOAA from their Deep Sea Coral Report.  Basically depths of 50 meters and 


greater consisting of structure-forming species such as coral sponges provide a habitat for a 


diverse community of invertebrates and fish as well as essential fish habitat.  Deepwater coral 


not only includes hard coral, but also gorgonians, black corals and hydrocorals.  
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Deepwater coral habitat includes in addition to the coral mounds also associated hard-bottom 


habitat, rock pavement, ledges as well as deep island slopes in the case of the Bahamas and the 


Caribbean.  Strictly about the Oculina reefs, we known in 1984 a small portion of the known 


Oculina habitat was designated as a HAPC.   


 


This is the first marine protected area in the world to protect the deepwater coral habitat.  Since 


then nations around the world are discovering the importance of their deepwater reefs and are 


moving legislation to protect them.  Then in 2000 the Oculina HAPC was expanded up to Cape 


Canaveral.  Basically for the high-relief features, the large mounds, is a mound of coral, coral 


rubble, some sort of underlying rock structure, but on top of the mound we find living coral, 


coral rubble.  This is a view of the side of a healthy living mound of Oculina habitat. 


 


One thing to keep in mind, we know quite well where the high-relief mounds are from basically 


old bathymetry charts, as well as new bathymetry,   These mounds are up to 25 meters in relief, 


so 60 to 75 feet.  Most of the big high-relief mounds are in the region of 70 to   100 meters, but 


Oculina colonies grow off the mounds also in the flat regions and the hard-bottom regions. 


 


Oculina varicosa grows at depths of three meters out to 152 meters.  It is also important to keep 


in mind that low-relief pavement, low-relief ledges that do not show up on any of our charts or 


even our new multibeam provide a habitat for Oculina colonies, sponges, black corals, 


gorgonians and fish. 


 


This is actually the largest portion of the Oculina HAPC in addition to the high-relief mounds.  A 


single colony of Oculina like 10-inch diameter was dissected and found to provide habitat to 


2,000 individual animals, including shrimp, crabs, snails, worms and juvenile fish.  Physical 


environment; it’s a tough environment to work in. 


 


We’ve tried tech diving; that didn’t work very well.  Our Johnson Sea Link Submersible 


provided most of the research, and unfortunately that has been laid up and no longer available.  


ROVs are hard to work out there, because sometimes you’ve got one to two knot currents, as 


Mike well knows.  The currents come and go.  You don’t know what the bottom current is going 


to be.  You can have a northerly north surface current and a southerly bottom current.  In a 


matter of 24 hours the bottom temperature can drop five to ten degrees centigrade.   


 


It is a very rugged, difficult environment.  Deepwater coral and Oculina grows very slowly, 


about a half inch a year, 16 millimeters a year, from group studies we did.  We also have done 


studies on the reproduction of the coral.  The coral has male and female colonies and they 


produce gametes and plankton and larvae that are in the water column up to a month or longer. 


 


We know the Oculina occurs also inshore and even in the inlets.  We think that these larvae 


move back and forth on the shelf with upwelling and currents and counter currents coming off 


the Gulf Stream.  We know also there is a number of species that live in the lagoon, such as the 


Indian River Lagoon along the coast of Florida, that are part of the Oculina community. 


 


Juvenile gag and scamp grouper live within the grass beds and mangrove communities of the 


Indian River Lagoon as juveniles.  They work their way as juveniles out over the shelf.  Then as 


adult breeding spawning populations, they go to these deepwater reef communities.  We know in 
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the seventies and eighties that there were literally hundreds and hundreds of scamp and gag 


grouper on an individual reef that we have video of our studies of the biodiversity. 


 


It is a very diverse community, 70 fish, 230 mollusk species, 50 species of decapod crustaceans 


as well as other species.  Grant Gilmore, who spent years and years studying the fish out there on 


the Deepwater Oculina Reefs, documented 70 species, grouper, gag, scamp, snowy, red, 


Warsaw, speckled hind, black sea bass as well as snapper, red snapper and large migrating fish 


such as amberjack, mackerel, wahoo that swim over the reefs.  That is simply the species list of 


the fish, some of the fish on the reef, scamp, speckled hind, Warsaw, even a mola mola sunfish 


down there. 


 


The decline of fish populations, primarily the gag and scamp grouper, on the Oculina Reefs over 


the past 20, 30 years is well documented by Gilmore and Chris Koenig and others.  We also 


know that the population densities of the dominant basses and groupers all show positive 


association with intact coral habitat. 


 


This is just from the studies of the coral and the animals that live within the coral habitat; but 


living in dead coral habitat within the framework of the coral.  As I said, a small colony can hold 


2,000 individuals.  We worked up the mollusk, 230 species.  I’m not going to go into this, but 


this just shows the composition as well as the trophic structure, different feeding groups. 


 


Some are detritivores, some are filter feeders, some are carnivores eating each other, just some of 


the species.  Most of these species living within the coral are very small.  We’re talking about a 


quarter inch, a half inch.  This is where they live as they are juveniles, especially the fish; the 


same with the decapod and crustaceans.   


 


It is so diverse because it’s a combination of subtropical species, temperate species, and we even 


found that cold water were getting boreal species, species that were previously only known off of 


Nova Scotia.  It’s a very unique community.  Even juvenile lobster and the slipper lobster here; 


he was about a quarter inch.   


 


We worked up this model of the trophic structure of the Oculina Reef Habitat, with the coral 


providing habitat for the small invertebrates and the small fish as well as the larger fish.  The 


plankton and particulate material falling out of the Florida current, the Gulf Stream, is also 


driving the habitat. 


 


We know early on the experimental research area was the first area protected in 1984, and the 


northern part remained unprotected.  This study compared the two sites after 20 years.  We saw 


during the time effects of longline and discarded trawl nets on the bottom.  This is a reef that we 


took a picture off Cape Canaveral in 1978, and this is the same reef in 2000. 


 


We’ve compared reefs that were within the protected area and outside, and the reefs outside the 


protected area at that time had had a considerable loss of coral habitat, standing coral habitat, 


whereas the protected reefs were still thriving.  This is a paper by Chris Koenig showing the 


importance of the intact habitat, especially for the scamp on the right. 


 


The blue is the relative number of the number of scamp per hectare in an intact reef compared to 


an impacted reef or a reef with nothing but rubble and no real standing habitat.  A lot of work 
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was done by Chris Koenig and Sandra Brooke placing different artificial reef habitat in the areas 


that had heavy impact. 


 


These were one meter size reef balls, as well as pavers were put out with coral on them.  We put 


about a hundred of these out, as well as hundreds and hundreds of paver stones with coral 


attached to them.  Immediately it did show habitat for grouper showing up; and after a number of 


years, we saw evidence of coral growing on them.   


 


We know over the years, certainly in the 1970s and early seventies, certain types of trawlers 


called roller trawlers were being used off Florida.  At a joint meeting of the Gulf of Mexico and 


South Atlantic Fishery Council in 1981, one trawler stated about pulling up a 70 pound piece of 


coral off Daytona.  That was our first inkling that there was coral occurring that far north off of 


Daytona. 


 


Certainly over the years we’ve seen lots of evidence of longlines, fishing lines and trawl nets in 


the coral habitat.  Certainly the first HAPC was made directly to protect the habitat from 


potential impact from bottom-ending fisheries.  That was the main point of it.  The main problem 


both in the past and especially in the present is illegal poaching, both trawling and fishing, not 


the legal fishers. 


 


I’m talking about the poachers that go in, the ones that have been caught and the ones that have 


destroyed major amounts of habitat.  During our surveys in the early 2000 observation, during 


the survey showed the poachers continued to trawl illegally within the Oculina and even the 


OECA.  At our meeting last October I believe the gentleman from the Coast Guard stated that 


there were 20 cases of illegal trawling inside the HAPC since 2008. 


 


It also stated that prior to the VMS there were caught all kinds of entries into the habitat.  The 


Coast Guard also caught early on and impounded a shrimp trawler, an illegal shrimp trawler and 


not one of our locals, but somebody from I think from elsewhere were caught.  Their plotting 


gear showed that they were trawling within the OECA over coral habitat, and even a colony of 


Oculina was found hidden on the boat as well as numerous hard-bottom species that were still in 


the hold of the boat. 


 


Worldwide, bottom trawling overall does impact coral habitat and is a major threat to coral 


habitat.  We’ve seen mechanical damage in deepwater lophelia reefs, in sea mounds off New 


Zealand, Tasmania.  In a test off of Alaska, a single trawl, a single pass removed 1,000 kilograms 


of Primnoa coral.  30 to 50 percent of lophelia reefs off Norway have been impacted, as well as 


sea mounds.  Rocky sea mounds off of New Zealand have had up to 90 percent of coral loss and 


83 percent biomass loss. 


 


The important thing we want to do is protect these reefs and the habitat, and we want to do it, the 


Shrimp AP want to do it.  They don’t want to fish on this habitat.  Unfortunately, the poachers 


don’t care so we do need the strong enforcement.  These two recent discoveries are very simple 


and are great.  Since 2005 we’ve done some ROV mapping.   


 


This first work was looking at the west extension area, and it is published in the Harter 


Publication of 2009.  The blue polygon there is the current HAPC.  You can see from the contour 
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chart – this is just a NOAA bathymetric contour chart made in the 1970s, it is not real accurate, 


but it is accurate for high-relief structure.  


 


We knew there was high-relief structure there and this paper proves it with multibeam, as well as 


ROV dives.  Between those two satellite areas, we dove with the ROV, did multibeam.  It 


showed this is high-relief coral habitat as well as associated low-relief habitat that doesn’t show 


up there. 


 


The northern reefs, we discovered these reefs last year during a NOAA cruise, NOAA Pisces 


cruise.  We hadn’t planned to go there but the currents kept us from diving on the Deepwater 


HAPC where we planned to go, so we came here knowing again from this NOAA contour chart 


that obviously the Oculina habitat extended to the north.  We were able to map it with 


multibeam.  You see on the right is the older contour chart, which appears to have about a dozen 


high-relief mounds in that polygon.   


 


We did multibeam over it and where the older chart shows a dozen mounds, there were actually a 


hundred in this small area, 100 individual high-relief mounds about 20 meters tall.  It is an 


incredible area.  The original proposal for this extension just gave the option of 60 meter contour 


line on the west boundary, or 70 meter, and then 90 and 100 and 110 meters on the eastern 


boundary. 


 


This just shows the difference between – the blue line is the 90 meter contour line, and this is the 


CRM 10 meter NOAA chart; the CRM 10 meter contour bathymetry that was used to draw that.  


Anyway, you see the 90 meter line is right over the habitat.  At least in its northern extension the 


hundred meters appears to be off of it. 


 


On the western boundary, this is what was redrawn.  During the Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP 


meeting, talking about this northern extension; we all agreed there is definitely habitat there.  


The ROV dives and the multibeam verified that.  There is no dissension on that.  I think we both 


agreed on that. 


 


At the meeting we agreed to look at the 70 meter contour for the west boundary and the 100 


meter contour for the east.  The 70 meter line here is the blue polygon; and although the 70 meter 


line protects a lot of the deepwater coral habitat, you see here it actually goes through some 


obvious coral high-relief habitat.  What we agreed to do, both the Shrimp AP and the Coral AP, 


was to redraw the contour lines starting with the 70 meter west boundary, the 100 meter east 


boundary and then tweaking it where it is obviously going over high-relief.   


 


Roger and the Coral AP did that a couple weeks ago and presented these new lines, which is a 


minor tweak like where you see right there where that thing goes right through that big mound; 


we just moved it to the west about 50 meters, so there were only about three or four places where 


that line had to be redrawn.   


 


This is also from that cruise work done by Stacey Harter and Andy David and NOAA Fisheries.  


This is the fish count just from one dive; one day, one dive; a lot of bank sea bass, of course, a 


reef fish, scamp, black sea bass.  It is nice to see the black sea bass coming back.  We saw by the 


late eighties virtually all the black sea bass were off those reefs and they were the dominant fish 


in there in the seventies and early eighties.  It is nice seeing them come back.   
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We’re also seeing juvenile speckled hind showing up on these reefs and scamp look like they’re 


using it more and more.  If we can protect the reefs from poachers, illegal bottom fishing and 


illegal trawling, it will allow these reefs to grow back, allow the coral to resettle and grow.  We 


know it is very slow growing, provides habitat, essential fish habitat.  We have just got to give 


them time for that coral to re-grow there.  Thank you. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  John, when was the last time you were diving in the area of the Oculina 


Reef to collect a lot of that information there?  When was the last time some of the ROV dives 


were performed in that area? 


 


DR. REED:  In 2011. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  In the Oculina areas? 


 


DR. REED:  Right. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Where is the data for that? 


 


DR. REED:  That was the Pisces Cruise of 2011.  That is where we discovered the habitat to the 


north or documented the habitat to the north.  We also dove within the OECA. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  But a lot of those pictures and so forth that were taken were from the 2001 


dives that were done? 


 


DR. REED:  Well, which pictures?  I mean the pictures were from the report over the 30 years of 


research, yes. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Can I go ahead and make a comment on that presentation?  I have basically 


been involved in the shrimping industry about ten years and it came to my attention about a year 


or a year and a half ago that there were some issues with concern about destruction of the habitat.  


I started doing a lot of research into it, because I wanted to know what really was going on.   


 


On my own I’ve done a lot of research on what is actually the interaction that is going on here.  I 


guess what I’ve found is that there is a problem here in that we’ve got reef structure and we’ve 


got soft substrate bottom that are right adjacent to one another, and there is a rock shrimp fishery 


that is right in that soft substrate bottom.  We do have this issue that they are adjacent to one 


another.   


 


What we have to do is figure out how to coexist and not damage the coral habitat, which I don’t 


think there is anybody in the deepwater shrimp industry that is interested in doing that.  In fact, 


they have to know that bottom so well because they do not want to hit those structures.  You can 


imagine traveling at three to five knots on the surface and snagging on something on the bottom; 


it is not only extremely damaging to the gear, it is also very dangerous because these boats can 


flip over pretty quickly if you are tugged from a snag on the bottom.   


 


What I started to do is go out – and I have a presentation that I didn’t get to give here today, but 


it is available if you would like to see it.  What I found is that these guys know the bottom 


extremely well, and they make every effort to try to avoid it.  Some of this stuff is so large.  
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Especially in the areas that you did in 2011, those are extremely large pinnacles that are out 


there.  They know where that is; they have known there is for decades.   


 


It is a generational fishery so they just pass it down from one generation to the next.  I think that 


what we saw in our Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP meetings was that I think there is a solution 


here where we can protect the coral.  John, I appreciate your passion and the effort that you put 


into researching that, but at the same time we can preserve traditional rock shrimp trawling areas 


in the soft substrate bottom that is out there that is adjacent to it.   


 


I think what we came to in that last meeting was that we can come to some terms here.  I see you 


and Roger have done a lot of work in trying to scope out some areas here.  I’d like to be a part of 


that.  I’ve done a lot of research.  I’ve got all the data from a lot of the captains that are out there.  


I’ve got it plotted.  I know where they trawl.  I just think that we can come to an agreement if we 


would sit down together and try to work this out and draw some lines that preserve the habitat 


that you want to preserve and also allow the fishery to continue.   


 


MR. WILBUR:  Mike, later this morning we are going to have a presentation hopefully from 


Anna that is going to talk about these various alternatives and the process that the council is 


going to be using to act on the motions from the meeting that was in Canaveral in October, the 


joint meeting between the Coral and the Shrimp AP.   


 


If we forget to bring up that point during that discussion, that will be a good time to talk about 


the process that the council wants to move forward, and any recommendations that the Habitat 


AP wants to make about that process.   


 


DR. KELLISON:  I had two quick questions, but I would also just follow up to one of your 


questions about where the information resides from the recent ROV surveys.  I think as John 


pointed out, those were led by Andy David and Stacey Harter.  They are with NOAA Fisheries in 


the Panama City Laboratory.   


 


They would be the contact points for those and I can give you their contact information if you 


want, and probably John as well.  I think I recently saw a report that they had submitted maybe 


to the council, which might include some of that information, too.  I was just looking for it on my 


computer and I haven’t found it yet, but if I do I can at least give you the contact information for 


that.  


 


But I had two quick questions for you, John.  One was that you said that the Oculina Banks were 


unique, like there was no other place like that in the world.  I fully recognize that they are an 


incredibly special place, but what is it – that species is distributed in other places, right?  What 


causes that uniqueness? 


 


DR. REED:  That is the big question that we’ve been asking for 30, 40 years.  We don’t know.  


Certainly deepwater coral reefs occur around the world.  In fact I’ll be giving a presentation 


shortly about the deeper reefs, the deepwater lophelia reefs that occur off the Southeastern 


United States. 


 


Oculina itself, the species Oculina varicosa occurs throughout the Caribbean up to Bermuda as 


individual colonies.  If you go scuba diving or snorkeling on the nearshore reefs off of Florida, 
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even up to North Carolina there are small colonies of Oculina usually about this size that live on 


the rocky bottom, but they don’t form the big banks, these big, high mounds that are the same 


structure as the deepwater lophelia reefs that have built up over thousands of years.   


 


Why they occur there I think is a combination of a lot of factors; is the Gulf Stream, the Florida 


current providing larvae, food, plankton going over it all the time, trickling down.  That is the 


same reason the deepwater lophelia reefs occur here.  You have substrate, you have the right 


temperature, and you have a food source as well as the larval source.   


 


Why they haven’t occurred elsewhere, I don’t know, as far as the big banks.  I’ve gone to a lot of 


meetings, deepwater coral meetings, international meetings, and nobody has ever seen it in their 


waters like that.  For some reason it just forms between Fort Pierce and Daytona as far as we 


know right now. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  My second question was you mentioned that there are northerly species that 


you are finding evidence of on the Oculina Banks, like species that were maybe previously 


described off of Nova Scotia.  I was just curious as to what is the transport mechanism to get 


species form north to south.  Typically we think of like more tropical species getting carried 


north by the Gulf Stream transport.  Is there just subsurface circulation moving from north to 


south? 


 


DR. REED:  Well, there is bottom water coming down from the north.  Typically it is not 


coming down to Florida.  Whether those species are coming all the way around, depending on 


their life history, how long they are in the plankton, nobody knows, I don’t know.  We don’t 


even know – nobody has ever collected the larvae of deepwater lophelia coral or even Oculina 


coral naturally.  It is obviously out there, but nobody has collected it in a plankton net.  We know 


very little about the coral and the reproduction is virtually nothing about the invertebrates. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  My concern is this; the reason that I am in this position I am in today is 


because when I heard statements about 90 percent of the reef being destroyed by trawling, it 


concerned me very much because I’m an extremely environmentally conscious person and I 


would just not want to be involved in something to that effect. 


 


I started doing this research, and I just don’t want the image to be out there that rock shrimp 


trawls are just out there raking over the coral.  It is just simply not the case.  It doesn’t make 


sense.  If you would study the fishery, it is not consistent at all.  I was concerned by this and 


started doing the research and found out that I know there is not this overlap.  There may be 


instances, but then in general this is not the case.   


 


It is not like people are out there trying to get every chance they can to go in there and try to 


swipe.  That is not where the shrimp are in the first place.  The shrimp are out in the soft 


substrate.  That is what they are targeting.  As far as the poaching and that is concerned, there 


have been 21 instances since 2003 when VMS was put into place. 


 


Seven of those resulted in violations, three are under consideration, and eleven were dismissed.  


There has been zero since 2010.  I don’t want the image out there.  And this is why I got into 


this, I wanted to research this because this image that the shrimp trawls are out there just raking 


over the tops of these coral mounds is not right. 







Habitat AP Meeting 
                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                                                                      November 14-15, 2012 


14 
 


It is an extremely volatile environment down there, John knows, the shrimpers know it as well, 


because they have to deal with it.  I think there are a lot of things going on here, and I think that 


to say that 90 percent of that is due to trawling is inaccurate.  That is my opinion from the 


information that I have. 


 


MR. KELLY:  John, in the Florida Keys we have seen some pretty interesting things going on 


with corals and climate change here, in particular cold snaps that have killed off significant 


populations of acroporids in the upper Keys.  Yet by the same token just off Fort Lauderdale 


we’re seeing enormous colonies of the same types of corals mushrooming to a level that you can 


actually swim to them off the beach. 


 


Do you see similar trends in deepwater corals that are being effected by climate change where 


you have die-offs in one particular area and it blossoms in another?  I realize in the Keys it is 


easily observable.  I don’t know that you have had time to make these determinations on 


deepwater species. 


 


DR. REED:  Actually NOAA is funding a lot of work and actually some of the work I’ve been 


involved with looking at Mesophotic reefs, the reefs in the 50 to 100 meter zone, with the idea 


that as this deeper water, which is not being immediately impacted by warm water, so most of 


the bleaching we see in the shallow water – in the Florida Keys, for example, and worldwide 


most of that bleaching is from warm water where temperatures are in excess of 30 degrees for a 


certain amount of time where those corals drop their zooxanthellae from the stress.   


 


We know that is what is going on there.  NOAA has funded a number of studies looking at 


deeper reefs that aren’t being affected.  They are still like at 70 degrees Fahrenheit.  They are not 


getting up to 90s at all, so they are not being impacted by the immediate warming to see, for one, 


are these Mesophotic reefs refugia for coral species as well as fish.   


 


In fact we have a five-year study going on ongoing at Pulley Ridge, which is a shelf-edge 


Mesophotic reef off of the Tortugas in about 70, 80 meters of water.  We’re starting a long-term 


study of that looking at the fish, coral, algae and sponges; looking at the genetic populations or 


the genetics of the different populations; looking at connectivity, how they connect to the 


shallow water reefs.  Are they connected to the shallow water reefs in the Florida Keys 


Sanctuary?  Are they truly a refugia?  There is interest there and we are not seeing the same type 


of bleaching and killing of the deeper reefs as we see in shallow water. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  John I have one question.  You had a slide that showed about 12 pinnacles 


based on a NOAA bathymetric chart and then a finer depiction of the area that showed roughly I 


think you said 120 pinnacles based on multibeam sonar.  I’m trying to get my head around the 


idea.  When you get to those higher quality data, do they take what essentially is a broad, flat 


pinnacle and break it up into many pinnacles, or is the multibeam data finding pinnacles in areas 


that the NOAA bathymetry charts actually showed as flat bottom? 


 


DR. REED:  Actually I have about five slides that I gave you that address that.  The bottom line 


is yes.  The older charts, these old NOAA regional bathymetry charts are typically – in  deep 


water, they are in the order of about 10 meter resolution.  That is huge.  Most of your hard-


bottom habitat, as habitat people do know, most of your shelf is low to moderate relief features, 


hard-bottom pavement, low-relief ledges, one to three meters. 
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These are not going to pick up high-relief structure in the deepwater where we have less 


resolution, typically five to ten meters.  Let me just show you one example where the multibeam 


picks up.  This just shows the scale of different types of maps.  Typically in deep water 


multibeam is used to pick up scales of 10 meters to 50 meters structure, depending on the type of 


multibeam.  Worldwide this is being used depending on the high frequency.   


 


Typically for deep-water mapping your multibeam is on the order of 5 to 10 meter resolution.  


Well, if you have a pixel from the multibeam that is seeing something that is a 10 meter feature, 


it just gives you one pixel; 0 meters, that is 30 feet tall; or even 5 meters, 15 feet tall as one pixel.  


You really need about 10 by 10 of those, really 100 of those, like three across, three down, so 10 


pixels to define something. 


 


To see the lower relief from less than five meters, one to five meters such as hard grounds; your 


low-relief pavement, you need visual, you need very high-scale, high-resolution multibeam, 


which can be done but it is very expensive and typically is not done.  It hasn’t been done off 


Southeastern United States. 


 


There is multibeam available less than a meter, but it is very expensive and takes a long time to 


do a large area.  AUVs are being used for multibeam, so this provides a large swath so you can 


cover a large area.  Again, you are looking at maybe five meter resolution for the majority of the 


multibeam that has been completed off the Southeastern United States. 


 


Certainly, here you can see the three obvious big features that are 20 meters tall, but that green 


and blue, what appears to be flat is habitat also, but it is just so low relief that it doesn’t pick up.  


Here is another example where we’ve mapped with the multibeam these structures.  We dove 


with the ROV.  Obviously, the high-relief structures there are easy to see on a fathometer. 


 


These are 10 to 20 meter structures, but the low relief that the multibeam does not pick up in the 


one to three meters is extensive habitat.  That yellow area off to the left and the green area in the 


middle was all hard-bottom habitat, low-relief hard-bottom habitat; ledges, rock pavement with 


coral sponges, gorgonians living on it, so it does not pick up on even the best multibeam.   


 


All the mapping that we’ve done out there since ’95, we’ve only covered a small portion of the 


bottom.  Here is our contour map that we discussed.  Again, the multibeam charts will pick up 


high relief and the old NOAA bathy charts pick up high relief.  Here is the NOAA bathy chart 


straight off Canaveral in deep water, 700 meters, obviously showing high-relief structures.  The 


black dots are where we verified or groundtruthed it with the submersible dive, so each feature 


was real, but then to the left of there, what appears to be this mud slope, there is a little zigzag in 


the contour chart that I thought was odd, way far away from the main reef. 


 


We dove it, we did multibeam.  That little zigzag on the bathy chart, which is 10 meter 


resolution, 10 meters, there were 5, 20, 60 meter tall mounds; 60 meters, that’s huge.  It doesn’t 


show up in the old bathymetry.  The old bathymetry is good to show where high relief is.  It does 


not show where low relief is. 


 


MR. STREET:  What is the lateral distance from that first chart that you showed in your 


presentation, between the 60 and 70 meter contours? 
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DR. REED:  Between the 60 and 70, when the first proposal for the northern extension, do you 


mean; is that what you’re talking about?  The 60 meter, there were four lines that were offered in 


the proposal, 60 or 70 for the west side; 90 and 100 for the east side.  The 60 meter line, it’s quite 


variable.  The 60 meter line picks up your 27 fathom ledge system in places.  It is zigzagging in 


and out quite a bit.  In some places it is a mile; other places could be several miles different from 


the 70 meters. 


 


When both the Coral and the Deepwater Shrimp AP voted to approve the 70 meter line, there 


were several miles between that and the 60 meters, but we felt that the majority of the high-relief 


coral was protected by that 70 meter line.  Then we just moved it around obvious features that 


were very minor movement, maybe 50 meters, buy it is tough.  The 60, 70 meters line, it is so 


rugged in there with ledges and stuff.  It is not a straight line, like out at 100 meters is pretty 


straight up at that region. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  John, I wonder if you just talk about – a lot of the stuff that I read talked 


about dead structure and then live structure growing on top of it.  What is causing a lot of the 


dead structure that is out there?  Over the last few years we have had a lot of upwellings, a lot of 


cold water upwellings.  What is the impact – are they having an impact on that coral?  How is 


that affecting them?  What are some of the natural things that are out there that are actually 


causing some of this rubble and some of this death of the coral? 


 


DR. REED:  First, Mike, I just want to say that your previous address about the shrimpers is 


certainly not the Coral AP’s opinion or my opinion that the current shrimpers are causing that 


damage out there.  This damage was done in the sixties, seventies, early eighties primarily by 


roller trawlers and even calico scallop fishing and so forth.   


 


As far as the upwelling, these deep-water reefs actually worldwide, both the Oculina and lophelia 


deep-water reefs, that is one of the parameters for them to occur in an area is a coldwater 


upwelling.  The cold water upwelling brings up nutrients.  What we see on the Oculina reefs, 


essentially after a cold water upwelling event, you get a big plankton bloom, and then you get all 


this, what is called sea snot, basically organic material.  That is what is driving the Oculina reefs.  


They are eating that sea snot out there.  They thrive on it.  I’ve been locked out of the 


submersible in 45 degree water.  I wasn’t thriving on it, but the coral was.   


 


MR. WILBUR:  John, for the record, could you give us the scientific name for sea snot?  Okay, I 


want to kind of wrap this part – we have some open-ended discussion on the topic at the end of 


the session.  The rumor is Cynthia will be here in about 15, maybe 20 minutes.  What we’ll do is 


we’ll jiggle the agenda a little bit and Anna and Gregg will walk us through the Options Paper.  I 


believe this is the Options Paper that was provided to the Coral and the Shrimp AP in October, 


and you’re going to maybe on the fly jiggle it a little bit to focus on what has happened since that 


meeting. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Yes, what we’ll do is give an overview of where we are now; and then whenever 


Cynthia shows up, we can just jump to her presentation.  Leading into this, as Mike has pointed 


out and I think John clarified also, this isn’t pointing the finger at rock shrimp trawling as its 


operating now as the cause of the damage.   
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Certainly, the point is that obviously rock shrimpers aren’t going to trawl on those large coral 


mounds, but it is not just the large mounds that are important habitat.  I think the Coral AP 


weighed in on the coral aspects and we are looking for the Habitat AP to weigh in on the 


importance of that hard-bottom habitat that might be low relief that John talked about some.  


That is extremely important habitat as well. 


 


Where are we?  The council received some recommendations late last year and approved at their 


last December meeting a series of alternatives to go out to scoping.  We got those scoping 


comments as well as input from Coral, Habitat and the Deepwater Shrimp AP.  The council 


reviewed all that at their June meeting. 


 


The plan at that time was to approve options to go out to public hearings that would have taken 


place in August.  Instead what the council was faced with was recommendations from the Coral 


and Habitat AP that were based on protecting the habitat, and the Deepwater Shrimp AP had 


recommendations that were carved more – while protecting the habitat but also to allow that 


fishery to exist. 


 


The council asked us to get the Coral and the Deepwater Shrimp AP together with 


representatives from the Habitat AP and see if there couldn’t be some negotiation over these 


areas.  In the past the council has been the one to do that sort of balancing act between protecting 


habitat and having the fishery operate, but what they wanted was to give the APs a chance to 


come together if they could.   


 


The output from that is the new alternative that John mentioned, and we do have some charts 


here that we will show that.  The AP passed a motion directing that the area be refined, looking 


at more detailed habitat information.  We have that for you to look at.  We also received some 


concern raised that we did not have all the VMS data.  VMS data started in 2003.   


 


We have it from 2007 through 2011.  The Deepwater Shrimp AP pointed out, well, while it is 


certainly representative of 2007 to 2011 time period it is not representative of earlier shrimping.  


We have made a request of NMFS, and will be getting the complete VMS data set analyzed so 


that we can look at impacts in terms of prior fishing on these new proposals.   


 


We anticipate having that some time late this year, early next year.  In addition, the Deepwater 


Shrimp AP has pointed out even if you get that data, that will be representative of our fishing 


from 2003 on, but you are missing the historical information.  That is the information Mike has 


put together.  We’ve asked him to provide that information to us by the end of this month, so that 


then that can be incorporated into an analysis of the impact.   


 


We’ll be able with these new proposed areas to look at the impacts in terms of fishing from 2003 


on based on the VMS data; then pre-2003 look at the historical trawl track information so we can 


put all of it into perspective.  We are having a committee meeting at our December meeting, and 


what we are going to pass along the AP recommendations from the Coral and the Deepwater 


Shrimp as well as your recommendations.   


 


The council will look at this Options Paper; and if you recommend adding that new alternative, it 


will be put in here and it will be presented to them.  We are asking them to do a number of things 
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at this upcoming meeting.  The schedule right now is to approve it for public hearings at this 


December meeting and go out to public hearings the last week in January.   


 


We can’t meet that time schedule and have all the VMS data and the vessel track information.   


We’re recommending that they consider giving us some guidance in December, but deferring 


approval for public hearing to June and then we have a round of public hearings scheduled in 


August.  What we’re asking them to do is consider that change in timing.   


 


Then at this December meeting go through the list of alternatives and tell us which ones they 


would like to see analyzed.  That will give us a chance to do the complete analysis, to look at the 


VMS data, to look at the vessel trawl track information, and give them a more complete picture 


to look at how they might want to refine the alternative before going to public hearing. 


 


We also want them to go through the alternatives.  If there are some in there that they aren’t 


really going to consider implementing, then let’s move them to the considered but rejected so we 


don’t analyze alternatives that really they aren’t considering.  The other item we are going to 


raise to them is how they want to get additional advisory panel input. 


 


We’ve got three APs operating here.  One is the Coral and their primary goal, their charge is to 


look at impacts on coral.  You’ve got the Habitat AP, and their directive is to look at habitat 


implications.  Then you’ve got the Deepwater Shrimp that is looking out for impacts on fishing 


while we protect habitat. 


 


Do they want us to convene one large AP meeting and try to get some sort of negotiation or 


consensus on alternatives?  Do they want us to have the Coral and Habitat APs meet and 


formulate recommendations on habitat and then get the Deepwater Shrimp to provide separate 


recommendations based on the impact of fishing? 


 


We also have our Scientific and Statistical Committee that will be meeting in April.  We’re 


asking them to give us some guidance on what approach they want to follow early next year for 


getting additional input.  This will give us time to conduct those meetings however they direct us 


to and have the SSC review it so that when they get the document in June to approve it for public 


hearings it will be a complete document and have all the analysis of the impacts, have the three 


APs and the SSC’s recommendations before they approve it to go out to public hearing. 


 


Assuming they approve it for public hearings in June, then the public hearings would take place 


in August.  They would review the public comments and either finalize the document at the 


September meeting next year or the December meeting.  That is where we are and glad to answer 


any questions. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I have a quick question.  After the council receives public input in August, in 


theory assuming the schedule is met the way it was just laid out, is the council then going to go 


back to the APs and ask for the APs’ point of view on the information received during the public 


hearing process or is that going to be decided based upon what is received? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  In the past we’ve done it without reconvening the APs.  That is something we 


will put to them in December as well, because the document that the APs will be looking at will 


be complete.  It will be the document that is going out to public hearing.  Then we will ask them 
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whether they want to reconvene the APs again.  My personal opinion is I doubt that will happen 


timing-wise. 


 


It certainly carries budget implications as well.  But if you as a Habitat AP here feel that is 


important, then certainly we can do that.  There is always the option of whatever – let me back 


up a second – we’ve gotten away from a process we started where after public hearings the 


council would review public hearing input and then make final choices, then give staff a chance 


to complete the document, then bring it up at the following meeting to give it formal review.  We 


are trying to get back to that. 


 


Now should that happen, that gives us more time to where the APs could either review the public 


comments and what the council does based on those public comments at an in-person meeting or 


distribute it and have a webinar opportunity as well.  I guess in answer to your question, we 


generally don’t plan on having the APs meet again after the public hearings, but if you all think 


that is something important, make that a part of your recommendation. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  A follow-up question; is there going to be a staff recommendation to the council 


for the format of the meeting that will be held in the springtime to finalize the paper for June? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  We have discussed this and our recommendation – to have a three-AP meeting 


is going to be difficult.  Our collective staff recommendation is that we not proceed that way, 


because you are trying to get two APs that are charged with protecting habit, Coral and Habitat, 


to compromise that recommendation with a Deepwater Shrimp AP. 


 


Our feeling is that you are asking those habitat-related APs to sort of compromise the objectives 


that you have formulated that group to provide you recommendations for.  It is our 


recommendation to the council that they take those recommendations that are coming from your 


Habitat and Coral AP, balance them with the recommendations you are getting from your 


Deepwater Shrimp AP and the council will be the one to balance and find that compromise.  


We’ll know what the council thinks about that after our December meeting. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I’ll just add to that a little bit.  Obviously, the purpose of the joint AP meeting 


that was held in October was an opportunity for the Deepwater Shrimp AP and the Coral AP to 


sit down together at the same table to talk about their opposing directives, which are protecting 


fishing impacts and habitat and preserving deep-water coral.  The council has offered that 


opportunity.   


 


Moving forward, we came out with some recommendations, and in my mind there was some 


consensus.  It was a very productive meeting.  Moving forward we now need to get into the 


specifics behind those recommendations.  We’re thinking in our internal discussions that would 


be best vetted through individual advisory panel sessions at this point.  Since we’ve had that 


productive, collaborative session, it may behoove the council moving forward to get input after 


we have presented the refined areas to each of the respective groups. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I think we need to consider the economic impact of this.  I don’t want to put  


anybody out of business, but, Mike, how many shrimpers use this fishery and what is the 


economic impact to those people? 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  To date I believe there are about 98 rock shrimp permits in existence of 


which probably there are only maybe 10 to 15 active in any one year.  That varies according to 


the years.  Like this year is a light year, there are probably going to be like maybe 5 to 10 active 


participants this year.   


 


There are people from the Gulf that have permits as well.  If there is a good year, they will come 


over and access the fishery as well, but this year that won’t happen.  It varies, but it is a 


tremendous impact economically to the industry.  It is a very short seasonal industry and what 


we looked at – this is where Anna was talking about the VMS data. 


 


The VMS data was looked at.  We tried to analyze that or Roger tried to analyze that to try to get 


an idea of what the impact is to the fishery if we closed off this area or we go with this option 


over another.  I think if we get down and refine that and start really looking at that closer, we 


may be able to glean some really value out of what the economic impact might be to the fishery. 


 


I think that is where we need to head.  I think that would be very valuable and important to do.  I 


think when we get that VMS data – and the other thing is that you talked about getting the track 


data from the fishermen, which I have a lot of that data now.  There is a lot more to get, but when 


I can get that data and we get the right things in place to where we can plug that data into these 


models that Roger has, we can really get a true picture of what the impact is going to be.  I think 


that is a very important step to this process. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  In response to that question; to me this gets sort of at the roles of the APs.  I 


personally don’t think it is the role of the Habitat AP to be concerned with the economic impact.  


Certainly, we have the fishermen here, and I am not by any means saying that is not an important 


consideration, but the primary charge to the Habitat AP is to advise the council on the 


importance of habitat and then the council is a body that would balance those impacts.   


 


Now having said that, this Attachment 10 is the Options Paper.  Table 1 on Page 16 shows the 


impacts and this is the impacts in terms of the northern expansion.  This is using VMS data from 


2007 through  2011.  This will be updated with the complete VMS data from 2003 on.  If we get 


the vessel track information pre-2003, we’ll look at that also.   


 


Without getting into all of the details, in terms of impacting the amount of rock shrimp fishing, 


the alternatives range from a high of 10.8 percent of their fishing being impacted down to the 


alternative recommended at that time by the Shrimp AP, 0.69.  We had a new alternative that 


looked at 5.74 percent.   


 


The alternatives that were being considered would impact rock shrimp fishing as indicated by the 


VMS data by the VMS data from 2003 to 2011 somewhere between 1 and 11 percent.  That 


gives you some idea of the impact.  Certainly, some of that you have to balance that with how 


much of that fishing could be made up by fishing on the edge of the areas.  This area also acts as 


a rock shrimp nursery.  As those shrimp move out of that area, they are going to become 


available in other areas.  We do have that information there and that is an important component 


that the council will be balancing. 


 


MR. MIKELLS:  Well, I want to be on the record as saying I disagree with what you say about 


this committee shouldn’t be involved in the economic impact because I think that is a big driver 
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of this whole thing.  When I started fishing offshore in the early seventies, we didn’t know too 


much about all of these reefs and whatever, but we had a lot of fish.  Nowadays we know a lot 


about the reefs and we don’t have any fish to speak of.  The snapper grouper people are feeling 


the brunt of that right now.  The driving force behind that is economics.  We need to at least plug 


that into the formula. 


 


MR. STREET:  Two or three years ago when we were discussing, I believe it was the Deepwater 


Coral HAPC, the whole thing from the Keys on up through North Carolina, we had a discussion 


on what the role of this AP is.  We discussed the effects of fishing and economics, and that there 


were other panels and other professionals and staff whose job it was to look at those things. 


 


Our job was to look at habitat.  Our committee is the Habitat and Environmental Protection 


Advisory Panel.  Now I’ve worked in state hands-on management in North Carolina for 38 years.  


We made decisions.  Every bit of data that we collected was for a very simple purpose, to make 


and evaluate decisions.  We wrote very few peer review papers. 


 


We wrote hundreds and hundreds of data reports and memos to advisory committees and to the 


marine fisheries committee and things like that.  That was our job, hands-on decisions.  The job 


of this panel I’m assuming has not changed; it is habitat and environmental protection.  I was the 


first one that did economic analysis in North Carolina for the Division of Marine Fisheries before 


we had any economists. 


 


I admit I did a lousy job; Terry will agree with that I think, but at least I met the law so people 


didn’t come back on us for that, but we need to focus on what our job is.  I understand the 


concerns for the economics.  I understand the concerns for commercial and recreational 


fishermen.  I’ve fished recreationally for 65 years. 


 


I’ve worked with commercial fishermen since 1968, but there are bodies whose job it is to look 


at specific areas and specific issues, and then there are bodies whose job it is to do the balancing 


act and make those final decisions.  Our job is to look at the specific areas that we have been 


charged to examine. 


 


MR. PRATT:  Just to follow up on Jenks’ economics and some of Mike’s comments, the 


economics are not just the fishermen.  It extends to the general public as well.  Every regulation 


has an economic cost to the consumer.  Every time you tinker with that regulation, you increase 


that consumer cost. 


 


For a committee to be so pious as to say we are not concerned I think is a wrong approach.  It 


boils down to there is a running argument in North Carolina over herring.  I’ve done research 


projects on herrings for the past several years with NC State and East Carolina University.  What 


I see is a very healthy herring population of five to seven-year-old fish, their gut cavity rolling 


full of fat.  I did a larval study this past spring and we found larvae off the scales.   


 


North Carolina is presently pushing submerged aquatic vegetation as are a lot of other people.  In 


the eighties, Mr. Street, Dr. Bill Hassler said that herring, shad and striped bass in particular 


prefer a clean, sandy bottom for development of juvenile fish.  Clean sandy bottom means like 


this tabletop.  Today vegetation is just as thick as my finger standing.  You wonder why there is 
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a decline.  Sometimes opinions run head on, Pace and we need to take a holistic approach to all 


of them. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Again, we’re going to try and stay on schedule.  I think what we are going to do 


is take a quick five-minute break and allow Cynthia to get her presentation loaded and get us 


back on the agenda.  Please keep in mind that at the end of the session today we do have an open 


floor to talk about the various issues related to making these recommendations.  If we need to 


dribble a little bit into the afternoon, we will be able to do that.   


 


(Whereupon, a recess was taken.) 


 


MR. WILBUR:  If we could get back to our seats, we’d like to get back on schedule.  Cindy 


Cooksey from the CEHBR Lab here in Charleston is going to give us a presentation on the 


benthic infaunal communities and sediment contaminants associated with some of the deeper 


water habitat off the Southeastern U.S.   


 


She works with Jeff Hyland, who I’ve known for a long time.  My actual office is out at Fort 


Johnson, and they are the nearest diet coke machine to my particular office so I tend to walk over 


there several times a day.  This will be a chance for me to actually find out what they do besides 


just looking at the posters that are on the wall. 


 


MS. COOKSEY:  Good morning, everyone.  As Pace said, my name is Cindy Cooksey and I 


work with Jeff Hyland, and we’re located out of CEHBR, which is the Center for Environmental 


Health and Bio-molecular Research.  We’re one of the centers that make up the National Centers 


for Coastal Ocean Science. 


 


Another center that some of you may be familiar with is the Beaufort Lab.  They are one of our 


sister laboratories; also HML, the Hollings Marine Lab, which is co-located with us at the end of 


Fort Johnson Road.  Jeff and I have been working for a long time conducting ecological 


assessments of condition for habitats around the United States, from estuaries out to the deep sea 


environment. 


 


We were invited to look at some of the issues associated with these deep sea habitat, soft bottom 


habitats associated with these deep sea coral habitats.  The initial question that I want to address 


is why do we want to look or why should we even care about these soft bottom habitats, these 


deserts of sand which surround these very luxurious deep sea coral habitats? 


 


Well, number one, is their ecological value.  The animals that live in these habitats are critical for 


detrital decomposition and nutrient cycling for these habitats.  These are kind of one of the bases 


of the food web out there.  We also care because they are a very rich source of biodiversity 


within our ocean environment. 


 


They also provide early-warning signals for human-induced stress.  What did we do?  We were 


working in conjunction with ROVs in order to place our sampling gear adjacent to these critical 


habitats without endangering them.  An ROV would go down, we would watch the video and 


then we would pick latitude and longitude for deployment of our 0.1 square meter Van Veen 


grab. 
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Now, this Van Veen grab, we used a 0.04 square meter insert.  This is very important that we use 


that insert, and I will get back to that later why it was so critical.  We look at a variety of 


indicators as part of our ecological assessments.  We’re always looking at general habitat 


conditions, water depth, temperature, salinity. 


 


Also, we’re looking at sediment TOC and grain size, which are very critical for the distribution 


of benthic communities.  We’re looking at stressor levels, contaminants, metals, pesticides, 


PCVs, PEHs and surface sediments.  We’re looking for signs of high-sediment TOC as well as 


low DO.  We’re looking at the actual diversity and abundances of the macro fauna, here defined 


as invertebrates greater than 0.5 millimeters. 


 


This is a simple thing but it is a very important thing to also look at, esthetic quality.  We’re 


looking for debris, visible oil sheens, noxious sediment odor, water clarity and turbidity.  In 2010 


we were attempting to sample off the coast of Georgia, but we had various problems and we 


ended up working off of Georgetown Hole.  


 


What I really want to highlight here is the technique I was talking about with us working in 


conjunction with ROV teams.  These yellow lines are ROV track lines in the Georgetown Hole 


area.  We were able to place our samples along the track lines in a habitat that otherwise we 


would not have been able to successfully sample with this gear. 


 


The odds of us just blindly putting down a grab in Georgetown Hole and hitting habitat that we 


could sample would be very slim; but working with the track lines we were able to successfully 


sample in these valleys that exist next to the hard-bottom habitat in the Georgetown Hole area.  


We were only able to sample three stations in 2010; again due to a variety of issues. 


 


But this was a proof of concept for us.  In 2011 we were part of a team that looked at series of 


deep sea coral habitats off the east coast of Florida from the North Florida Region down to 


Miami Terrace.  Again we used our system of ROVs during the daytime, sediment sampling in 


the evenings, and using the ROV data to successfully place sediment samples near habitats of 


interest. 


 


In 2011 we successfully sampled a total of 13 stations with three replicates per station.  


Remember that 0.04 square meter insert I talked about?  We’re going out and we’re collecting 


this information and I can say, okay, great, we have a diversity of 50 species per grab at a deep 


sea coral habitat.  That’s a nice number, but we need to be able to put that in comparison to what 


it means for the broader environment.   


 


What we’re doing is taking that data and we’re bringing it into perspective both for the broader 


South Atlantic Bight Region as well as comparing it to other marine protected areas.  Here is an 


example of Grays Reef National Marine Sanctuary.  We’ve been working since 2003 looking at 


Continental Shelf habitat from the West Coast, the Gulf of Mexico, the South Atlantic Bight and 


the Mid-Atlantic Bight, all using the same set of parameters and the same gear types.  When we 


go into a very specific study like this deep sea coral project, not only are we describing the 


habitat, but we can put it into perspective; what it means relative to the broader shelf 


environment of the habitat that we’re working in. 
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The data from 2011, I received completely the biotic and the abiotic data in August 2012, so I’ve 


only had it for a very short amount of time.  Any of the data I am presenting is very preliminary 


in nature.  But again I want to talk about putting it in perspective.  Here we have species 


richness.  I have two time periods for the Grays Reef National Marine Sanctuary, 2000 and 2005. 


 


This green bar is data average species’ richness for the entire South Atlantic Bight.  The yellow 


bar is species’ richness for the South Florida Continental Shelf Region, which we defined as just 


north of Tampa Bay around the tip of the peninsula up to the Miami area.  Then we have in  2010 


the three stations that we sampled at Georgetown Hole and then the 13 stations. 


 


What we’re seeing in species’ richness is that these soft-bottom communities are rather unique 


compared to the broader continental shelf areas, with an increased species’ richness that is 


actually statistically significant.  I can see the same pattern in densities and even more 


dramatically.  These are very rich, diverse habitats; the soft-bottom habitats around these deep 


sea corals. 


 


Again, significantly higher numbers of animals per square meter as compared to the broader 


South Atlantic Bight, as compared to the Grays Reef National Marine Sanctuary, as compared to 


the broader South Florida habitats.  I was not able to prepare a slide for this, but I’m also looking 


at not only the numbers, but I’m looking at the communities themselves using a variety of multi-


variant techniques. 


 


What I’m finding is that compared to the broader South Atlantic Bight and South Florida 


shelves, these deep sea coral habitats are pooling out as unique communities that are more 


similar to each other than to the broader shelf environment.  I’m finding that same pattern as well 


for the Grays Reef National Marine Sanctuary, which is also a coral habitat. 


 


Not only are they a very rich source of biodiversity compared to the broader shelf environment, 


with high numbers of individuals, from a community standpoint they are somewhat unique 


compared to the broader shelf environment.  Do we want to talk about some of the sediment 


chemistry results or do we just want to focus on the benthic complexities? 


 


Again as I mentioned we take a multi-parameter approach to these assessments.  We’re looking 


at the biological communities, but we’re also looking at abiotic parameters.  In this case I want to 


talk about some of our sediment chemistry results, which was some very good news but also 


some interesting pieces of information. 


 


Three stations again in Georgetown Hole; excellent news, most contaminants were below 


detection limits.  ERMs, ERLs; these are, for those of you who aren’t familiar, an ERL is a level 


below which a contaminant is not likely to cause negative bio-effects, and ERM is a level above 


which a contaminant is likely to cause bio-effects.  We had no higher level ERMs exceeded.  We 


only had one contaminant, chromium, which is a naturally occurring crustal rock or crustal metal 


that was above its associated ERL, but still below the higher level ERM.   


 


All very good news, a very good story; however, what is interesting in these offshore 


environments that are not near any point sources of pollution, we did find detectable levels of 


total DDTs, as well as a variety of what we call persistent organic pollutants.  Your pesticides, 
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the lindane, the HCG, the chlordanes, these were below ERL levels; these were not at levels 


where we would expect to have bio effects on the benthos, but we’re finding them out there.   


 


I think that is a pretty interesting finding.  Now let’s go to the Florida Atlantic coast.  Again, 


excellent story, most contaminants below detection limits, none of the higher level ERMs 


detected.  One contaminant, copper, again a naturally occurring crustal metal above ERL but 


below an ERM; however, we’re still finding these persistent organic pollutants out there.   


 


We’re finding them at detectable levels, low, not likely to cause harm to the benthos, but we’re 


finding them, and we’re finding a wider variety the further south we go, including flame 


retardants, the PBDEs; again your pesticides, a wider variety of pesticides.  We are also finding 


PCBs in these sandy environments.   


 


In addition as part of the study, following the pattern that we use everywhere we go, we look at 


fish tissue contaminant levels.  In 2010 we were able to sample 20 wreckfish that were collected 


off the coast of Georgia.  As you can see here, we had a mean length of 37 inches and a mean 


weight of 33 pounds. 


 


A wide variety of contaminants were found at detectable levels within these fish.  Many of the 


contaminants that we found at detectable levels did not have EPA advisory guidelines for us to 


compare against.  This includes the PBDs and a variety of pesticides.  We have numbers on them 


but we don’t really have a way of assessing what those numbers mean from a human health 


standpoint. 


 


Where we do have EPA guidelines for recreational fishers, you have cancer and non-cancer.  


Very briefly, the cancer-level guidelines are very low levels.  I’m noting them here, but we 


usually don’t pay too much attention to these lower level cancer guidelines.  We do tend to pay 


attention to the much higher level non-cancer, in the red, guidelines. 


 


Of the 20 fish that we collected from these deep sea coral areas, we had two that exceeded the 


EPA higher level non-cancer guideline for total DDT; twelve that exceeded it for total PCBs; and 


all 20 exceeded the methylmercury guidelines.  Next steps, we consider a lot of this information 


preliminary.  We still have a lot of questions that we would like to address.   


 


We still need to conduct further data analysis.  We need to publish these results, but I think we 


have some really interesting information at this point that really reflects that these are complex, 


benthic environments that are unique within the broader shelf habitat; that we also need to be out 


there continuing to collect information on the distribution of sediment contaminants in these 


habitats, because they are making it out there.  I am happy to take questions. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I find it interesting that you found mercury in the fish but not in the sediment. 


 


MS. COOKSEY:  Mercury bio accumulates.  We did find it, but we did not find it at levels that 


were above ERL or ERM guidelines.  It is a naturally occurring metal that also has been elevated 


due to human activities.  We found it; I just did not make a special note of it, because it was not 


above the thresholds that we are concerned about it directly impacting the benthos, but it is out 


there. 
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MR. PRATT:  One thing you might be interested in, Jenks, is the mercury.  Almost 90 percent of 


it that is found in the environment in water situations precipitates out of the air.  It doesn’t come 


out of the bottom sediment. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  That’s why I asked the question, because it seemed like to me that the rain falls 


in the ocean.  How does it get to the fish? 


 


MS. COOKSEY:  Right; it bio accumulates up through the food chain.  The plankton as well as 


the invertebrates within the benthos and the sediment is coming in contact and then they are 


eating it.  Again, these invertebrates are a critical part of the nutrient cycling. 


 


MR. STREET:  You differentiated between the soft bottoms that are immediately adjacent to the 


hard bottoms and then you compared them to the general habitat.  Where does the general habitat 


begin relative to the soft bottoms that are adjacent to the hard bottoms? 


 


MS. COOKSEY:  That is a very good question that I wish I had the data to answer.  That is a 


question that a lot of people have.  We’ve done some work with the Grays Reef National Marine 


Sanctuary to try to address that, but I don’t know that we went far enough out.  I don’t know how 


familiar you are with Grays Reef, but it has a very diffuse habitat of corals.  We were working 


within the Sanctuary itself and my data indicates that pretty much all of the Sanctuary has a very 


unique community compared to habitats outside of the sanctuary.   


 


MR. STREET:  Yes, I did some work on Grays Reef in 1968 with Georgia Game and Fish.  The 


reason I asked the question is because people focus on hard bottom, SAV and other obvious 


three-dimensional structured habitats; whereas, the soft bottoms, the sands, mud are the primary 


habitat, but they, of course, are three dimensional as well, just on a much, much, much finer 


scale.  When people start talking about “improving habitat,” what they’re talking about is 


replacing or covering soft bottom with structure. 


 


There are a lot of people – well, most everybody says, sure, let’s do it, we’ve got all of this soft 


bottom habitat that doesn’t produce anything and we know that artificial reefs either produce or 


accumulate, and SAV produces and things like that, but soft bottom in and of itself is a 


productive habitat with invertebrate and vertebrate and fish communities that are absolutely 


dependent on it.   I think too often people do not value soft bottoms and what they contain. 


 


MS. COOKSEY:  Most of the fish that are on those hard-bottom habitats, at some point in their 


life stage are going to be moving out into the soft bottom areas and foraging.  We’ve documented 


that with gut content analysis there at Grays Reef.  I agree, it is a critical part of the ecosystem. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Do you recall what the depth range for your samples off of Florida was? 


 


MS. COOKSEY:  Not off the top of my head.  I want to say it was probably an average depth of 


about 100 meters, with some range around there, but I wasn’t able to review that before I rushed 


over here this morning. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  We’ll just see if we can maybe push it a little too far, but some of the boundary 


lines we’re being asked to consider for expanding the Coral HAPCs are talking about expanding 


our boundaries at the 60 or 70 meter contour on the western side and at the 100 or the 110 meter 
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contour on the eastern side.  Is the bulk of your data to the east of these areas that we’re being 


asked to consider; is it in the middle of these areas or is it to the west? 


 


MS. COOKSEY:  Do you mean the deep sea coral sites themselves or the broader shelf 


comparison data? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  The places where your Van Veen grabs were taken. 


 


MS. COOKSEY:  Right.  The red dots that you see on this map are the locations where we 


collected the deep sea coral habitat.  We were right in areas of interest to this group here. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think here we are specifically talking about, as far as an extension of the 


Oculina Bank, a northern extension, the benthic grabs off of Cape Canaveral and the Oculina 


Pinnacles off of Daytona. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:  Could you tell me those chemical contaminants, the half life on them or the 


shelf life on them; are they building or – 


 


MS. COOKSEY:  Persistent organic pollutants; it is kind of in the name.  These are 


organochlorine compounds that are not going to be going away anytime soon. 


 


MR. PHILLIPS:   So we’re accumulating them? 


 


MS. COOKSEY:  Yes. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Just one more follow-up question.  Back in the ancient days, before there was 


Google Scholar and we had to read papers, it often talked about halos around coral reefs where 


the foraging that was already mentioned depressed the infaunal communities.  Do you not see 


that or are you not sampling on a fine enough scale to look for that kind of thing? 


 


MS. COOKSEY:  We’ve looked for that.  We’ve looked for it at Grays Reef, and we did not find 


halos at Grays Reef.  We were curious if we would see the halos here.  Based on what I saw in 


the 2011 data off of Florida, I did not see any evidence of halos.  However, the Georgetown Hole 


where we were sampling within a narrow valley surrounded by deep sea coral habitats with 


dense fish communities on both sides, we found very low densities.  I believe that may be a sign 


of foraging impacts within that very narrow habitat in the valley.  That may be a sign of the 


halos, but halos are not in all coral habitats. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Any other questions?  Okay, thanks again.  Anna, are we going to go through 


the Options Paper now? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  This is Attachment 10 in the material that you have.  What we thought we’d do 


here is look action by action.  The first is the northern extension of the northern zone and we’ve 


got the new alternative that was worked on and we’ll pull that up as well.  We’re looking at Page 


3 of that Options Paper and it shows what your current recommendation was, Subalternative 2A.  


I’ll pull up the new alternative.   
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MR. WATTERSON:  I was just curious if we are going to be going over any of the alternatives 


that were produced out of the joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, yes; that’s what Gregg is talking about.  This is kind of a work in 


progress.  Some of the recommendations as we mentioned that came out of that joint AP meeting 


called for getting together with a subgroup and developing these areas.  That will have to be 


vetted through the APs once again. 


 


But Roger and John Reed and Steve Blair were able to come up with a rendition for the northern 


extension.  Under Action 1 and the range of alternatives that follow under Action 1 deal 


specifically with scenarios for extending the northern boundary of Oculina.  That is what Gregg 


has pulled up here.  We will be able to show the recommendation as far as the spatial 


representation that came from that joint AP meeting. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Along with Pace I, sat in on your joint AP.  I guess my question is what are you 


asking of the Habitat AP?  In our May webinar we sort of endorsed what the Coral AP did, and 


the Coral AP set their boundaries much by the coral that John had seen mapping.  As you saw by 


your presentation, there are two areas that have some data and then most of the area has no data. 


 


We’ve had presentations that show from the habitat perspective it is even more than just coral; it 


is a mosaic that we might want to protect from the habitat perspective.  We have even less data.  


We went with endorsing what the Coral AP did.  As a Habitat AP, how are we going to decide 


how much mosaic we would like to preserve even past that, because at the meeting the Coral AP 


in some instances had consensus to sort of narrow what they were doing.  How do we counteract 


it?  Is there more mosaic that we want to protect and how do we decide that with almost no data? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  That is up for you all to discuss and base your recommendations here.  Your 


current position is you endorsed Subalternative 2A.  Now at the Deepwater Shrimp/Coral AP 


meeting they approved a motion that asked a group to get together and look at refining that based 


on the habitat.  John can go into this in a little more detail, but this was e-mailed to you yesterday 


and we’ve got it here projected.  This shows the results of that work to refine. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  The coral habitat? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Correct.  I think John can explain how much this has changed from your 


previous recommendation. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  But it’s still based on the coral habitat and not on any other habitat mosaic that 


we might want to take into consideration. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Correct, and you all are free here to make your own recommendation.  We’re 


just offering this as the output from that meeting. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  We’re getting a little maybe constructively ahead of ourselves.  Amber and I 


had a chance to sit next to each other and talk constantly during the meeting back in October.  


We were basically bouncing ideas off of each other as to how we individually and then how we 


might as a Habitat AP approach the problem. 
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Maybe that is another way to kind of rephrase the question is as a Habitat Advisory Panel – and 


we’ve heard some discussion already about what our charge might be as an advisory panel – 


what information do we want in front of us when we are being asked to decide which of a half 


dozen or different alternatives are appropriate for expanding the Oculina HAPC. 


 


The alternatives that are in front of us now are based upon folks using best professional judgment 


informed by some data but not an extensive amount of data in terms of geography of where the 


coral is.  One way for us to look at this as a Habitat AP is what kind of information do we want 


and is that information available? 


 


MR. STREET:  I would like to see a table comparing these areas that shows the amount of area, 


acres, hectares, whatever, and the estimated percentage of the Oculina Coral Habitat that is 


estimated to be encompassed of what has been found.  Are we talking about an additional 200 


square miles that would encompass 60 percent of what is believed to be there or that type of 


information?   


 


I went through this stuff hurriedly.  There was a tremendous amount of information.  I freely 


admit to not reading all of the 700-plus page report or the 100-plus page report.  I read some of 


the six- and seven-, ten-page reports, and I did take a quick look at the e-mail, the attachment 


from yesterday, but I have a great deal of trouble trying to figure out what the charts are 


showing, what the maps are showing just because the lines are so dense.  Then there are the 


yellow areas and there are the boxes, and I’m frankly not sure what they are showing. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  We do have in this Options Paper the basic information needed to construct 


most of that table, definitely not all of it.  What I would propose we do now is let the council 


staff walk us through the paper and hopefully at the end – there actually is a slide on the 


computer that has the beginnings of that table – we can then talk about what additional 


information we would like to add to that table from there. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, I believe this Options Paper in some form was reviewed with you during 


your webinar this past spring.  What you originally saw; the ranges here under Alternative 2 are 


the scenarios for expansion of the northern boundary for the Oculina Bank.  As John pointed out 


in his presentation, this is a recommendation that has come forward from the Coral Advisory 


Panel. 


 


It is based off of areas that they have been able to survey off of Daytona and Titusville.  It is also 


based on the bathymetric charts depicting the original Oculina Bank Reef Track.  The original 


recommendation from the Coral AP – 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Can I just interject for one second.  Can you scroll down to I think it is Figure 7 


or something in here, the one that has all the colored boxes on it.  Okay that one, and zoom out a 


little bit.  I tend to be a very visual, mappy kind of person.  I need to understand where my kids 


are by looking at where they are on a map.   


 


I asked Anna to kind of just slow down for a second and put this up just to make sure we all 


understand really what they’re talking about when they say the northern boundary.  I was 


halfway into the last discussion before I even figured out what that was back in November last 
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year.  What we’re talking about here is the northern boundary and that is what Anna is showing 


right now.   


 


There is not a huge amount of disagreement as to what the northern extent of that potential 


expansion area is.  A lot of the discussion is about the thickness of it and what contour is used to 


define the eastern and the western sides.  That is what we’re talking about now; and later on 


when we talk about the western expansion area, you can show where that is on the little red 


thing, the blue box right below it.    There will be discussions later about the western expansion, 


and that is that open polygon right there.  I just want to make sure everyone kind of has northern 


and western kind of straight in their heads before we get too deep into the nitty-gritty of the 


detail. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Thanks, that’s a good suggestion, Pace.  Just to be clear, this yellow polygon 


there, that is the original Oculina Bank that is in existence right now.  The green box down to the 


southern end of the boundary is the Oculina Experimental Closed Area.  That was something that 


was approved through a snapper grouper amendment specifically looking at protections for a 


number of deep-water snapper grouper species there. 


 


That does lie within the Oculina Bank HAPC.  What we’re talking about right now; the 


alternatives under Action 1, Alternative 2, deal with this area here.  It is based on, as John 


pointed out in his presentation, the surveys that were conducted off of Daytona and Titusville.  In 


some of the charts in the Option Paper, Roger has laid out the areas that they have been able to 


map. 


 


That is the impetus behind the Coral Advisory Panel’s recommendation, using the groundtruth 


surveys that they’ve been able to go out there and conduct and perform and also comparing that 


with the NOAA bathymetric charts to indicate probable extent of habitat.  If we flip back to the 


range here, Subalternative 2A is what the Coral Advisory Panel originally came forward with. 


 


That is basing the northern extension – can you all read that?  Hopefully, you are following along 


with Attachment 11.  They originally came forward with Alternative 2A, and that bases the 


northern extension or proposed northern extension, rather, along the 60 and 100 meter depth 


contour lines. 


 


The rationale provided there was that would allow the most amount of protection for what the 


coral scientists have come forward with that they know exists in that area.  This range of 


alternatives was taken out for public scoping.  The Deepwater Shrimp and industry 


representatives that attended the scoping meetings had some comments here.   


 


What they came forward with during their spring formal advisory panel meeting – they met in 


conjunction with the Shrimp Advisory Panel – was a modification to what the Coral AP has 


recommended, and that was something they developed off of Subalternative 2B.  The range here 


simply is a suite of scenarios that follow kind of different parameters; Subalternative 2B being 


the northern extension tracking the 70 and 90 meter depth contour lines.  


  


The Deepwater Shrimp AP has come forward saying that a lot of their historical trawling fishing 


areas are taking place further inshore than the 70 meters.  Between 60 and 70 are very important 
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grounds for the Deepwater Shrimp AP.  Subalternative 2C, tracking the 70 and 100 meter depth 


contour lines; and 2D tracking the 60 and 90 meter depth contour lines.   


 


Originally this range was developed just to provide a suite of options for the public to comment 


on during the scoping meetings.  What the joint Deepwater Shrimp and Coral Advisory Panel 


meeting was able to do was to talk about primarily that area between the 60 and 70 meter depth 


contour line.   


 


There is a very important ledge known as – and Mike can chime in as appropriate – 27, 28 


fathom ledge that is the important shrimp trawling grounds for them.  Some of the coral folks 


came forward talking about Subalternative 2C would protect the most amount of habitat that is 


known. 


 


Originally they did come forward with the more protective scenario, the 60 and 100 meter depth 


contour, but they offered up that 2C would protect what they know is out there.  This 


Subalternative 2C is what the groups were able to come to some type of consensus during the 


joint advisory panel meeting.   


 


What we can show and project is the area that Roger and John have put together that is based off 


of this Subalternative 2C.  The motion passed during the joint advisory panel meeting was 


developing the alternative to present to the council around this scenario, which would offer up 


some of those productive trawling areas for the deepwater shrimp folks involved in that area.  


Also there have been some snapper grouper concerns about anchoring in some of those areas off 


of some of those ledges there while protecting some of the habitat that the coral scientists know 


that does occur in the area.   


 


MR. WILBUR:  I’m just going to add one thing just like a summary of it.  The contours in play 


here are the 60 meter, the 70 meter, the 90 meter and the 100 meter contour.  That is what came 


out of the process last year for defining these potential eastern and western boundaries for the 


northern expansion area.   


 


The Coral Advisory Panel picked the 60 meter contour and the 100 meter contour.  That gave 


you a fairly fat northern extension.  The Shrimp Advisory Panel countered with the 70 meter 


contour and the 90 meter contour.  That gave you a relatively thin northern expansion.  Now if 


you want to turn that into area, as Mike suggested as one important part of the table, the fat one 


is 430 square miles.  The skinny one is 228 square miles.   


 


When you look at the amount of area that each of those contours essentially represents, you get 


more square miles going from 70 meters to 60 meters than you do going form 90 meters to 100 


meters.  In the effort to focus on maximizing the area of protection, that is why most of the 


discussion ended up focusing on the western side of this proposed expansion area in debating the 


60 meter contour versus the 70 meter contour.  Now you are going to kick into some of the other 


little nuances that have come up since then. 


 


DR. REED:  At the Deepwater Shrimp and Coral AP meeting in October, each AP looked at the 


data and then each AP voted to agree on that the 70 meter to 100 meter contour line was 


appropriate, and that we would look at the line and move it accordingly where the line went over 
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obvious high-relief habitat.  Roger did that a week or so ago.  The difference was just following 


the 70 meter line would have crossed over habitat.   


 


We moved three places, three points, about 50 meters to the west, three points that were 


obviously on top of high-relief habitat.  From the contour charts, we moved three points, moved 


those three points so it avoided the habitat there.  On the east side the 90 meter was right across a 


lot of habitat.  T00 meter avoids the obvious high-relief habitat.  The east side is very straight.   


 


That is where you have the highest pinnacles and they are in a very straight line.  That was the 


old Paleoshoreline of Florida some 20,000 years ago.  I think the 100 meter; I don’t think we 


have any problem with that, either the Coral AP or the Shrimp AP for the northern border.  


Roger and the Coral AP moved the western border to 70 meters with a couple little adjustments 


to avoid obvious hard bottom.   


 


I think it is very simple that we completed this chart to protect the majority of the coral habitat 


and the habitat between the high-relief coral, which is your other habitat; your low-relief ledges, 


rubble and so forth that are between the high-relief features, so the 70 to 100 with a little 


tweaking I think is good for everybody. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  John, so your recommendation is Alternative 2C. 


 


DR. REED:  That’s correct. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I so move. 


 


DR. REED:  I’ll second. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Discussion.   


 


MR. GEER:  What was the area of that tweaking?  Do you know the total area of the new 


tweaking area? 


 


DR. REED:  Roger has that data.  Again, there are like three points moved about 50 meters so I 


don’t know. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  329 square miles is what I’m hearing from the peanut gallery. 


 


DR. REED:  Not that we changed. 


 


MR. GEER:  I want to know what the total area with the tweaking would be. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Let’s just clarify; Alternative 2C is not what was worked on last week.  What 


was worked on last week was starting at Alternative 2C and making some modifications to it.  


Now, Alternative 2C by itself, as originally proposed last spring, is 278 square miles.  The 


tweaking that was done to it last week – and that tweaking again, as John pointed out, was done 


according to the guidelines that both the Shrimp and the Coral AP endorsed in their meeting in 


October – resulted in 329 square miles.  That is what I’ve heard from the folks in the back who 


are part of that technical exercise. 
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MS. MARTIN:  Just to add on to that; what the groups came up with during the joint AP meeting 


was to base a new alternative to present to the council off of Alternative 2C, which tracks the 70 


to 100 meter depth contour lines while annexing some of the hard-bottom features that the coral 


scientists know exist. 


 


This is the new scenario; it is not yet an alternative in the Options Paper.  That is something that 


will be presented to the council in December.  It is similar in scope.  What was discussed as a 


foundation for developing that new scenario from northern extension is the Subalternative 2C.  


That is the 278 square miles. 


 


You can see in the table in the Options Paper, even though it is limited, it is the past five years of 


VMS data; the percentage of impact to the rock shrimp industry based on fishing points in that 


particular area.  Again, that VMS data is something we are looking to refine.  That will be 


something that the Habitat AP would see again with the complete VMS data set at your next 


session. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  We have to kind of bring some order to the chaos here, part of which is 


exacerbated by the technical glitches.  Mike, do you want to make a point? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Anna kind of alluded to it there, is that the numbers in the options that 


referred to the VMS data and the impacts that it has on the fishery, those are not accurate.  I think 


that you’ve just got to look at it in terms of least and most.  You can look at it in that way and 


say a higher percentage or a lower percentage, but it is not a good indicator of impact to the 


fishery.  But also I got this 2E on my phone last night in the airport, so I haven’t had a chance to 


look at that.  It’s not very good for reviewing it. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Right, I think that that is a good point, and this is very hot off the presses.  We 


do believe it is probably an extremely faithful attempt to execute the direction that came out of 


the October meeting.  But as with all scientific ideas, the test of time is the test that matters, and 


having a chance to mull it over and look at it is going to be an important part of the process. 


 


We’ll have to decide as a group whether we are at the point of ready to adopt it based upon the 


information we have or whether we want to allow some additional time to transpire and evaluate 


it, and see how it shakes out.   


 


MS. WENDT:  I was just going to ask if you could project the most recent version. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, we’re working on that.   


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I just had a question about the alternative that the Shrimp and the Coral 


AP came up with where you were following the 70 meter contour line with some annexing of 


hard bottom, correct, John.  It is where you were following the 70 meter contour but you annexed 


certain areas of hard bottom accordingly, correct? 


 


DR. REED:  Right. 
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MR. WATTERSON:  My question would be, particularly to Mike; how easy is it to conform to 


that when you are out on the boat?  How are you going to know where those annexed areas are 


when you don’t have a depth contour or anything to follow? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Basically the software that they’re using out there, tracking software, if we 


put in the coordinates of the boundaries of that area, they will know exactly where it is at.  


 


MR. WATTERSON:  It will draw that boundary on your software? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Right, exactly.  It doesn’t matter what the shape is or what it is, they have 


got a clear boundary.  I have a chart here to I need to put out, because it will show you a lot of 


those boundaries and it will also show you the existing tracks so you can see.  They know 


exactly where those boundaries are.  All we have to do is give them the coordinates and make 


sure that it is well published out there on the water, and they’ll know exactly how to conform to 


that. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Just to clarify Carter’s question a little bit; when the boundary is set, it is not set 


at a contour line.  It is set at a series of points that can be connected to make lines that are an 


approximation of the contour line.  The number of points and the number of lines is essentially a 


balancing act between best available technology and what is accessible and comfortable for use 


by the fishermen and what the law enforcement people feel creates enough clarity to them in 


taking an enforcement action.  It’s a balancing act. 


 


MR. STREET:  Those tweaks I assume come westward into the less than 70 meter depth. 


 


DR. REED:  That’s correct.  I don’t know if I can project this ArcGIS to here or not.  There were 


three along the 70 meter line, which was Alternative 2C.  Roger and the Coral AP drew it with  


points and poly lines.  Where that line was definitely encroaching into high-relief features, we 


moved it off the high-relief feature. 


 


MR. STREET:  To the west? 


 


DR. REED:  To the west for the western border. 


 


MR. STREET:  Just 50 meters laterally? 


 


DR. REED:  Right, on that scale to get it off that feature. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  John has showed me while I was just looking over his shoulder the new polygon 


that hopefully we can display.  If the numbers that we’ve heard kind of thrown around real 


quickly are in fact the true numbers of the area; the difference between that and Alternative 2C is 


50 square miles. 


 


Keep in mind I’m an ecologist without a calculator.  That is roughly the midpoint between 


Alternatives 2A and 2B in terms of square miles.  Alternative 2A is what the Coral AP proposed 


and later on endorsed by the Habitat AP, and 2B is what the Shrimp AP proposed.  The number 


we are hearing for the modification to Alternative 2C is roughly in the middle of those two.   
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MS. MARTIN:  Okay, here we have the new scenario that resulted from the recommendation 


that came out of the joint advisory panel meeting.  Now this has not yet been vetted through the 


Deepwater Shrimp AP.  Once again Mike pointed out once we have all of the coordinates and 


can double check the coordinates that we have in the table there, that will be something that they 


can then look at and overlay with their trawl track data.  This is the new alternative.  I’m not sure 


if the Habitat AP wants to talk about this area.  We also have Alternative 2C that I can project, 


which is what the recommendation for this redrawn area was based off of.   


 


MR. MIKELL:  Can you put 2E on top of 2C? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  We can’t now, and that is something you’ll see in the Options Paper we’ve been 


able to do before with some of the areas that have been previously discussed at the recent AP 


meeting and the spring advisory panel meetings.  Because this was something that was just 


developed, at your next session we’ll be able to have that in addition to the completed VMS 


dataset.  It is a work in progress.  What we can show now is just what Roger and John have been 


able to sit down and come up with based off of that motion that was made during that joint 


meeting with the Deepwater Shrimp AP and the Coral AP. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Would it simplify anything if I amended my motion? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  That’s how you amend it, Jenks. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  John, are you and Roger in agreement on 2E? 


 


DR. REED:  Yes. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I just got it last night in the airport and have not had a chance to review it. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I’ve got it.  I would like to amend the motion to say 2E as opposed to 2C. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I second. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Let’s continue discussion.  Go ahead, Mike. 


 


MR. STREET:  Will it be possible before this meeting is over to see it real good?  When it was 


up there briefly, the green line disappeared to me.  Can we have it say red line or something?  Is 


it possible to see where those tweaks are?  It sounds like we’re reaching agreement.  Mike needs 


to take a closer look at it, but I’m thinking if we have to wait until tomorrow to see it well so that 


Mike can have time to look it over, or this afternoon, however it can be done, that might make it 


cleaner, for want of a better term.   


 


MR. WILBUR:  Okay, we’re going to see if John Reed’s computer can be fed into this, because 


he has a little bit more flexible software and has the various lines available to him. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  There are 21 points in that option, and I can probably have those in about 


15 minutes and display them up on the chart that I have, if you want me to go ahead and try to do 


that.  Actually the chart I have has basically all the different options that have been presented.  
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There are about four options on it right now, and then this would just be another one on top of 


that. 


 


MR. STREET:  We’re scheduled for a break in about ten minutes.  Why don’t we go ahead and 


take the break now while they do that. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I think that is a very good suggestion.   


 


MR. WILBUR:  Let’s see if we can kind of deal with the computer glitches and come back in 


like ten minutes and hopefully it will work.  Mike, if you’re willing to try, I think it would be 


good.  At this point I think we have to investigate multiple alternatives to getting it up on the 


screen and see.  The other option too is in theory all of you guys have this in your e-mail.  It was 


sent yesterday.  Does everyone have a computer or are adjacent to someone who has a computer 


that they could actually display it right now and you can kind of look over each other’s 


shoulders? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  We can project it.  We can’t change the color that it is, but people can get up and 


walk up to the screen up close and personal if they want to. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I don’t know if you can do this with what was sent, but can you put up more 


than one line at the same time?  That is what John can do. 


 


DR. REED:  I can show all the alternatives with the points, with the poly line, with the 


background data.  I can’t zoom in on that one for some reason.   


 


MR. WILBUR:  Ten minutes; we’re going to work on some computer stuff.  We’ve just got to 


find the way out of the woods. 


 


(Whereupon, a recess was taken.) 


 


MR. WILBUR:  The motion on the table is approval of Alternative 2E.  That motion has 


been seconded.  Is there any further discussion of that motion?  Seeing no raised hands, we 


will not have further discussion of that motion and we will go to a vote for Alternative 2E.  


Now, all in favor of the Habitat Advisory Panel recommending to the council Alternative 


2E for the public scoping process, please say Aye.  Any opposed?  I heard no opposition so 


that is what the Habitat AP will recommend to the council.  Thank you, Jenks, for an 


excellent motion.  The next one is the western boundary, right? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, the first range of subalternatives under Action 1 dealt specifically with the 


northern extension and scenarios there.  What we’ll carry forward to the council is your 


recommendation for this new scenario that the council members themselves haven’t yet seen.  


Next under Action 1, Alternative 3 deals specifically with the proposed western extension of the 


Oculina Bank HAPC. 


 


This kind of carries over from when John was talking about as far as the research they’ve been 


able to conduct in this area.  The Coral AP did base their proposed recommendation off of – you 


can see here the multibeam bathymetry indicating the high-relief features there.  This extension 


lies primarily within the two existing satellite sites.  Those are the areas outlined in yellow there.  
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That is part of the existing HAPC.  The blue polygon on the screen is the proposed 


recommendation for extending the western boundary, kind of encapsulating the area between the 


satellite sites and carrying a little further south.  The points that are a little hard to depict, but 


they are in the Options Paper – hopefully you are able to see that on your computer screens, but 


that indicates the VMS points and the fishing activity that is taking place within this proposed 


extension of the western boundary.  This is coming from the Coral Advisory Panel.   


 


I believe the Habitat AP talked about it minimally during your webinar; and the Deepwater 


Shrimp AP, during the joint meeting with the Coral Advisory Panel, did not have a specific 


recommendation for this proposed extension other than interest in possibly looking at some 


modifications down the road. 


 


As we get into the spring AP meetings and the public hearing process for this amendment, they 


may come forward with a recommendation for a modification here, but we don’t have one now.  


What we have here is Alternative 3 that has already been endorsed by the Coral AP and the 


Habitat AP.  That is PDF Page 9 in Attachment 10; Alternative 3, Figure 5. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Just to clarify I think a little bit; in May the Habitat Advisory Panel did endorse 


Alternative 3 as indicated in the legend of the figure that is up on the table.  As Anna said, in 


October the Coral Advisory Panel expressed some concerns about Alternative 3 and was given 


the homework assignment of suggesting an alternative to Alternative 3, which we haven’t seen.   


It hasn’t been developed, right? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  No.  They may have something in mind, but that is not something in the 


document right now.  The Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel has suggested an interest in 


coming forward with a recommendation perhaps at a future time.  They haven’t yet done that.  


What we have now is just one scenario for expansion of the western boundary. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  What I’m hearing on the right side of me from Dr. Reed is that Roger actually 


has drawn an alternative for Alternative 3. 


 


DR. REED:  It is my understanding that the Coral AP agreed and voted on what that poly line is 


there – what do you call that; does that have a number? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Alternative 3. 


 


DR. REED:  The West Extension 3B, right? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right; it is Alternative 3 under Action 1 and Figure 5. 


 


DR. REED:  The Coral AP agreed on that and voted on that.  That was essentially closing in the 


straight line between the two satellite areas.  That area was also that I spoke about in my talk this 


morning that was reviewed by Harter, where we had additional multibeam data and ROV data to 


verify what we knew was there.  Again, it could be redrawn to kind of tweak around obvious 


features and pull it in accordingly.  It would be very minor I think, like the north extension. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  There seems to be some lack of clarity on whether there is an alternative option 


here for Alternative 3. 
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DR. REED:  Roger did draw one. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  I’ll check with Roger, he’s following on, but Anna and I don’t know of another 


alternative to this 3.  This is in your document on Page 4.  This shows what Alternative 3 is and 


what your current position is. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Okay, at this point, since we as the Habitat AP back in May weighed in on 


Alternative 3, the floor is open basically for a move to reconsider that option.  If there is no move 


to reconsider the option that we already endorsed, then the discussion on Alternative 3 is closed. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Why did we cut it off the southern boundary where we did when we squared it 


up? 


 


DR. REED:  If you can kind of look in there, you see right above that line obvious high-relief 


features.  That was the end of the obvious high-relief features, where that line was drawn across.  


It could have been just straightened out at an angle, but that is why it was cut there. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  What was the concern of the Coral AP in trying to revise? 


 


DR. REED:  The Coral AP had no concern.  We drew that original line based on the habitat data 


and available data.  We had no reason to redraw it based on coral. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  Was there not just discussion though of a new line being drawn that has yet to 


reach paper? 


 


DR. REED:  At the same time that Roger drew the northern 2E that we just discussed also drew a 


slight notch just below that southern satellite, which was where historical shrimp data that Mike 


had provided showed there was trawling in there.  We tried to cut it in right in there. Right in 


there, we drew a notch for the shrimp data. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  Is that the reason that we’re potentially reconsidering what our previous 


recommendation was? 


 


DR. REED:  Well, the Coral AP agreed on 2C there, what you see based there coral habitat. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, let me just clarify.  I think the rendition that Roger has – and  


unfortunately we don’t have that here to show – it is perhaps preliminary in that the motion that 


the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel passed and was interested in is in the future coming 


forward with a recommendation to tweak some of those areas.   


 


That is the specific notch there that John was pointing out.  If that happens, then John has 


assisted in developing a potential scenario that would incorporate some of those concerns when 


they would be forthcoming.  It’s preliminary and not something that we have in the document 


right now and not something that the council will even look at in December. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  We previously made a recommendation on this and have no additional 


information on which to revise our recommendation, correct?     
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MS. MARTIN:  That’s right; this was originally from a meeting that the Coral Advisory Panel – 


the recommendation that came out of their meeting last year.  This is one of the original 


recommendations that you have already seen. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I just want to ask a question.  There is the potential that there will be other 


alternatives put together on all these different expansions; is that correct? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Sure, this is a fluid document at this stage.  The council’s intent behind the joint 


AP meeting was to talk about some possible consensus for some of these areas, which we think 


we have.  Even though they are not yet in the document, they are still kind of in the revision 


stage.  I think that in itself would lend towards an additional range of options that may come out 


of your next advisory panel meeting.   


 


We haven’t gone through the public hearing stage for this yet.  What Gregg presented was a little 


bit of a delayed time line for this just to make sure everyone has an opportunity to weigh in and 


provide input at the appropriate stage.  The alternatives as they are in the document right now are 


not finite.  I don’t feel that is what will be in the final amendment. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That’s just what I wanted to know; because if there are some other tweaks 


or some other opportunities that we have to look at this, there may be some other options; there 


might be an F or a G or whatever that might follow on or hopefully we can start reducing these 


down to a number, because there are a lot of options out here that really we need to get rid of. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, and that is one of our intentions behind presenting this, the alternatives 


we have now, at the December council meeting; let’s suggest parsing out some of the alternatives 


that are in there now that none of the advisory panels are specifically interested in further 


pursuing. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I guess this will be for the December meeting, but I would think that it 


would be a good thing to say can we get some real and some final options out on the table for 


everybody to look at.  We keep adding options.  I just think somehow we’ve got to start getting 


to something that we’ve all seen and we can say this is what we want to stand behind. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think that’s the hard part about this process, but hopefully we will get there 


with all of the APs’ support. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  That’s what we indicated at the start that we’re asking the council to do in 


December, to go over all the recommendations.  They have yet to look at this in detail from the 


scoping.  What we hope to get from them at the December meeting is here is a list of alternatives 


that we want analyzed in detail and those will be the alternatives that are in the document. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Plus the opportunity for new ones. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Well, there is always the opportunity for new ones; but unless we want to stay in 


a do-loop and keep working on this for the next several years, then it has got to reach some 


conclusion.  Typically the process is that what they tell us in December will be analyzed.  That 


will be presented to all of the APs in one form or another, and then by June they will tell us what 


alternatives to take out to public hearing.   







Habitat AP Meeting 
                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                                                                      November 14-15, 2012 


40 
 


They’ll look at it in March as well, but they need to wrap up what alternatives they want to go 


out to public hearing.  There is always the opportunity to revisit this again in the future.  But if 


we intend to bring this to some sort of conclusion next year, then we need to approve it for public 


hearings in June. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  No, I think some of the things I just saw – that some of the changes they 


just came up with are probably fine, but I just kind of get thrown for a loop when it gets thrown 


at you right away.  I just want to make sure it is not a finite set at this point, because we might be 


able to come to some terms on a lot of the stuff and avoid a lot of all these different options that 


we’ve got here on the table right now.  I think we could really probably consolidate it down if we 


all sat down and worked it out. 


 


DR. REED:  Just from the Coral AP perspective; I think we as the Coral AP agreed on the 


Alternative 2E, which was tweaking 2C.  Coral AP would agree with the 2E that we all looked at 


and Habitat voted on and agreed on.  As far as the western extension, the Coral AP proposed that 


and there is no new data to suggest otherwise, so I say the Coral AP still approves this polygon 


that you see right there.   


 


MR. WILBUR:  Is there any further discussion from the Habitat AP on Alternative 3, which we 


have already endorsed back in May?  Seeing none, I think we can now close the conversation 


about Alternative 3.  If new information becomes available and the council asks this AP to weigh 


in on that new information for Alternative 3, we will do what the council asks us to do. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Those are the existing alternatives for the proposed expansion of the Oculina 


Bank, northern and western.  One other thing that will be presented to the council for 


consideration is a recommendation for an alternative.  It is not an existing alternative right now 


simply because the council hasn’t had an opportunity to talk about this. 


 


This is a recommendation that came from the Shrimp and the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 


during their meeting last April.  The Coral and Deepwater Shrimp also had an opportunity to talk 


about this.  This is a recommendation for developing a fishery access area within the existing 


HAPC.  We’re talking about the yellow box, the area that is already the Oculina Bank HAPC.  


 


The rationale from the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp AP has been an access area within the 


existing HAPC in an area where they feel is sand bottom, essentially lacking some of the hard-


bottom habitat and the other high-relief features where the oculina is existing, would allow them 


access to productive shrimp bottom south of the existing HAPC to that which exists north. 


 


We’re talking about carving out a corridor within the HAPC.  Again, this is a recommendation 


that they put out on the table.  The council hasn’t talked about it yet; but during the joint advisory 


panel meeting with the Coral AP, they did develop a specific recommendation for what such a 


fishery access area should entail. 


 


Now we don’t have a spatial representation for that recommendation, but we do have – this is a 


very general look at what we’re talking about here.  The red polygon within the yellow HAPC 


box is along similar lines to what the Deepwater Shrimp and Shrimp Advisory Panels have come 


forward with.  What the Coral Advisory Panel recommended was consideration of this area in 


waters deeper than 100 meters.   
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A few of the scientists – and John can back me up on this – have identified that specifically 


oculina – we’re not talking about any of the other benthic habitat or other habitat affiliations in 


this area – oculina does not occur in waters deeper than 150 meters.  Well, the parameters that 


the Coral Advisory Panel endorsed during the joint AP meeting was allowing such an access area 


at depths between 110 and 140 meters.   


 


That is something that will be presented to the council in December.  Again, it is not yet an 


alternative for consideration because the council hasn’t had an opportunity to talk about it.  


Essentially it would allow for fishing to take place within that access area.  Now our Law 


Enforcement Advisory Panel representative that was at the joint AP meeting expressed some 


concern about allowing an access area within an existing HAPC that carries forward certain gear 


restrictions. 


 


You can also see part of the recommendation overlaps with the experimental closed area.  There 


are other implications in addition to deepwater coral habitat that the council will have to discuss 


and deliberate.  Obviously, the Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel has not yet been closely 


involved in these recommendations and so they will have to weigh in on this as well. 


 


The Oculina Experimental Closed Area was put in place under a snapper grouper amendment 


specifically looking at protections for deepwater snapper grouper species.  I guess at this point I 


don’t know if the Habitat AP wants to talk about that recommendation.  There is some language 


for what the Deepwater Shrimp AP has come forward with on PDF Page 12 in the Options 


Paper.  This is kind of the first grouping here of other considerations for the Oculina Bank.   


 


DR. REED:  As far as opening up a corridor through the current and long-standing OECA, the 


original Oculina HAPC, there is no new data to suggest or alter those eastern boundaries. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I’ll just clarify something there is that the reason that it has an eastern and 


a western boundary inside of there is basically because rock shrimp don’t occur out deeper than 


about 140 meters is about the maximum they live.  The idea was just to create – the law 


enforcement didn’t like the idea of the corridor, because they don’t like the doughnut hole effect 


is what Otha said about that.  He didn’t like to have both boundaries.   


 


That is the way we defined it, because that is the area where rock habitat is, is in about that 110 


to about 140 meters.  That is why we have both an eastern and a western boundary.  If it was just 


from a western boundary at 110 out, that would suffice to be the same thing, because they are not 


fishing in deeper than 140 meters, anyway.  But that was the reasoning behind that. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  We can continue to discuss this idea.  We can even maybe have a motion that 


we could send to the council that might influence their decision about whether to take this idea 


and morph it into an alternative, but there is no alternative on the table right now. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  The motion that was passed at the joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory 


Panel was that an alternative would be presented in response to what the Deepwater Shrimp AP 


recommended during their April meeting earlier this year.  For the existing HAPC that evaluates 


the feasibility of a shrimp fishery access area within the existing HAPC at depths between 110 


and 140 meters, so those are the delineations there, 110 to 140 within the existing HAPC.  Now 
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we don’t have that specific spatial representation yet.  We’re waiting until after the council has 


had an opportunity to talk about this recommendation.    


 


MR. GEER:  I have concerns about opening up a doughnut hole in the middle of the HAPC; 


primarily enforcement would be an issue.  It is far out there and enforcement can be tough even 


with VMS.   


 


MR. STREET:  Approximately how wide, east west is that area; I mean one miles, three miles? 


 


DR. REED:  What depths were you talking about, 110 to 140? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  110 to 140.  It looks to be a mile and a half, two miles; two miles probably. 


 


DR. REED:  As I said before, we have no new data or even old data to suggest changing the east 


border there or to open up a corridor for trawling in that zone and certainly within the OECA.  


The only new data is that the NOAA DEM chart, digital elevation model, which I have, which 


shows very probable low relief to moderate relief features in that zone. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Just to clarify on that; the reason this came up was because when the 


HAPC was first created, it was created in a straight north/south manner, and just a box put over it 


for easy enforcement.  I think at the time they didn’t really understand the power of using the 


VMS as an enforcement tool.  It has very well proven itself. 


 


Part of these expansions that we’re looking into making now are to realign some of this protected 


area, so it covers a reef that was missed when it was first created.  When it was first created, 


when they created that box, that went pretty far to the east and took out a lot of the rock shrimp 


bottom.  If you look at the chart – and I’ll display this in the back; but if you look at the chart, the 


tracks come up to the box and stop and at the top of the box they continue on. 


 


At one point in time it was a straight-line fishery that has been interrupted.  What we basically 


were doing was just asking if we are going to realign this to protect this habitat, let’s also look at 


opening up some of it that was maybe taken and could be given back.  That was the reasoning 


behind it. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  A question to the Habitat AP; are we no longer concerned about that habitat that 


is in there such that you all are willing to allow trawling to occur on that habitat?  I think that is 


the question the council would be interested in hearing your expertise on. 


 


MR. STREET:  Will it be possible to acquire data on the bottom within the proposed access area 


insofar as are there or are there not oculina or other features that should be protected? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I was just going to say that is a good question.  I know that the data is limited.  


What John presented was from the Pisces, the June 2011, is that right?  The Pisces research was 


funded from NOAA’s Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program, where they focused 


their research and assessments on the South Atlantic for the past few years. 


 


Now that focus ended in 2011.  Many of these recent discoveries north and west of the existing 


HAPC were under the umbrella of that South Atlantic work.  They have shifted their resources to 
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other areas.  I can say there probably isn’t going to be funding for new work in the Oculina Bank 


HAPC in the near future, but that is always kind of a tough question.  I’ll offer that to the 


discussion. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Basically at this point it is more of an exercise of drawing lines on paper.   We 


have no data to support establishing the original HAPC in that area, and we have none to take it 


off either. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  That’s your observation.  Going back to Gregg’s question, do we want to offer 


an opinion to the council on whether or not a fishery access area crudely approximated by the red 


line, as displayed on the screen right now, is something worth continuing to pursue and 


formulating, taking the resources necessary to formulate into an alternative that would get more 


close scrutiny later on or do we want to simply remain silent on the issue and see if this gains any 


traction in the council during their December meeting and whether they specifically direct us to 


answer that question in 2013? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I’ll recommend silence just because it doesn’t seem like we have information to 


push us one way or the other. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Are you going to phrase that in terms of a motion?  You don’t have to phrase it 


as a motion.  If there is no motion, there is no motion. 


 


MR. STREET:  If there is any action to be taken one way or another, I’d prefer to see it based on 


data of some sort.  For example, are there historical data that productive trawling did occur 


there?  Are people who did trawl there; are there logs of their activity there or anything of that 


nature, which might indicate hangs or things like that? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I agree. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  There is no doubt that area was used as a fishery.  When we first looked at 


extending this, the rock shrimp fishermen brought us charts that showed that they fished right 


down through the middle of this area.  Yes, we can provide you information that shows in the 


past this area has been fished.  


 


 I thought John covered this in his presentation this morning, some of the historical information 


showing some of the original damage to bottom from various types of trawl gear, including roller 


rig trawl.  That can be provided.  I guess what you all are asking for is for you to formulate a 


recommendation on this you would like to see the underlying habitat information that we have in 


this proposed shrimp access area and documentation that this was an active fishing area in the 


past. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Anna, my recollection from the meeting in October was that Clark Alexander 


noted several times during the meeting that the time was right for some sort of synthesis kind of 


paper about the Oculina Bank, its historic uses and current condition simply because of the 


opportunity to incorporate newer studies or newer thoughts about older studies.  I thought that 


idea actually had traction and was even part of a motion, but I did not see it in the list of motions 


that was included with the advisory panel packet.  Amber, you might remember how much 


traction Clark got with that suggestion during the meeting. 
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MS. MARTIN:  I think that was in context of talking about a fishery access area overlapping 


with the experimental closed area and what are the provisions behind the experimental closed 


area.  Then we talked about when the council put in the sunset provision for the Oculina 


Experimental Closed Area, which again is the green box within the existing HAPC, which 


carries additional prohibitions that the HAPC in entirety doesn’t; such as prohibition of 


possession of snapper grouper species. 


 


When they extended those regulations for the experimental closed area, they did so with the 


understanding and the mandate essentially that a reevaluation of the experimental closed area 


would take place every seven years, something to that effect.  Well, at any rate the next 


evaluation for that area comes in 2014. 


 


A report on an assessment of the experimental closed area is forthcoming.  That will essentially 


be based on what is scientifically known to date, how that area has I guess performed essentially 


during the closure.  A report will be delivered to the council in 2014.  That is specifically talking 


about the experimental closed area.  It is my understanding Clark’s comments were in context of 


consideration of modifying the experimental closed area. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Given the overlap between the green box up there, the experimental closed area, 


and the rough depiction of the fishery access area in the red polygon, it’s, what, 40 percent or so 


overlaps, maybe; so would not that report that is due to the council in 2014 provide an 


opportunity to answer some of the questions that Mike has proposed as being relevant to the 


discussion about a fishery access area?  Then it is just a matter of directing whoever it is who is 


preparing that report to think broadly about these other issues. 


 


DR. REED:  Unfortunately, since the last report was done, there was a full report done in 2007, 


and this is more about the OECA closure to bottom fishing, hook and line for grouper snapper, 


which was originally done in 1994, I believe, because of the complete decimation of the breeding 


populations of grouper, primarily gag and scamp grouper. 


 


Seventies and eighties, early eighties, each reef literally had hundreds if not thousands of fish on 


them.  By the late eighties primarily from hook-and-line overfishing, both commercial and 


recreational, it was down to almost zero.  We’re seeing that come back.  In 2006 when the Coral 


AP had a complete thorough review of all of these available data was completed; since then there 


has been no new data out there.   


 


The biggest problem the council has is this OECA, which is trying to protect that fishery and let 


it rebound, let especially the grouper come back and get to breeding populations.  There is still a 


lot of poaching going on.  I can go out there most anytime and see people poaching, fishing on 


the bottom.  It’s a big problem. 


 


It is hard to get good data to say, okay, here is a closed area.  This is how many fish are in it now 


compared to before.  Basically nobody is collecting data anymore.  There is no funding for it.  


There has been no funding to do any fishery-related research within that OECA since early 2000, 


when we did some ROV and submersible surveys.  There has been nothing done since 2007, so 


there is not going to be much in the new report to offer that as far as the fish, unfortunately, and 


there is no funding on the horizon. 
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MR. WATTERSON:  I was curious.  Obviously, I wasn’t involved in the process back when this 


original Coral HAPC was established.  Knowing that there was fishing going on in that area, I 


would assume at the time when the established this HAPC they had very good rationale for 


placing this polygon where it is.  Do we happen to know what that was at the time or what it was 


based on? 


 


DR. REED:  Actually just like now, there were several options placed.  The original proposal 


was submitted to the council in 1981.  The first option actually covered the entire area up to 


north of Canaveral and to the west to over those satellite zones.  It had that closed in as Option 1.  


For various reasons, this Option 3 was selected, the southern area, which only saved a third of 


the area.  Unfortunately, Option 1 wasn’t picked, which would have protected it back in 1984. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Do you know how the east and west boundaries were picked? 


 


DR. REED:  Based on mostly from research at that time, submersible research. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I believe, too, there were some law enforcement issues at the time.  They 


wanted straight lines and preferably north/south straight lines in square boxes for enforcement 


purposes.  I think that using the VMS has proven – because if you look at like the lophelia coral, 


it has got 220 points and is very zigzagged.  That 24,000 square mile area has a lot of very 


intricate lines to it.  I think they found with VMS you get a little more flexibility in how you 


create these borders than they did at that time.  There were a lot of thoughts at that time that it 


needed to be square and straight. 


 


MS. COOKSEY:  I just wanted to throw something in the pot for consideration.  Oculina Banks 


was one of the areas where we did find low but a detectable level of persistent organic pollutants, 


and the consideration of what trawling activities with associated sediment reef suspension would 


mean in the middle of your protected area. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Okay, it is 12:45; we desperately need a lunch break, Jenks. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I’ll be brief.  If I’m not mistaken, it took us three or four years of our committee 


and the coral committee to even come up with something like that.  I’d hate to see us throw it 


away today when it is going to be reviewed in 2014 anyhow.  I’d like to see it left alone until that 


time.  If I need to make a motion, I’ll do it. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  It is up to you.  If you wish to make a motion on that point, we are all ears. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Well let’s vote on it;  I make a motion. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  It’s been seconded by Mr. Jones.  Okay, the motion is to not create a 


fishery access area until at least 2014. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  That’s correct. 


 


MR. STREET:  You mean until 2014 or until after the reassessment of the area in 2014? 


 


MR. MIKELL:  The latter, after the reassessment. 
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MR. WILBUR:  All right, the language for that will be cleaned up. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Call for the question and let’s eat. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  All right, any further discussion?  All in favor of the motion say aye; all 


opposed.  Seeing no one opposed, it is approved by the Habitat AP.  We’ll reconvene at two 


o’clock.  Thank you. 


 


The Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council reconvened in the Charleston Marriott Hotel, Charleston, South Carolina,  


Wednesday afternoon, November 14, 2012, and was called to order at 2:00 o’clock p.m. by 


Chairman Pace Wilbur. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  (Recording started here) – we need to go through, so, Anna, it’s all yours. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  We have a few more actions to talk about with Coral Amendment 7.  I just want 


to remind you that the table talking about the VMS analysis there and fishery impacts associated 


with each of those alternatives; that is what you will see again and that will be updated once we 


have the complete VMS data set from the earlier years once that data has been processed. 


 


The next rendition of this document will have the new alternative after the council has an 


opportunity to talk about it, that 2E, and the percentages fishery impacts associated with that 


scenario too.  It is just worth pointing that out.  This table that is in the Options Paper you will 


likely see again with some updated figures. 


 


Option 2; this will be Action 2 in the document.  This is another issue that pertains to the Oculina 


Bank HAPC.  It’s something that has come forward from the Shrimp and the Deepwater Shrimp 


Advisory Panels.  This was taken out for public scoping.  The council has approved this for 


including in the amendment.  This considers a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC. 


 


As you’re aware, currently vessels cannot motor through the HAPC with possession of rock 


shrimp on board, so that is one of the current prohibitions for the Oculina Bank HAPC.  The 


issue here is with a northern extension, which is what we talked about this morning.  There is 


some concern about that prohibition of rock shrimp possession and the vessels realistically being 


able to travel the entire length of a northern extension to access those areas where they are 


currently fishing off of the eastern boundary. 


 


The council here is considering a transit provision to allow these vessels fishing off of the eastern 


boundary that is not within the HAPC to be able to possess rock shrimp on board their vessel 


while transiting back through the HAPC to get back to areas off of the western boundary.  We 


did present this at the joint Deepwater Shrimp and Coral Advisory Panel.  Both of the groups 


actually came forward with a recommendation for what that transit provision should entail.   


 


What you see here identified as Alternative 2 is language that came from the Law Enforcement 


Advisory Panel during their meeting last spring.  Essentially that would allow for transit through 


the Oculina Bank HAPC, and it references existing transit provisions that pertain to the marine 


protected area.   
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The Law Enforcement Advisory Panel had previously recommended that a new transit provision 


for the Oculina Bank mirror transit provisions that are already in place.  The provision that the 


Law Enforcement Advisory Panel suggested was what is here; a trawler try net may remain on 


deck, but trawl doors must be disconnected from such net and must be secured.  


 


An update to this alternative, what was presented and came out of the joint advisory panel 


meeting – it is not in the Options Paper, but it will be presented to the council in December – was 


kind of some clarification for that alternative and what it should state.  Essentially industry 


representatives on the Deepwater Shrimp AP talked about what it means to disconnect their try 


nets and the trawl doors.  It is a very cumbersome process.  It entails a good bit of time.   


 


It is very heavy equipment and there are some safety issues that should be taken into 


consideration if the council were to proceed with what is already identified under Alternative 2.  


The motion that came from the joint AP meeting in October; a transit provision would allow 


vessels to cross through the Oculina Bank HAPC with rock shrimp on board at a speed of not 


less than six knots determined by ping rate acceptable by law enforcement.   


 


Otha Easley was at the meeting and we had some discussion about increasing the frequency of 


ping rates.  What’s included in that recommendation is a five-minute ping rate while transiting 


through the HAPC, and also with gear which is defined as doors and nets out of the water, with a 


call-in provision in case of mechanical failure or emergency.  This recommendation pertains to 


the entire Oculina Bank HAPC. 


 


This was approved by both the Coral and the Deepwater Shrimp AP.  Again, it is not in your 


Options Paper but it is in Attachment 11 in your briefing materials.  I guess at this point I would 


open it up to the AP.  If you have any discussion you would like to have about the transit 


provision, I guess now would be the time. 


 


MR. GEER:  I just have a question about increasing the ping rate to every five minutes.  Is that 


going to be for all the time or just for boats transiting through? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right now the vessels are pinging hourly.  The provision that is recommended 


by the Deepwater Shrimp AP and that the Coral AP also supported would be the increase would 


occur once inside of the HAPC.  Mike, perhaps you can clarify this.  All of the vessels, as you 


know, are required to carry that VMS technology.  It is something that the VMS technology can 


accommodate. 


 


MR. GEER:  Is there an additional cost for that, too? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Yes.  Right now at once per hour it is around a $40.00 to $50.00 cost per 


month.  It is like six cents per ping rate currently.  I’ve talked to I believe like four providers that 


are approved.  They both have mechanisms for setting up a zone or a boundary within which the 


ping rate would automatically increase.  That is what we’re kind of moving towards trying to 


access and define what that technology is to be able to accomplish that. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Any further discussion of the transit provisions?  Seeing none, move on to the 


next part. 
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MR. WATTERSON:  Just a quick point of clarification; the Coral AP actually not so much 


supported it as they didn’t object to it.  They were very clear about their wording for that. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That’s right.  If you look at Attachment 11, the motion the Coral AP made in 


this discussion came up at the joint meeting was that the Coral AP has no objection to the transit 


alternative provision developed by the Deepwater Shrimp AP.  Thank you for clarifying that, 


Carter. 


 


Okay moving on to Action 3 in the Options Paper, this is PDF Page 18, here we are talking about 


modifying the boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC.  This is a little further 


offshore than the Oculina Bank; and the fishery impacts here, we are talking about the royal red 


fishery.  Oculina was specific to rock shrimp. 


 


That just kind of put it all into perspective here.  Again, this is a recommendation for modifying 


the western boundary of the Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC, bounded approximately by the 


200 meter depth contour.  This is something that came from the Coral Advisory Panel last year.  


Again, it is part of the research that the umbrella of NOAAs Deep Sea Coral Research and 


Technology Program where they focused their efforts in the South Atlantic for the past few 


years, and some additional surveys that were done where observations of a shallow water 


lophelia ecosystem occur.  This was a new observation.   


 


That observation was the impetus behind the Coral Advisory Panel making this recommendation 


last year.  What you see identified under Alternative 2 was what was taken out for public 


scoping.  I believe this was already reviewed with the Habitat AP during your webinar earlier 


this year.  What has occurred since that time have been a couple of different renditions of 


Alternative 2.   


 


Alternative 3 in the document is one that likely is now obsolete and so we’ll have to have this 


discussion with the council in December.  Alternative 2 was developed after the public scoping 


meetings when representatives from the Deepwater Shrimp AP attended these meetings and 


expressed some concerns about impacts; based on the VMS data, impacts that they would 


experience within the Coral Advisory Panel’s recommendation under Alternative 2. 


 


I’ll show you those spatially here what we’re talking about.  This is Figure 9 in the Options 


Paper.  This was the original recommendation from the Coral Advisory Panel.  I believe the next 


chart will show you the specific area of the mapping data that we have.  I believe the Navy was 


involved in providing some of this data.  This was the original recommendation and it extends 


the western boundary by this 200 meter depth contour here.   


 


It does overlap the North Florida marine protected area and shrimp fishery access Area 1.  As a 


result of that presentation of that area during the public scoping meetings, Alternative 3 was 


developed.  That is what this Figure 10 depicts.  This is the revised Coral Advisory Panel 


recommendation.  You can see the red dots there in the southern portion of the boundary.   


 


Those are processed VMS points indicating where fishery activity for royal red fishing is 


occurring in this area adjacent to the existing HAPC.  An alternative was developed to essentially 


carve out areas they have been operating based on the VMS data at hand.  You can also see the 


multibeam bathymetry that was provided that we have here, showing the area that they’ve been 
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able to go out there and map.  That is the basis for the Coral Advisory Panel’s recommendation 


for extending this boundary westward. 


 


What came of the joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel meeting in October is 


another new rendition, and we have that here.  This will be presented to the council in December.  


They haven’t yet had a chance to review this.  At the joint advisory panel meeting, the motion 


that was passed by the Coral Advisory Panel was to modify the southeastern boundary of the 


Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC Extension in a manner that would release the flat bottom region to 


the extent possible while maintaining protection of coral habitat. 


 


That is what this redrawn version of Alternative 2 has been able to do.  It incorporates the area of 


mapped habitat and the probable extent of habitat based on the bathymetry, while excluding a 


majority of the VMS points and known fishing activity.  This here, the modification was along 


this line here. 


 


The Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel representatives were specifically talking about this area 


being flat, sandy bottom.  The new scenario that will be presented to the council in December is 


this one here, which is a revision of Alternative 2.  Both the Deepwater Shrimp and the Coral 


Advisory Panel were in agreement of this approach. 


 


This was a motion made by the Coral AP as a result of the discussion from the Deepwater 


Shrimp AP about that sandy bottom area in the southern zone.   


 


(Remark made but was not recorded.) 


 


MS. MARTIN:  It’s not, and that in addition to the northern Oculina, the 2E, those were what 


were circulated around.  It was e-mailed by Roger to you all yesterday.  Again, this is something 


that was recently developed.  It hasn’t been incorporated into the documents quite yet.  It will be 


included in the documents that the council will review at their December meeting.  Again, it is a 


revision of – based on the outcomes of the joint AP meeting in October, it is a revision of the 


Option 3, Alternative 2. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Are you presenting this because you want us to act on it or is it for information 


only? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Either/or.  Obviously, as council staff, we are here to talk about what all are in 


these developing amendments.  Previously the Habitat Advisory Panel endorsed the Coral AP 


recommendation, which was Alternative 2 as it currently stands in the document.  It is up to you.  


If you would like to weigh in on this newly defined revision here, then I think now is the time for 


that. 


 


What Gregg presented earlier was something the council will talk about as far as timing and 


having the advisory panels meet again in the spring to further comment on these specific areas 


once they are alternatives in the document.  I suppose it is up to you if you would like to weigh 


in. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Well, if the council is going to look at it next month, I think we probably 


ought to piggyback on top of the Coral Panel and endorse what they want to do.  I so move. 
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MR. WILBUR:  Thank you, Jenks; is there a second?  We’re going to get the wording exactly.  


Mr. Jones is seconding.  Just for the discussion, this is sort of my take on where we’re at.  Back 


in May we followed the Coral AP’s lead and adopted a slightly different version of the line than 


what we just saw on the screen.  Since then a subgroup of folks have met to develop the new line 


that we just saw.   


 


I don’t know if it fair to say that that new line is the Coral AP’s line or not, because that line is 


less than a week old.  I don’t even know if it’s been e-mailed to the Coral AP broadly as it was e-


mailed to us yesterday.  The question I guess is do we take back our endorsement that we made 


in May for a different line and then make not endorsement now or do we endorse this line?  Am I 


confusing you, Jenks? 


 


MR. MIKELL:  No, but I thought we were discussing it as it was an endorsement by the Coral 


AP, and now you’re saying we’re not. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I’m asking for the Coral AP to clarify whether they view that particular line as 


endorsed by the Coral AP given that the line itself is less than a week old and any coordination 


with the Coral AP has only been through e-mail, although there was an endorsement of the 


concept of the line. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That’s right, so what the Coral AP did was kind of defer to Steve Ross, who is 


on our Coral Advisory Panel, for submitting the coordinates and working with Roger to delineate 


this specific line.  What we reviewed during the meeting, we didn’t have that GIS capability on 


site to redraw these areas while everybody was sitting at the table.  We did talk about that.   


 


There was a Coral AP endorsement of where that line should be and deferred to Steve to provide 


that to the council staff, which is what we just show-cased you.  In my mind that is a bit of Coral 


AP endorsement with the understanding that the Coral AP is obviously going to be reviewing 


these areas again. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Pace, what I don’t want to happen is us be discussing this again this time next 


year. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I agree. 


 


DR. REED:  I guess from the Coral AP perspective and as a deepwater coral research scientist, 


just in the matter of the last few years when the C-HAPC was drawn, the majority of that data 


was collected since 2000, really since 2002.  In the last decade we’ve discovered more deepwater 


habitat than anybody had a clue was out there, these deepwater lophelia reefs in this particular 


instance.   


 


At that time the state of knowledge was that the lophelia coral didn’t grow deeper than – most of 


the west boundary of the C-HAPC is along – what depth is on there – 400 meters for the most 


part; the state of knowledge just four years ago, three years ago that the coral didn’t grow 


shallower than 400 meters.   


 


The reason this box was redrawn was the discovery of lophelia at a depth of 200 meters, which is 


why that box was redrawn.  It is imperative from the perspective of the Coral AP and I would 
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think from the Habitat AP is to protect this coral as soon as possible and not later.  It is just like 


the northern extension of the Oculina.  We found it, we discovered it, and we’ve mapped it; let’s 


protect it.   


 


The reason it was redrawn was in deference of where – try to give some more points, the VMS 


points is the reason it was redrawn.  All the MPAs, if we’re going to start redrawing all the lines 


of all the MPAs and national sanctuaries, we’re going to have a long, long process.  I think that 


line we pretty much discussed during the AP meeting.   


 


The only reason it was redrawn was for the shrimp.  That’s the very northern end of the 


deepwater royal red shrimp fishery.  It ends right there.  There are only a few hits up in that zone 


of discussion.  The majority of it is south of there.  That’s why we redrew it, not because of 


habitat difference. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Yes, I was just going to point out for those that have access to it, if you 


look at Attachment 9, the very last page; it actually shows the bathymetry data within that area.  


You can see there is an area within there of sand silt that juts up in there, which is what the 


Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel still wanted access to.  That was the impetus for redrawing 


those lines.  The area they cut out really wasn’t protecting any coral habitat. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right.  This slide here, which is PDF Page 22 in Attachment 10, just shows you 


what John was mentioning.  This is the northernmost range of the royal red fishery.  The area 


proposed for expansion west of the boundary is right there.  You can see that is the northernmost 


extent of where the VMS points lie and where they are operating.  What was tweaked was to 


allow more access to those points in there and some of that sandy area. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Okay, the motion on the table is to adopt the line, which is in my mind a half 


step in front of what was agreed upon in October, which is the direction to develop a line.  Now 


if we’re comfortable with endorsing the line, then by all means that is what we can do as a panel.  


That is the motion that is on the table.  Any further discussion about whether we should adopt 


that line? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Can we modify that to include if the AP agrees with the line – the Coral AP 


agrees with the line, that we support the line as it is presented in the slide that was done less 


than two weeks ago? 
 


MR. WILBUR:  I think we can if Jenks will accept that friendly amendment. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  When does the Coral AP meet? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, it will be next year; we don’t know that yet.  We’ll have to get some 


guidance from the council.  I think the intent of where the Coral AP was going with the motion 


was they knew where the line was to be drawn.  What we needed was the GIS technology that 


we didn’t have at the meeting, but they deferred to Steve Ross for providing those coordinates.   


 


That is what we have been able to obtain and what was circulated to you yesterday.  I don’t know 


that your recommendation needs to wait for further endorsement by the Coral AP, because the 
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Coral AP will be reviewing this again, but essentially this is what they suggested the area be 


refined as. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I was just going to ask this is what is going to be presented to the council 


in December prior to the Coral AP seeing it again, correct? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Correct. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I’m for taking the lead and taking it to the council in December and let the Coral 


AP follow suit. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Okay, any further discussion?  That’s what we’re going to call it; adopt new 


Alternative 4 for Option 3; that’s correct?  All in favor aye; any opposed?  Please note for 


the record it was unanimous. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  We just have one more area to talk about in the Options Paper.  This is a 


modification to the northern boundary of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC.  This is off of North 


Carolina.  This is the area we are talking about here.  This has not been modified since this was 


taken out for public scoping. 


 


Essentially this lightly shaded green box here is the recommended northern extension of the 


Cape Lookout HAPC.  The inset here is the high-resolution bathymetry that the Coral Advisory 


Panel based their recommendation off of.  They were able to obtain new data that indicated 


occurrence of lophelia mounds lying north of the existing HAPC boundary. 


 


They felt it was warranted to recommend to the council to expand the northern boundary of the 


Cape Lookout HAPC.  That is what is identified under Alternative 2.  That is Figure 13 in the 


Options Paper.  This is something you did review during your previous webinar session and 


endorsed the Coral Advisory Panel’s recommendation here as a preferred.   


 


That simply would incorporate that deepwater lophelia mound that was discovered north of the 


boundary.  Now, we did discuss this at the joint Deepwater Shrimp and Coral AP meeting in 


October.  The Deepwater Shrimp AP did not have comment about this particular area seeing as it 


doesn’t impact any of the deepwater shrimp fisheries in that region.  I guess for the Habitat AP, 


do you have any further discussion about this area that you’ve already seen and commented on 


and are you interested in changing your endorsement of Alternative 2? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Seeing no hands raised; I think we can close that discussion. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, that takes care of Session 1, the morning session. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Moving on to Session 2, which was another one that Roger was going to lead, 


we are going to tweak that a little bit. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  Yes, John Reed has a short presentation that we can go through.  As far as 


status, we are receiving a presentation from the NMFS Southeast Regional Office at our 


December meeting, looking at modifying existing MPAs to address speckled hind and Warsaw 
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grouper.  They are going to look at reorienting those existing MPAs to maximize protection for 


speckled hind and Warsaw.   


 


From that, we will get guidance from the council on how to move forward with what alternatives 


and with what timing.   We’ll have some more information for you and a better idea at your next 


meeting, but that is where we stand right now.  Given where we are timing-wise, I’d ask John 


and you to decide if you feel it is productive to go ahead and have that presentation now.  We’re 


not really looking for any recommendations at this stage.  The MOU, that is something that you 


can look at at your next meeting based on what the New England and Mid-Atlantic Councils do.  


This may be an opportunity to get back on schedule or close to it. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Session 2 is several little unrelated items that at some point in the recent past the 


council has asked this Habitat AP to either comment on or make sure that we’re staying informed 


about, because the council expects us to provide some serious comments at some time in the 


future.   


 


Some of these things may not really warrant an action right at the moment, but this is an 


opportunity for us to gradually assimilate the information from which we will have to make a 


serious comment on at a later AP.  I think it’s worth taking advantage of John being here; 


because, first off, not being a member of the Habitat AP, we don’t always get to have him at one 


of our meetings.  I think we should take advantage of this opportunity. 


 


DR. REED:  I would just like to start off saying that Roger forced me to do this.  No, actually 


this was supposed to be presented by Andy David, who is with NOAA Fisheries in Pensacola, I 


believe, and Stacey Harter.  This project was funded in part through the NOAA CRCP, the Coral 


Reef Research Program, and through the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council. 


 


It is part of a three-year grant looking at these shelf-edge MPAs, which are basically mesophotic 


reef zones or these deepwater reefs, both coral and hard bottom, rocky bottom that occur at the 


shelf edge at depths of 50 to 150 and even out to 200 meters.  This is just summary of that.  I’m 


not a fish biologist.   


 


Andy David did provide a report to the South Atlantic Council regarding his previous research 


on these shelf-edge MPAs over the last several years primarily from the fishery standpoint.  The 


overall goals for this deepwater coral research and mesophotic reef shelf-edge MPA sites is to 


characterize the ecosystem, using ROV and multibeam, and providing these data to the council, 


the NOAA Deep Sea Coral Program, the NOAA Mesophotic Program and NOAA Fisheries, as 


well as the sanctuaries involved such as the Florida Keys Sanctuaries.  This is the region that 


we’re looking at.   


 


I know you can’t see up there very well, but there is a series of I believe seven blue polygons up 


here from North Carolina down to North Florida and even into South Florida off the Florida 


Keys, which are the shelf-edge MPA sites; 50 to 150 meter depths.  Then you have this red 


polygon, which is the Deepwater Coral HAPC, which was designated by the Secretary of 


Commerce and NOAA in 2010.  This research is in both of those areas.   


 


In particular this report is about two cruises; the cruise we had in 2011 off the Florida Keys, and 


this was funded by the NOAA Deep Sea Coral Program.  We selected sites based on our 
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previous historical work down there with their submersible, which is part of this grant through 


the South Atlantic Council to look at these deepwater sites off of Southeast Florida Shelf.   


 


The second dive or the second cruise happened this year, specifically on the shelf-edge MPA 


sites.  The first cruise or expedition that I submitted the cruise report to the council was 2011 on 


the NOAA ship Nancy Foster off the Florida Keys on this big deep-water terrace.  I can’t see the 


plateau, but you have the Florida Keys coming down from Miami.   


 


Where all those dots are is Portales Terrace.  It’s a deep-water terrace about 200 to 400 meter 


depth on top and then drops down in the Straits of Florida to a depth of 1,000 meters.  Within 


this terrace you have two protected areas.  You have the Deep-Water C-HAPC, that deep-water 


coral protected area, which is the yellow polygon.   


 


The blue polygon is the Humps MPA, a newly designated MPA that came into existence just a 


few years ago.  Both of these are quite new.  From this cruise we did multibeam and ROV.  We 


looked at sites inside of the C-HAPC, inside of the MPA, and this is the first time dives were 


ever made inside of this MPA site – this is all new data – and few sites outside of both protected 


areas.   


 


In total in this cruise we covered about 400 square kilometers with multibeam sonar.  Again, 


although we call it high resolution, it is like 5 to 10 meter resolution.  You are not picking up 


things the size of this room, but it is better than what we had before.  We covered 16 kilometers 


of ROV transects and video tapes and mock nest trawls and CTD.   


 


This is one example of one site where we discovered a deep-water lophelia reef that we had no 


idea was there.  This is the southernmost lophelia reef known in U.S. waters.  They weren’t 


known south of Miami before this.  It shows up as a minor bump in the multibeam.  It is 48 


meters tall, so it is a large feature, and it is covered with these thickets of lophelia.   


 


The coral itself grows to about a meter high, about three feet tall, and grows in hedgerows on the 


current facing part of the reef, on top of the reef and the south facing part that is into the current.  


You have black coral.  That picture there is about six feet across.  You have black coral, snowy 


groupers.  This site here was actually outside of the HAPC called Jordan’s Site F.   


 


This is off Key West.  It is outside of both the MPA and C-HAPC.  What we are trying to do 


with these cruises are compare sites inside and outside of the HAPCs adjacent, inside and outside 


to get both data, both of the habitat and fisheries.  Within this coral and reef habitat, we see 


commercially fished species such as the golden crab that lives directly in the coral, as well as 


sponge species that are being actively looked at for potential anti-cancer compounds.   


 


The sponge on the lower right in the lab, it is being worked up at Harbor Branch Oceanographic, 


has very potent, the most potent anti-pancreatic cancer compounds yet discovered, which would 


be an amazing discovery.  This is another site within the HAPC called Alligator Mound.  This is 


a hard-bottom habitat with very low relief, a lot of Stylaster coral and sponges, various fish.   


 


We will be working up analysis of the photos and the video transects, quantitative analysis of the 


cover of the habitat, the dominant species, coral sponges and so forth.  The fish analysis is being 


worked up by NOAA Fisheries, Stacey Harter and Andy David; basically using the ROV video, 
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dividing up the transects into five-minute intervals where they counted all the fish and calculated 


the cover or the density of the fish. 


 


There were nine commercially fished species observed; snowy grouper, what’s called the 


slimehead or roughy, tilefish, snapper, porgies, amberjack and barrel fish.  This is just the 


densities of some of these species within and outside of the MPAs.  What she is going to be 


doing is comparing sites inside of the MPA and adjacent to it. 


 


Of course, this is very early data.  These were just enacted as protected areas a couple years ago.  


There certainly is not going to be any – this is just background data for all these sites.  We do see 


differences such as the snowy grouper here, the queen snapper.  There are more within the MPA.  


The blue tilefish were within the C-HAPC and the roughy also higher densities within the MPA 


site. 


 


Other work from this cruise was looking at biodiversity.  We’re looking at the diversity of 


sponges and corals and looking at the genetics of these as well as the coral health.  We’ve come 


up with about 100 species of invertebrates, 60 species of fish.  We also did mock nest trawls.  A 


mock nest is where you sample from the surface to near the bottom and you have a series of nets.   


 


They are fishing each level about half a dozen levels from top to bottom, trying to figure out 


your understanding the trophic level and the trophic structure of these deep water reefs; what are 


the corals and the invertebrates living on the bottom eating?  For the most part, it is this plankton 


falling out of the Gulf Stream.  This work will be in new data for this type of research.   


 


From this cruise we covered about 7 percent of Portales Terrace was mapped with multibeam.  


We covered about 0.001 percent with ROV.  It’s ripe for more exploration.  The second cruise, 


this is kind of a spinoff of all of these deep-water cruises.  This is a paper that is coming out 


showing the distribution of these deep-water habitats.   


 


This is not the Oculina but deep-water lophelia and so forth from the Carolinas to the Keys.  You 


see there is this wide expanse of lophelia coral, and even off Cuba and the Bahamas.  The result 


of this research was the C-HAPC in 2010.  The habitats provide essential fish habitat, as well as 


this habitat for the golden crab and so forth.   


 


About 70 percent of the deep sea coral habitat off Florida has been protected as the C-HAPC.  


About 30 percent remains unprotected at this point.  The next cruise;, this happened this summer, 


part of the NOAA CRCP Grant looking specifically at the MPA sites.  This is North Carolina to 


North Florida, the seven new MPA sites where we did ROV transects.  Each ROV transect was 


about four hours where we took downward photos as well as video and CTD and multibeam.  


We had 37 ROV dives, 4,000 photographs, and covered about 200 square kilometers of 


bathymetry with the sonar.  There are many targeted reef fish species in the MPAs including 


snowy grouper, speckled hind, blueline tilefish and Warsaw grouper.   


 


Unfortunately, we also saw over a thousand lionfish.  All the way up and down the coast we are 


seeing lionfish from 50 meters to 150 meters, 200 meters.  They are out in the sand.  They are on 


the reef.  Unfortunately, they are everywhere.  The big worry is they are eating machines and 


reproducing machines.  It is going to be impossible to get rid of them at this point. 


 







Habitat AP Meeting 
                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                                                                      November 14-15, 2012 


56 
 


This cruise report was submitted to the South Atlantic Council.  These are just the two different 


cruise reports.  There is a separate report that Andy David supplied the council, which I will not 


go into here, but his six-year evaluation of these MPA sites also has further details of the fish 


populations and fishery aspects of these deep-water MPA sites. 


 


In conclusion, these very new sonar maps and groundtruthing by ROV dives has provided a lot 


of new data for both the MPA sites off the Southeastern United States, as well as the deep-water 


coral HAPC and the Oculina HAPC.  These data are certainly important for managers, scientists, 


the council and NOAA Fisheries. 


 


I think the discovery of that 200 meter lophelia site; the new Oculina sites, as well as the 


southernmost lophelia site are incredible discoveries in this day and age; that we can go out in 


the year 2012 and discover new things right out in our backdoor here.  In fact that new 


southernmost lophelia reef was at a depth of 180 meters.   


 


That was over half of what we thought three years ago.  We thought it grew to 400.  Now we 


know it occurs as shallow as 180 meters.  Certainly in the Portales Terrace area there are regions 


of extensive essential fish habitat, coral sponge habitat both inside and outside the C-HAPC.  


These regions should be priority for future research. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Are there any questions for John?  I’ll ask one short one, hopefully.  I’m asking 


you to forecast the behavior of others, which I know is an impossible task.  Do you feel this is all 


sort of headed toward another large round of HAPC designations? 


 


DR. REED:  No, I don’t.  Right now those cruises and that research; the funded research was 


trying to provide the council and NOAA information about these new HAPCs and the MPA.  


Basically these are the first times anybody has been underwater and seen these sites.  It is good 


data, new data.   


 


We knew there was habitat there from the fisheries and that is why the boxes were drawn to 


protect the habitat and give some areas protection for spawning aggregations for a variety of 


species.  This is just providing that data to the council.  This is what we do know is there.  I don’t 


see any changes right now. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Just your guestimate; how long before these things morph from cruise reports 


into peer-reviewed papers? 


 


DR. REED:  That is difficult.  Right now it’s a two step; the cruise reports are two step.  The first 


step was like that 700 page report I gave you, 700 pages of data and research from – I believe 


that was from the 2012 cruise that we had in July providing a heck of a lot of data.  From that we 


are going to be spending the next year or so quantifying that data, looking at the photos, the 


video and actually making quantified analysis, percent cover of coral, sponges and the densities 


of the fish, which is very, very time consuming.   


 


In itself that will be what’s called a NOAA Sea Desk 2 report.  That is what they require; what 


NOAA requires the deep sea coral program for what we provide them.  That’s what they want.  It 


is a dive-by-dive analysis of the habitat, the fauna, and the fish.  Then publishing it will be 


further down the road. 
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MR. MIKELL:  Marine protected areas; are they no fish zones or no bottom fishing zones? 


 


DR. REED:  As far as the shelf-edge MPA sites, I believe – maybe Anna knows better. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  It’s no bottom fishing.  You can pelagic fish in those areas. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  There are a number of different methods of classifying these deep-water 


MPAs.  Some are totally restrictive; others, as Gregg pointed out, allow trolling for pelagics and 


so forth.  But the one that we are talking about the East Hump Deepwater Marine Protected Area 


allows for pelagic fishing. 


 


MR. KELLY:  I would get into a discussion of lionfish, but I believe that may be taken up at 


another time later in the meeting; is that correct? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Yes, we’re going to talk about policy statements tomorrow morning.  Invasive 


species will be a good place to bring that discussion up.  There will also be a sort of general open 


session tomorrow as well to close the meeting where that could come up as well.  You have at 


least two options. 


 


MR. KELLY:  Our experience in the trap fishing industry, particularly in deep water, reflects 


exactly what John just said; extensive amount of lionfish present in the Florida Keys and up both 


coasts.  There may be some opportunities to be aggressive in capturing them in some trap 


methods that I would be willing to discuss. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Okay, moving on, this morning we talked about just tweaking the agenda a little 


bit to move the discussion slated for tomorrow morning to this afternoon.  The kickoff for that is 


a simple one slide.  Unfortunately, it is a little truncated on the left, but you know that is how it 


goes sometimes. 


 


The general question is what does the Habitat Panel want to work on in the next year, two, three 


year’s kind of a timeframe?  In my kind of take on how we’ve gotten to the current day is several 


years ago the panel was pretty much immersed in developing certain components of what 


eventually became the fishery ecosystem plan. 


 


That consumed a fair amount of panel time and it also consumed an amount of resources in 


between meetings.  With the completion of the FEP and its publication in 2009, we’ve kind of 


gone through this little cathartic kind of respite a little bit.  We’ve been responding directly to 


requests from the council, which I list up there as an external driver.  Our internal stuff has kind 


of been a little bit here a little bit there, but not really part of any focused kind of plan.   


 


One of the things that Roger and I would like to do is see if the panel is ready to come up with 


some panel-driven objectives for what it wants to do.  In coming up with a set of objectives that 


the panel would pursue, we need to keep an eye first on workload between meetings, the 


expertise of the panel and the staff and also keeping in mind that about half of our time as a 


planning tool would be responding directly to requests from the council to help them prepare for 


council meetings.   
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This kind of like who are we and what are we all about kind of question; for the few people that 


are on this panel that are also on the Atlantic States Commission Habitat Committee, know that 


that committee has just gone through the same exercise, too.  Roger and I will be real interested 


to hear from the panel members what it is they think the panel should be doing.   


 


There are no constraints on this discussion.  It can be pretty different from what we’ve done in 


the past.  It can be very congruent with what we’ve done in the past.  This is really just sort of a 


brainstorming kind of exercise.  Are there any ideas?   


 


MR. MIKELL:  What aquaculture is being done in the southeast? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I saw the aquaculture numbers several years ago, but my understanding is it is a 


dwindling industry in the southeast. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I know Florida is having a pretty big push with our sister agency.  They are 


trying to put together fish hatcheries.  I know of several different avenues that they are trying to 


put more fish hatcheries out there. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Inshore of offshore? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Inshore. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  There was a news article last week about a farm going in Fellsmere, 


Florida; a shrimp farm going in Fellsmere, Florida, with a lot of foreign investment money.  I 


don’t know where it is at in the planning stages, but it is out there. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I could be wrong, but the only one that I know of that has been semi-successful 


in South Carolina is way inland in those freshwater ponds.  I think most of the shrimp farms on 


the coast have gone. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  You know that old story about how housing developments are named after what 


was wiped out to build it.  I’ve noticed that there are some names of some condo developments 


on the coast in South Carolina that are named after the aquaculture facility that used to be on that 


line.  Actually in Charleston there is a place called Condos by the Shrimp Farm or something like 


that. 


 


MR. GEER:  It’s just not economical for shrimp aquaculture in this country because of the cost.  


We can’t compete with China and Thailand and some of these other countries because of labor 


cost and the regulations we have.  In our state we had a bunch of Cuban investors come and talk 


to us about it.  They wanted to buy land on the Barrier Island.  I said, “Do you realize how much 


that is going to cost?”  They said that is not an issue; but after finally looking it over, they fell off 


the face of the map.  They just stopped calling us, because it is just too expensive in this country 


to do on the coast. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Well, let’s strike that. 


 


MR. PARKER:  I don’t know whether anybody here is aware of what goes on over at the 


Waddell Mariculture Center down in Bluffton, South Carolina, but they are trying to stay alive.  
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The state was going to close it but the Hilton Head Sportfishing Club, along with the Hilton 


Head Reef Foundation, which is a 501©3; people came together and that added to reduced state 


funds kept it going. 


 


The main projects that they are in right now; they are raising, and have been doing this, cobia in 


their ponds and adding probably I think somewhere near 100,000 or 200,000 cobia a year, maybe 


not quite that much now; but striped bass; also red drum, about a quarter of a million to a half 


million red drum fry.   


 


Red drum was released in Beaufort County waters for quite a few years.  It was so successful 


they have now started up Charleston and northward to try to get it go get it going good up there.  


We are also at Waddell doing quite a bit of research on the cobia DNA at our dock, which is kind 


of adjacent – it is on the north end of Hilton Head Island.   


 


It is adjacent to Port Royal Sound, which is actually in the habitat area of particular concern, 


Broad River and Port Royal Sound.  That is where most of the cobia is being released but we’ve 


been keeping racks and carcasses for study by Waddell for about seven or eight years.  There 


have been some pretty amazing discoveries recently about our group of cobia.   


 


We used to think they came up from Florida, migrated up from Florida.  There was a lot of work 


done by Mike Denson of South Carolina DNR.  It was presented at cobia SEDAR back last 


February here in Charleston.  Our cobia that are in that particular sound estuary during May and 


June spawning – and that was the question, too; are they spawning?   


 


We have found out they do, but they just move offshore.  Albemarle Sound and Pamlico Sound 


have the same type situation, they just move offshore and then back.  There is very little mixing 


with the cobia from Florida.  That’s just a couple of bits of news from the Mariculture Center, 


Waddell Mariculture Center.  They were doing shrimp and right now they’ve got a shrimp plant 


that they have developed.  They say they can sell it to you if you live in the deserts of Arizona.  It 


produces a million pounds of shrimp a year.  I don’t know how many of it is sold. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Bill, is there a product that the advisory panel could produce to help further 


aquaculture?  Would other AP members think that’s a good idea?  I’m just throwing it out for 


thought. 


 


DR. GEER:  Correct me if I’m wrong, people in South Carolina, but Waddell is more of a 


research aquaculture facility.  The purpose of what they do is to raise animals to do exactly what 


you were saying.  It is not an aquaculture facility to produce a product that could be used for 


food, per se.  I mean what they are doing is releasing these animals to try to get, just like what 


you said, genetic markers and things like that.  They’ve had great success with some of those 


species.   


 


Whenever you talk about aquaculture with those kinds of things it is like what’s the return?  


What kind of return are you going to get on that?  You might release a million fry.  Well, what is 


the actual return?  What percentage of those animals are going to be seen as adults in the future? 


 


MR. PARKER:  We had some figures recently from Mike Denson on the return of cobia and it is 


quite remarkable.  I don’t know the exact figures, but it was quite high; cobia carcasses that came 
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through the system and back to Waddell.  They are identified with otolith dye and a couple other 


ways, and DNA, of course.   


 


It was pretty remarkable, supplementing the natural stocks with those cobias that were raised 


from natural stock.  Usually they are about ten inches to a foot long when they are released, both 


with a visible tag, a pit tag, DNA tagging, and otolith dye.  It is pretty interesting stuff. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I have two comments.  My first one is Mote Marine in Florida, they have been 


raising sturgeon.  The way they’ve become profitable is by the caviar.  They sell the sturgeon off 


secondarily.  But we in Florida also have – our marine nursery tends to be more research based 


also.  We’ve had mixed results with it, for sure.  But maybe if people are interested in 


aquaculture and having more information about it, we could compile the information that we 


have from our different successes and failures within our states to help people. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  My comments are only about shellfish aquaculture.  In North Carolina we have 


very little modern shellfish aquaculture, some of the most pristine waters on the east coast in 


areas such as Core Sound, which is pretty much closed to shell fishing for political reasons. You 


asked about what we could do to help the habitat. 


 


Well, speaking strictly for oysters, I understand that about 95 percent of the world’s oysters are 


cultured; yet in North Carolina where we have decimated our oysters, our deep-water subtidal 


oysters by destructive oyster dredging, if there is any way that we could help those recover 


through alternative methods of harvest of the deep water or even designating some of those deep-


water reefs that still have some vertical height to them, to encourage North Carolina to designate 


them as essential fish habitat, which we all know they are for things like gag grouper, which we 


are intimately involved in here; I think looking at a long-term improvement of the subtidal oyster 


reefs would be a good goal for us to do.   


 


I noticed in the materials for today’s meeting we had extensive talk about seagrasses in North 


Carolina.  Our saline seagrasses seem to be doing quite well right now, at least in my area and 


according to Anne Deaton, who is a member of this panel.  Yet we continue to – and they’re 


protected – yet we continue to destroy these oysters.   


 


Pete Peterson, a researcher from UNC, has done some extensive work to show that the habitat 


value of these oysters is about 100 times what their dockside market value is.  I think we have a 


lot in our favor to push the agenda as oysters being more important as habitat than as food.  I 


think this is something that is a void that we need to fill. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  How about some of the other states?  I know Georgia sometimes is struggling 


with having friendly policies for oyster restoration. 


 


MR. GEER:  We’re golden now; we are doing much better.  We’re moving forward.  We will 


probably be putting in three or four new restoration sites next year at least.  The permitting 


process, we’ve got that down to a point where we are doing well.  It has gotten a lot better in that 


regard.  I think just about every state in the southeast, probably on the Atlantic Coast has some 


kind of oyster restoration program going on.  In some states it has been defined as essential 


habitat.  I’m surprised in North Carolina it’s not. 
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DR. ELKINS:  These restoration projects, which I’ve been part of, are very, very expensive.  


Most of the oyster restoration and that type of money has been slashed from our budgets in North 


Carolina.  It just makes sense to me prevention is a lot cheaper than restoration.  The places that 


we’re putting these subtidal deep-water oyster sanctuaries are right adjacent to where they’re 


doing the oyster dredging, dragging a hundred pound steel-toothed dredges over the bottom.  


They are killing two oysters for every one they harvest.  It just doesn’t make sense to me when 


the entire oyster harvest of North Carolina is about a million dollars, including hand tongs; that 


we allow this to continue. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I’m trying to think what could this Habitat Advisory Panel do to further a more 


sane approach to oyster reef protection and restoration?  The good side is oysters are an 


important habitat both ecologically as well as an important thing economically in all four of the 


states that the South Atlantic Council touches, which in my mind puts it at an advantage over 


seagrass, because seagrass is not that big a deal in South Carolina or Georgia. 


 


It is a habitat that we all can kind of get in on.  As Pat mentioned, all of the states have some 


kind of oyster habitat restoration program; federal government restoration center type grants all 


kind of have a fair amount of oyster-related money in them.  Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat 


Partnership down here at the corner has oyster habitat as one of its priority habitats I believe for 


certain types of waters. 


 


There is definitely something in all of our day jobs that could benefit from something that came 


out of the council in favor of oyster habitat.  Then you have all of the federally managed fishery 


species that use oyster habitat during some part of their life cycle, too.  Again, it is relevant for 


the council to be working on this issue.  The question is what is it that we produce?  Is it some 


kind of set of best management practices?  Is it some kind of clear recommendations?  What are  


your ideas on what that product could be? 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Pace, bullets five and seven address estuarine economics and so forth.  I just 


think oyster restoration to me is very, very important, but we don’t need to be talking about it in 


aquaculture.  We need to be talking about doing estuarine maintenance. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Okay, but part of what Chris talked about was protection and conservation of 


existing oyster habitat, but also having a restoration component to that as well. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  Well, I guess one would be to protect the deep-water oyster habitat, but at the 


same time encouraging mariculture of oyster using modern techniques where floating cages and 


things, where the oysters reach marketable size as a substitute for the fishermen to have 


something else to do in that context.  You had brought up what we could do during the 


aquaculture.  I didn’t finish my thought, I guess. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Let me ask you a question; does North Carolina do anything with floating oyster 


cages?  Does Georgia do anything with them? 


 


MR. GEER:  They call them oyster gardens, and, no, we do not because there is the health 


concern. 
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MR. MIKELL:  There is a permit pending, if it hasn’t already been passed, okaying to put one in 


the middle of the ACE Basin down just south of him.  I don’t know what’s going on with that 


thing, but I think the guy has backed off of it a little bit because of the expense involved. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Jenkins, there is at least one person of whom I’m aware in North Carolina that is 


growing out oysters.  I’m thinking of Jay Styron, but I’m sure there are others. 


 


AP MEMBER:  James Morris on Harpers Island? 


 


AP MEMBER:  He’s doing oysters, too. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Yes, and Jim Swartzenberg. 


 


AP MEMBER:  There is a good amount of shellfish culture going on. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  We have an extensive lease program, which is not a very productive way of 


doing it, just throwing shell on the bottom and allowing natural spat fall.  One gentleman we 


mentioned, Jim Swartzenberg has a hundred acre lease on the bottom and one acre of floating 


cages, column lease.  He grows more oysters on the one acre floating cages than the entire other 


99 acres bottom leases.   


 


That is the modern aquaculture I was referring to.  Those shellfish, within 18 months or even 


sooner now, are ready for market, and it takes three years for the bottom leases.  They’re singles; 


they are perfect for the half shell market.  He gets much more for them than the traditional 


bottom leases.  With the large amount of clean water we have at least in the central and northern 


part of the state, I think North Carolina is very ripe for making that transition.  We just need a 


little push, I think. 


 


MR. PRATT:  I believe there is a fellow over on Saint Helena Island, the other side of Beaufort, 


that is growing oysters on ropes and so forth, big singles, charging big money and getting it.  I 


can only see that growing.  The natural, as far as what the AP could do, I can’t see how we could 


do any better job than the states are doing, especially Beaufort County.   


 


We’ve got laws, a storm runoff group that keeps a good eye on things.  There are development 


ordinances that are very sensitive to non-point pollution.  I can’t imagine doing anything other 


than backing up the states with a pat on the back. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  All right, we’ll keep oyster something kind of on the list of things to maybe 


double back on later on.  Are there other ideas on products that the advisory panel could produce 


to further council objectives? 


 


AP MEMBER:  This is not going to be helpful, but a relatively new member of this advisory 


panel; I just have a few years on board; could you give me an idea of some of the things that in 


the past the panel has tackled?  I’m not sure what to consider when you asked that question. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  The things that I know of that the Habitat Advisory Panel has produced; one is 


the set of habitat-related policy statements that we’ll go through in more detail tomorrow.  We 


can crank out more policy statements and view that as really what our task is.  Another task we 
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can do or that the AP was very instrumental in was completing large parts of the Fishery 


Ecosystem Plan, which was done several years back. 


 


I don’t know if anybody on the current panel was part of the FEP days, but that spawned a whole 


series of panels and subpanels that were tasked with reviewing parts of the council’s habitat plan 


and then updating that habitat plan and adding information to it, and eventually morphing all of 


that into what is the Fishery Ecosystem Plan today. 


 


That is another example of something that was produced.  As far as ideas that I have heard some 


of you express in the past year or so is some sort of assessment of the condition of our coastal 


fisheries.  Exactly how one would go about doing that and how it relates to how onshore 


activities affect offshore production and things like that; that is an idea that has come up.   


 


I don’t know of anyone else in the southeast that is working on that.  Those are a couple ideas or 


the one new idea.  I am not sure that there is a real niche out there for the council’s Habitat AP in 


promoting oyster conservation and restoration, but I think it is worth exploring that to see if there 


is some sort of a niche out there that we could fill constructively.  Any other ideas?  Pat. 


 


MR. GEER:  Pace, what about artificial reefs.  It seems like we kind of always – we know they 


are there, we know we are still putting things out there, but are any of the states actually 


assessing what they put out there?  Are there any guidelines in how it is being assessed?  What is 


the best methodology?  How do they fit into the whole plan of the ecosystem?  They are creating 


habitat, but I don’t know how much we are taking them into account. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  In Florida we have an entire artificial reef group at FWC.  The Southeast 


Florida Coral Reef Initiative, they funded a grant to look at exactly that.  It is actually quite 


scientific.  It talks about from announcing where they are to not announcing where they are to 


recruitment to different species, to how it affects benthics and demersals and cryptic versus 


sportfish.  It’s actually an excellent report that I could send a link to.  It’s the Atlantic, the 


Southeast corner. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  Amber, I’d be interested to know if this is part of what is going to happen in 


Florida, too, but an interesting part or something that I think is interesting about artificial reefs is 


that they tend to not be monitored in terms of fish abundance in the same way that we monitor 


other habitats.   


 


We have fishery-independent surveys both at the state and federal level that feed into 


assessments of our economically important species.  To my knowledge, reefs typically get left 


out of that equation and from a federal standpoint.  We run a survey out of my group in Beaufort 


and we sample reef habitats, but we don’t sample – we sample natural reef habitats, but not 


artificial reef habitats.  We make the assumption that the trends aren’t the same between the two. 


If red snapper increasing on natural reefs over time, then they are increasing on artificial reefs 


over time.  I’m not aware of any like sort of long-term artificial reef monitoring programs that 


could be linked to fish monitoring programs in other habitats that you could test the hypothesis 


that the trends between the two are the same.  I said that in a really garbled way, so I’m not sure 


that made any sense. 
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AP MEMBER:  Just to speak to that real quick; I know at North Carolina Division of Marine 


Fisheries they were doing some studies of the artificial reefs they have been putting out to look at 


fish densities and comparing it to other areas.  I think Greg Bodnar there was doing the work, but 


I’m not sure.  I think recently I heard they were losing their funding toward that kind of work, 


but you might want to check with them. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  Sure, I think there are a tremendous amount of studies, probably in the Gulf 


more that look at or assess what kind of fish are coming to, like different kinds of reef, how 


artificial reef profile affects the fish communities there, with some comparisons to maybe 


specific natural reef.   


 


There are studies where say I compared an artificial reef to a natural reef and compared densities.  


I just mean as sort of a broader program, including a bunch of artificial reefs and monitoring 


those over many years, and comparing those changes to changes over natural habitats over many 


years would be informative, I think.   


 


It’s a huge issue in the Gulf right now.  It’s a big discussion with red snapper, because there is so 


much artificial reef habitat in the Gulf.  Some of it is just put out there, but a lot of it is based on 


oil platforms.  People are arguing that those don’t get sampled and it’s a tremendous amount, and 


there is habitat limitation and so the assessments are all wrong because there is all this biomass 


of red snappers on these artificial reefs and they are not getting really monitored in their fishery- 


independent monitoring programs. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Pace, you mentioned it and last year we talked about this same thing.  We talked 


about the state of our ocean off the southeast coast.  I really thought that was going to be an 


agenda item some time in the near future.  We’ve got reports on habitat, we’ve got reports on 


oysters, we’ve got reports on grouper, we’ve got reports on all kinds of stuff.  It seems like to me 


we could pull all of that stuff together and say whether the coast is good to go or not good to go.  


I’ve been trying to get South Carolina to do it for years.  It keeps falling on deaf ears.  Maybe 


this is where the lead needs to come from. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Yes, that is a topic that is near and dear to my heart.  I was hoping it would be 


on the agenda for this advisory panel.  What basically happened I think was the whole Oculina 


Bank HAPC discussion, which was pretty far out of our mind last November, all of a sudden 


kind of reared its head during the December and March council meetings and really pretty much 


consumed what energy I could put in between meetings and what Roger was able to do between 


meetings too.   


 


Just me personally, I would totally support some sort of state of our southeastern ocean kind of 


report.  The bits and pieces of information available needed to do that probably exist, but have 


yet to be kind of compiled.  We would need to come up with some kind of a plan for compiling 


it, digesting it, and then cranking it out.   


 


At some point in putting together that plan, I think we would have to run the concept and the 


plan through the council to make sure that they are on board with the advisory panel devoting 


some effort into that, because it will also mean some of the council staff putting effort into that.  


Do other folks think that would be a cool product to produce? 
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MR. GEER:  Pace, you’re talking about almost like a southeast report card, coastal report card? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  In a sense. 


 


MR. GEER:  It’s a great idea.  I think it is a lot harder than you think.  I’ve been trying to do that 


for our state just for the fisheries data.  Then when you start bringing in water quality and land 


use and contaminants and everything else that you have to do, it gets pretty involved.  Just doing 


fish should not be that – just doing populations might not be that hard, but you’ve still got to 


collate all the data.  But once you do it, you get on schedule of getting it done each year, it is just 


getting over that first hurdle. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Yes, I’ve been part of the development of a couple of report cards and the 


amount of work is substantial.  This kind of comes down to one question.  We, as advisory panel 


members, are we willing to do AP work in between meetings or do we view our service to the 


AP limited to the two days a year or four days a year that we actually get together as an AP in a 


room like this? 


 


Again, this is one of the issues that the Atlantic States Commission’s Habitat Committee also 


wrestled with.  It really kind of came down to finding a couple of handfuls of members who were 


able to do work in between meetings to start doing some of this fair amount of work.  Then 


eventually with Atlantic States Commission, it got to the point where they were making enough 


progress as a Habitat Committee that the commission was willing to help them out by funding 


some contractors to take some of their initial products to the next level. 


 


Now, I’m not by any means implying that the council has said that they would do that kind of 


stuff here for us.  If we show the value of the product and our willingness and our enthusiasm to 


produce it, we can cross our fingers and hope that others will share in that enthusiasm and either 


support us directly or support us indirectly in trying to take some of these basic kinds of report 


cards to the next level.  I see Mr. Cupka would like to probably weigh in on that. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  I’m just sitting here listening to your conversation and I just want to make some 


remarks as a member of the peanut gallery.  I’ve been going to council meetings since the 


councils were set up in 1976 and then a sitting council member since 1991.  I may have some 


perspective that some of the new members don’t have.   


 


I can tell you that this particular AP is very different from the other APs that we have.  The other 


APs are pretty much review groups.  This AP has had a history of not only being a review group 


but also a work group.  They have put together a number of products, which have been very 


useful to this council.    


 


But I can tell you that this isn’t the way most of our APs or even the other ones work.  As I say, 


they’ve been mostly review groups.  Having said that, this group does have a history of 


providing input and work products to the council which have been very helpful to us in the past 


like the policy statements.  A lot of those have been pretty much developed strictly by the work 


of this AP, which is a good thing.   


 


I certainly don’t want to discourage that, but I can tell you if it was a different AP sitting here, I 


don’t think they would be having this kind of discussion.  But the history of this AP is such that 
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indeed you do both things, not only review but provide products, like I say, that have been very 


useful to the council.  We certainly don’t want to discourage that, but again I just want to let you 


know it is a little bit different than the way most of our APs work.   


 


But having said that, I think this AP is to be commended, because they have certainly been very 


proactive in the past in the policy statements that the members have developed as well as the 


habitat plans and whatnot have been extremely helpful to the council, and we appreciate that.  If 


you have any other ideas on policy statements that you think would be useful, we would 


certainly be glad to entertain them.  I just wanted to give you a little bit of perspective of how 


this AP is different from the other ones and different in a good way. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Okay, we will focus some on the policy statements tomorrow, for sure.  It is 


good to know that the council has found them useful.  We do have some preliminary comments 


that I was going to make tomorrow morning about the policy statements and how myself and my 


day job as a habitat manager and regulator that we find those policy statements useful as well. 


 


Making sure that they’re up to date and current and focused is really a good maintenance task for 


this advisory panel to do.  Again, do we want to at least explore putting together offline from a 


particular meeting, putting together a plan for how we might produce this Southeastern Ocean 


Report Card? 


 


Is it something that folks would want to participate in?  I’ve seen a few heads kind of nodding a 


little bit.  If we were to put together a group that might meet, say, a couple of times on the phone 


to crank out this plan; can we see some hands for folks who might want to be on that work 


group?   


 


Okay, we have our state leads all raising their hands, Pat Geer and Amber Whittle.  We have 


Fish and Wildlife Service in the form of Mr. Ellis.  We have the NOAA Beaufort Lab, Dr. 


Kellison; Jenks, I saw him raise his hand; all right, Terry, another folk form North Carolina.   


Well, Terry is here speaking for Anne too, right? 


 


We have the nucleus of a group and Roger and I will put together a conference call and we’ll try 


to have an organizing meeting before the holidays, maybe just a quick one, and then like maybe 


a serious kind of meeting some time in February or so.  Then we’ll be able to report back to the 


Habitat AP as a whole what it is we think this report could look like and our guestimate at the 


amount of labor it would take to do it and see if we’re still on a track that folks think would be 


useful. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Pace, I want to volunteer Patricia for this committee.  I stand corrected, because 


South Carolina in 2008 put together what they called SEA CAP, with DHEC, I think Fish and 


Wildlife, NOAA and who’s that? 


 


MS. WENDT:  DHEC, DNR, NOAA, EPA. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Anyhow, she’s got a game plan. 


 


MS. WENDT:  It’s not my game plan, but it is one approach to assessing the health of coastal 


environments.  For the DNR, Bob Van Dolah pretty much headed up this effort.  They classified, 
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based on a number of metrics, benthic invertebrates.  I’m not sure to what extent they sampled 


the fish populations, but they looked at contaminants.   


 


They looked at other sediment quality parameters, water quality parameters.  Then they 


classified habitats based on those parameters as either good or fair or – I forget what the not so 


good category was – yes, bad category, at risk.  That might be worth looking at.  There is a 


website.  Unfortunately, it was all based on random sampling, too of tidal creeks, larger and 


smaller tidal creeks.   


 


It didn’t really extend out into the ocean to any great extent, I don’t think.  There were statistical 


comparisons from one year to the next.  I think they started in 1999 and lost their funding, I 


think, and 2008 is the most recent report.  There is nothing more recent than that that I’m aware 


of.  I could send that link to that website and you could see what the metrics are that they looked 


at. 


 


MR. GEER:  Pace, I think Cindy is biting at the bit, but she wants to talk about NCA and some 


other things. 


 


MS. COOKSEY:  This is right in my ballpark.  You are talking about the stuff that my group and 


I have been working on for a very long time starting with Jeff Hyland back in EPA’s e-map days 


developing report card systems.  The South Atlantic Bight data that I was referring to is a subset 


of our larger regional coastal assessment work that is all geared doing that broad-scale habitat 


ecological assessment using a multi-parameter approach and probabilistic sampling design. 


 


As a consequence of the South Atlantic Bight sampling, I worked in conjunction with the EPA to 


develop a report of ecosystem assessment for the South Atlantic Bight Estuaries to the open 


ocean environment, which I think would be useful.  It does not have a fisheries component, but it 


would be of use to you kind of as a starting point in combination then with individual state 


programs.   


 


South Carolina DNR has done a fabulous job in state.  I know other states have also had 


programs that have grown out of their historical e-map and EPA’s National Coastal Assessment 


Program.  What I just want to do is show you that SAB report and kind of that report card idea of 


good, fair, poor.   


 


The idea of using that multi-parameter assessment, you have weight of evidence in order to 


determine if your system is good, is healthy or you have areas of concern.  It utilizes what we 


call a sediment triad approach traditionally, which is the benthos, the benthic communities.  It 


looks at sediment contaminant levels and it also looks at a variety of toxicity measures.   


 


As you talk about estuaries to the coastal ocean, one of the issues that you may run into is we 


have for estuaries, especially estuaries in the southeast we have a lot of what we call cut points, a 


way of saying if you have contaminants above this level, it is impaired, below this level it is not 


impaired.   


 


The same with toxicity, if you are familiar with the benthos, we have what is called an index of 


biotic integrity or an IBI for our estuarine systems that help us determine if a benthic community 


is healthy or not.  Those cut points don’t exist for the coastal ocean environment.  We actually in 
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some cases lack the ability to develop them at this point, because to develop them you need 


healthy areas and impaired areas.  We just don’t have enough data in order to develop that.   


 


What we discovered when working with the EPA – and here you’ve got this initial map.  You 


can see the site coverage in the center there that went into this report – that while we had lots of 


good and bad that we were able to do for the estuarine portion. we were a lot more limited in the 


coastal ocean portion, because they just have not been developed anywhere in the country.   


 


Ecological conditions, coastal ocean estuarine waters, the U.S. South Atlantic Bight, 2000 to 


2004, lots of good and bad.  Percent of survey area with mean ERMQ levels; that is a way of 


taking a lot of sediment contaminant data and compiling it down very quickly.  You can see that 


we found that 95 percent of the coastal ocean environment of the South Atlantic Bight was 


healthy in regard to that in comparison to the estuaries with 1 percent highly impaired, 10 


percent high impairment, 30 percent moderate impairment. 


 


When we talk about report cards, that is the kind of report card assessment.  And just kind of 


again getting back to the issue of if you want to take this approach and move it out into the 


coastal ocean environment and not having the cut points, you can see looking at a whole suite of 


different parameters where we are able in the estuaries to call them good, fair, poor, we just 


weren’t able to calculate that in many cases.  If you do decide to pursue this as a panel, you’ve 


got this kind of as a starting point, I think. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  How could you say the ocean is healthy when we can’t eat the king mackerel?  


The kids can’t go swimming at Myrtle Beach because of pollution.  I can’t east the oysters in my 


creek because of human feces or animal feces, who knows.  It is not healthy.  These are things 


we are going to be eating in the future, maybe. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Maybe by putting this report card together is some way we can help draw 


attention to that issue and point towards some fixes.  It seems like it is worth a shot.  If you’ll 


kind of go back to Roger’s Digital Dashboard as basically being a series of cubby holes, and 


each cubbyhole is basically a portal into a certain kind of information, one of those portals is an 


assessment of the quality of coastal habitats.  This could be fleshing out that cubbyhole for the 


Digital Dashboard.  Terry. 


 


MR. PRATT:  One thing, Pace, that sticks in my mind; I think this is a good idea and it is a very 


sound concept.  I know for a fact in North Carolina the Coastal Federation does a State of the 


Coast Report every year, but that is geared towards developmental practices.  When we get this 


report card going, Jenks, it ought to be a working document not a concept, idealistic statement.  


We find out why you can’t eat your oysters and we’ll go fix it.   


 


We find out why you’ve got chloroform counts above tolerable levels and go fix it.  Instead of 


just sitting back here and piously making recommendations and saying we ought to do it this 


way, make that report list item by item if you realize what the problem is, what we deem to be 


the cause, and what we recommend to be the fix.  If we had that, a good example would be the 


northern migration of lionfish.   


 


If we knew the parameters of the water where they are native and we track those parameters 


farther north, we’ll find out that they are not out of place; their place is moving.  I don’t think we 
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can fix that, but it would make us aware of why something is happening rather than sitting here 


and expanding on concepts that we can’t implement.   


 


We need to be able to physically touch what it takes to fix Jenk’s creek.  So far, whether it is 


councils or states or national, we’ve not been able to touch that link.  We haven’t been able to 


put it together where, okay, Pace, you screwed this creek up, we’re going to get you.  Oh, no, 


you are bothering somebody’s political idea or personal fortune in developing something.  We 


need to take this concept into reality and look at system by system what we are doing.  If we had 


this type of background, it would give us a sound platform from which to launch a regulatory 


process if it required it. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Well stated.  Amber. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:   I was just going to say in Florida we’re sort of the guinea pigs for numeric 


nutrient criteria through the EPA.  I think it is a little stalled right now, but it is exactly that.  It is 


trying to take the nutrient pollution within a watershed and assess who is going to fix what.  


We’ve been doing that in Tampa Bay since the early nineties with the Nutrient Consortium.  It is 


agriculture, industry, homeowners, municipal, and that has actually been fairly successful.  But 


doing it on a wider scale, it is going to be very difficult and there has been a lot of resistance to 


it, but it has to be done. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I would just add in the first iteration of this report card we stick to our roots and 


our strength and focus on the fishery side of it, recognizing that others are dealing with water 


quality and land-use development and things like that.  We don’t need to reinvent those wheels.  


By focusing on the fishery component to it, I do think we would be preparing ourselves for the 


next round of EFH five-year reviews, which I believe the South Atlantic Council is required to 


complete by December of 2016. 


 


By December of 2016 the council is supposed to have assessed sort of the effectiveness of the 


EFH program that it implements in cooperation with the Fishery Service and identify the habitats 


that need extra special protection and tying that back to the fishery resources.  That is sort of the 


whole goal of these five-year reviews.   


 


A spin-off result of this report card, if we complete it before then, is that we are positioning the 


council to do well during that next round of EFH five-year reviews, too.  I think it sounds good.  


Are there any other ideas people want to throw on the table?  It is four o’clock.  I see a couple 


heads kind of nodding; people are kind of getting a little tired.  I think we’ll break for the day 


and we reconvene tomorrow at 8:30.  The first agenda item for tomorrow morning is going to be 


to assess the cadre of policy statements. 


 


What I’m hoping we can do tomorrow, when we do the policy statements, is that we can 


basically break up into two or three groups with each group given three or so policy statements 


to focus on and work as a small subgroup and then come back together and report on sort of your 


assessment of how current and relevant that policy statement is and what actions need to be taken 


to fix it. 


 


We’ll work with Roger in between meetings to actually do the fixes that the AP kind of 


recommends.  If you are able to take on a homework assignment for the evening, it would be to 
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identify two or three policy statements that you would really like to participate in the discussion 


of tomorrow. 


 


We’ll try to break out the little workgroups based upon that.  Also if there is a policy statement 


that you feel is kind of mish-mash, too many issues together into a single one and needs to be 


broken out into some separate policy statements, that might be a good thing to do.  I do believe 


we have highways and hydropower linked together in the same policy statement here.  It seems a 


little odd. 


 


Maybe some kind of breakout like that would be also kind of a recommendation to think about.    


I think you guys have done really well today.  You got through the Oculina discussion much 


better than I thought it was going to be.  I appreciate that and your patience dealing with the 


computer glitches is also really well, too.  I’d like to thank the council staff for solving all the 


computer glitches.  Carter. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I just had a quick question in reference to essential fish habitat that we 


were talking about a minute ago.  Is that something that is generated and initiated through the 


FMP process or do we have the leeway here to work on different designations ourselves? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  The practice has been in this council to go through the FMP process, whether it 


is FMP by FMP or through a comprehensive amendment which touches multiple FMPs to 


designate EFH and habitat areas of particular concern.  The exceptions to that have been some 


tweaks that were done to the snapper grouper designations as part of CE-BA 2.   


 


But in terms of what is available as an option, basically at any time the council can make 


adjustments to its EFH and HAPC designations.  Now there is a process for going through it.  I 


think Roger refers to it as the framework process.  It is kind of codified in the original habitat 


plan.  It is kind of given status in the original comprehensive amendment.  It is available for use, 


although it has not been used, but it would allow basically tweaking of those designations to 


occur whenever the council is ready to do it. 


 


MR. WAUGH:  I think part of your question was can this AP develop recommendations and the 


answer is yes. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Yes, I’d like to see this council work more toward that as well – or not 


council but AP, and look into maybe redefining some of the current existing EFH or even 


clarifying it better.  One thing I do like, in having worked with EFH from a lot of different 


councils, is I like that EFH was designated by particular habitat types within this council.  


 


It makes it easy coming from my viewpoint of trying to determine what kind of impacts 


somebody might have on those essential fish habitats.  However, that being said, one thing that 


the South Atlantic Council didn’t do for a lot of their essential fish habitat designations was do it 


by life stage or look at all aspects of a life stage.  That is something we could look into further as 


well.  The other area is they did classify a lot of different habitats as essential fish habitat, but 


one thing that is lacking is really identifying where those habitats occur.   
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There is a lot of new data out there since this was already done, and I know Roger has worked on 


this and a lot of other people at the council in putting together their EFH map or website and 


everything else.  There may be some people around here that could add to that as well. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  My response back is the council in 2011 completed its first round of EFH five- 


year reviews.  That resulted in a letter from Dr. Crabtree; the regional administrator of NOAA 


Fisheries in the southeast, accepting the council’s five-year review and giving the council three 


things to focus on for the next five-year review, which needs to be completed in December of 


2016. 


 


You touched on two of those three things in what you just said, better spatial technology to 


identify the locations, more discussion of life stages and their essential fish habitat, and the third 


part that was touched on in that letter is that the EFH regulations talk about four levels of 


information in EFH designation. 


 


Those levels basically we’ve talked about before, and Mike Street grilled me on it, was going 


from presence/absence to fishery production in a gradual kind of process.  The council has been 


nudged by Dr. Crabtree to focus on improving its EFH designations along those lines as well for 


2016.  Basically in theory the council has already headed in that direction.  It is a question of the 


speed at which it is going to get done and whether it would get done faster than 2016 or some 


time sooner than that. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  In response to that, I guess I would ask what do we want this Habitat 


Advisory Panel’s role to be in that process or what do we think it should be? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  That’s something we should discuss, whether that is a today discussion or a later 


discussion.  I think it probably is a later discussion.  There is a companion discussion to that and 


that is what is the role of the Southeast Fisheries Science Center in that review?  If you are part 


of any of these national meetings, the Southeast Fisheries Science Center, in all deference to 


Todd being the Southeast Fisheries Science Center representative here, but the Southeast 


Fisheries Science Center participated far less in the EFH five-year reviews in the South Atlantic 


and the Gulf of Mexico and the Caribbean than what you saw from the sister science centers in 


the Northeast, Southwest Alaska and Northwest.   


 


Part of that is just sort of the whole politic of regional science center kind of relationships.  The 


discussion you posed about what is the Habitat Panel’s role is one that we also are slated to have 


at sometime sooner than later inside NOAA Fisheries about what the Science Center’s role is?  I 


think the outcome of that discussion is going to – well, actually the outcome of both of those 


discussions are going to influence each other. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  I wasn’t going to defend the Science Center, but I was just going to say that 


maybe for clarity, because before I started working with NOAA I wouldn’t have been able to tell 


you what that was, you could clarify or I could clarify what that means.  Is anyone in this room 


not familiar with what Pace means by the Science Center?  Everyone knows.  


 


The National Marine Fisheries Service, its regions are – and I probably won’t explain this very 


well so please correct me, Pace – but its regions have sort of two components.  One is a regional 


office, which handles more of the policy side of things, and one is a science arm.  In the 
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Southeast National Marine Fisheries Service in their Southeast Region, there is a Southeast 


Regional Office, which is based in St. Petersburg.   


 


Then there is a Southeast Fisheries Science Center, which is the research and science arm of 


fisheries, which is based in Miami but includes laboratories in Beaufort where I work – I am 


going to miss a bunch of them – in Galveston, Texas; Pascagoula and Panama City.  The Science 


Center is just a research and maybe the stock assessment part of fisheries.  They are the people 


that provide information to the regional office who then make decisions about management from 


it.  Hopefully, that was a little helpful. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Okay, we can have more discussion about that kind of stuff later, too.  Anything 


else; comments for the good of the order?  Seeing none; 8:30 tomorrow morning. 


 


The Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council reconvened in the Charleston Marriott Hotel, Charleston, South Carolina, 


Thursday morning, November 15, 2012, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by 


Chairman Pace Wilbur. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Welcome back.  What we’re going to do this morning is spend about an hour 


and a half reviewing the existing cohort policy statements; identify generally speaking the ones 


that need to be fixed and the kind and nature of the fixes that need to be done to them.  We are 


going to do that by breaking up into some individual groups.   


 


I think we are going to do three small groups.  We have leaders for each of the three groups and 


you guys will be able as members to join whichever group you want; and if you want to bounce 


from one group to the other, that will be fine.  I’ve asked the leaders to kind of take notes during 


their groups on the focal questions, which I’ll put up on the board.   


 


Those focal questions are listed down at the bottom and that is to identify missing and obsolete 


policies, identify the major elements of the existing policies that need to be tweaked and then 


eventually to establish some workgroups that will by e-mail over the coming year update the set 


of existing policies and develop some drafts of any new ones that are necessary. 


 


I think Roger and I roughly had a goal of trying to have this next set ready to go to the council 


for sort of review and their blessing a year from now.  Now, just going back to the list of the 


existing policies, they are listed here.  The way we’re going to divide up is Amber Whittle, who 


is our Florida Subpanel lead, is going to lead the review of the aquaculture and the SAV policy 


statement. 


 


Priscilla Wendt, who is our Subpanel Lead for South Carolina, is going to lead the review of the 


beach nourishment and the two invasive species policy statements.  I’ve been told that the Fish 


and Wildlife Service will be happy to lead the review of the energy, hydropower and water flows 


policy statement since that seems to be right up your alley, and I know at least one of you is on 


internal to the Fish and Wildlife Service workgroups that do this kind of stuff pretty often. 


 


The way I envisioned this unfolding is that we’ll go into different sections of the room.  We 


already know where those three groups are going to meet inside the room.  We’ll have paper 


copies of the policy statements for each of those groups to look at; so that individuals can pass 
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those paper statements around, if you haven’t had a chance to look at them in your briefing 


package. 


 


I would say at 9:30 we would get back in large forum here and have a brief report out from each 


of the three groups, and then we will move on to the remaining session for the day.  Is it all 


clear?  Is everybody okay with this?  I will put the questions back up on the board.     


  


(Whereupon, the AP held a breakout session.) 


 


MR. WILBUR:  All right, do I have a group that volunteers to do the report out first?  Okay, our 


colleagues from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 


 


DR. LANEY:  Mr. Chairman, this is what we came up with.  Just a general comment first; John 


and Alice kind of led our discussion here.  We didn’t really have enough time.  I think that will 


be an issue with all the groups.  What we would suggest is that maybe the group would like to try 


and work with staff to reconvene through conference call and have some further discussions after 


we have a chance to thoroughly review these things.   


 


But here is what we came up with as a list of action items Mr. Chairman, and I’ll send these to 


you so you don’t have to write them down.  For the flow policy, number one, update the 


background information, especially that on essential fish habitat.  In other words, red drum is no 


longer one of the species that has EFH at least on the Atlantic side.   


 


Does this policy include flow alterations due to coastal structures, groins, jetties, bridges, et 


cetera?  We didn’t see it in there so we wondered whether or not we should roll that into it.  Two, 


compile all the state flow policies which have been developed since the policy was written to see 


what they have said; three, gather updated information on FERC hydropower projects and core 


projects within the council’s jurisdiction and consider whether to roll hydropower policy into the 


flow policy. 


 


Four, find out what the Southeast Aquatic Resources Partnership Science and Data Workgroup is 


doing with regard to water flows; five, get current information on the hydropower proposal for 


the Gulf Stream and any other hydrokinetic proposals.  For example, we’ve heard about one 


proposal in South Carolina with regard to putting turbines in the AIWW.   


 


Also we thought it would be useful to just update ourselves on what has been happening with the 


East River turbine projects in New York.  Six, members of the group will further review the 


current policies and send suggestions for change to the entire group; seven, was just a question 


for us to think about as how to deal with water demand in the southeast.   


 


What is predicted for the future relative to climate changes in terms of water patterns, 


precipitation and so forth and so on; number eight, add any conditions associated with inner- 


basin transfers of water relative to how it affects fisheries and flows.  Number nine, make sure 


that entrainment/impingement issues are addressed in both of these policies.   


 


That takes us to the second one we had, which we didn’t get into as deeply as we did the first 


one.  That is the energy exploration, development, transportation and hydropower relicensing 


one.  Number one, the group will review this one and convene a call to discuss it further with a 
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view toward whether we should separate out the hydropower and/or develop a separate policy for 


transportation infrastructure, in other words, highways in general, aquatic connectivity issues due 


to culverts, bridges, noise impacts from pile driving and so forth. 


 


Number two; add any concerns relative to nuclear energy to the policy.  Those could include 


water flows, temperature issues and habitat issues.  Then number three; we have the same need 


to update all the background information for this policy, and Alice asked that we include Mark 


Caldwell in our group discussion since he had come yesterday to participate in this and wasn’t 


able to be here today.  Mr. Chairman, that constitutes my report and the rest of the members of 


the group would be happy to answer any questions. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Any questions for the group?  Excellent report.  Okay, Amber.   


 


DR. WHITTLE:  We’ll start with aquaculture.  We had a lively discussion and then broke it 


down in to six aspects.  The first thing we thought we needed to update the distribution and 


current technology, types and success of different aquaculture facilities even internationally.  


From our discussion yesterday, it was pretty clear that we don’t even really know what is going 


on in our states in terms of what type of aquaculture or where it is, type success. 


 


A lot of our current policy talks about destruction of essential fish habitat for aquaculture, but we 


don’t even know if that is a concern now.  We wanted to look into more offshore what is going 


on, and if we should support it, what are the issues with it?  Chris Elkins agreed to lead it.  We’d 


also like to use James Morris and Mark Torono on our committee. 


 


We wanted to discuss further whether we wanted to expand it past just habitat issues to genetic 


issues, diseases; is that appropriate for us?  Update the policies, as I said, and we were going to 


start by e-mailing the statement around and vetting it through our different agencies.  We didn’t 


get into quite as much detail as the previous group. 


 


Then for SAVs we wanted to start with a needs’ statement and just discuss whether or not having 


SAVs are mostly nearshore; if we still felt that was appropriate for us to be involved in.  We 


wanted to have a definition of SAVs, because currently it is just focused on seagrasses, and 


SAVs obviously extend to macro algae sargassum.  Do we want to have any sort of policy 


statements on those species? 


 


There is quite a bit of obsolete data in there and some of the policies are obsolete, too, so it 


certainly needs to be updated.  We were thinking maybe Anne or Anne and I could lead it 


together.  Again, we were going to start with an e-mail statement and vet through our different 


agencies who have more SAV expertise than we do.  Question? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Excellent; any questions for that group?  Chris. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  Just one comment; since SAV is primarily Florida and NC, having Amber and 


Anne co-lead that group would really bring strength to it.   


 


MR. WILBUR:   I’m sure Anne greatly appreciates that acknowledgement in her absence today.  


 


DR. ELKINS:  She told me to let her know what happened. 
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MR. WILBUR:  Well noted.  All right the last group, Priscilla. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Okay, most of our discussion focused on marine and estuarine-invasive species.  


Our discussion of those two pretty much overlapped, because there are a lot of similarities in the 


policy statements regarding those two groups of invasive species.  Obviously, we saw a need to 


update the species list by consulting experts in each of the various states to see whether there are 


additional species that should be added to the list.   


 


There was a lot of discussion about lionfish.  As a matter of fact, that took up most of our time.  


Bill Kelly knows way more about lionfish then I could ever hope to know.  He’s going to send 


me some additional information that could be incorporated into the policy statement.  Regarding 


lionfish, some of the recommendations that our group came up with was that we should be 


promoting research, cooperative research programs, particularly looking at trap design and 


investigating market plans, promoting a fishery for them possibly, investigating control methods. 


 


It was generally acknowledged that eradicating them is pretty much not feasible.  Updating their 


habitat preferences, distribution, life history and diet requirements, and there was also some 


discussion of having some additional text on algae, red tides and other kinds of toxic algae, 


whether or not there are species that might be considered invasive – I don’t think anybody was 


really sure – and pathogens were another thing that people suggested should be added to the list 


and expanded upon.   


 


Did I pretty much cover invasive species stuff from the folks who were in my group?  Bill, did 


you want to add anything to that?  There was virtually no discussion on our beach dredging and 


filling and large-scale coastal engineering projects except there was some discussion about an 


issue in South Carolina regarding inshore open water disposal of dredge material; and whether 


that is a problem in other states, nobody seemed to be sure.   


 


Whether or not we want to develop a policy statement on it was also a question, but that is 


something we’re grappling with in South Carolina.  We’ve had some large projects proposed and 


we’ve historically opposed inshore open water disposal as an agency; The South Carolina 


Department of Natural Resources has.  We’re trying to determine whether there is an appropriate 


way to do that or whether it should be even allowed at all.  I think that was pretty much 


everything. 


 


MR. STREET:  I was concerned with the beach-fill policy and did some thinking about it last 


night.  Specifically to your open water dredge disposal, in North Carolina there are guidelines set 


up for the Corps of Engineers to do it just in the throats of inlets and just a little bit.   


 


MS. WENDT:  That is exactly what is being proposed in South Carolina as well. 


 


MR. STREET:  There is a policy in North Carolina with the Corps that was worked out with the 


state. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Has anybody monitored that? 


 


MR. STREET:  No.  Another issue which I didn’t hear you mention with that is as federal 


funding for inlet maintenance, especially small inlets and for beach nourishment – well, beach 
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fill, mining and deposition is what it really is – as federal funds disappear, there are issues of 


state and local funding.   


 


Sources of those funds are under discussion.  A proposal in North Carolina that any Fish and 


Wildlife Service people here will recognize, and that will be patently illegal, is to use fishing 


license funds, fishing license income to partly support that kind of dredging, since, of course, 


recreational fishing boats use those small inlets.   


 


That is a very clear violation of allocation of license funds under the D/J Program, federal aid 


and sportfish restoration from the Fish and Wildlife Service.  That has been proposed and we’ll 


see.  I know in North Carolina if the state legislature tries to go forward with that, when they get 


their nasty letter from the U.S. Secretary of the Interior, we’ll see what happens. 


 


The impact of funding; in looking for funding it could well end up diverting funds not just from 


those licenses, but from regular appropriated funds for fisheries management agencies.  Those 


are high-priced items.  That is something that I think the state agencies needs to be aware of and 


on the lookout for.  Then there was another thing.   


 


In the policy it talked about effects of the so-called borrow sites.  They are mines; they are not 


borrowed; it is not put back.  These are mine sites.  It talked about the effects on nearby bottoms 


of material drift and all.  I don’t think it mentioned the mine site itself, because it becomes 


deeper, it goes from coarse materials, which is what they were looking for, to fine.   


 


There is a fundamental habitat change that will take decades at best to restore.  It talks about 


being able to offset damages at the mine site and the deposition site.  You can’t.  It cannot be 


mitigated, because you’re digging it up; it’s gone.  When it is placed on the beach, Mother 


Nature is going to rearrange it. 


 


But when you get into a regular nourishment cycle, whether it is two years, three years, five 


years, and ten years; and they say, well, the beach restores itself in X number of months or years, 


well, as soon as you dredge it up again or cover it again, you are starting over again.  There is 


long-term fundamental loss of the productivity of that area. 


 


It will never come back as long as that activity is repeated over and over.  People say, well, the 


beach will be gone.  No, it won’t.  It will just be different and it will be moved.  The water is 


always going to meet the land.  That’s your beach; that’s your shoreline.  It just may not be the 


way people like it.  That’s enough preaching. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  What I basically heard, all of the policy statements need a significant amount of 


work.  We’ll get together with Roger and the state subpanel leads, as well as the folks who 


identified as interested in these policy statements, to sort of come up with a prioritized action 


plan for how to accomplish this stuff. 


 


Hopefully, we can get a big slug of it done in the coming year.  One of the other tasks that we 


wanted to accomplish was to identify any missing policy statements.  I sort of hear I think two 


brought up.  One is would it make sense to have a policy statement focused only on open water 


disposal?  That is something worth exploring. 
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Also, a policy statement that touches on the mining of the shoals associated with inlets as borrow 


material for beach nourishment as opposed to the more common practice of digging a hole 


somewhere offshore, outside of a shoal complex.  Now, as a person who manages folks who do 


EFH consultations every day, I can tell you both of those policy statements would be very much 


appreciated by the folks in the trenches.   


 


And again we talked about also taking some of the policy statements like the energy one, which 


has probably too much stuff under the same umbrella, and breaking that out into some separate 


ones as well.  Are there any other comments on new policy statements? 


 


MR. STREET:  To the policy statement dredging from inlet shoals, it is being done in a lot of 


places, but there has been research done on that and I’m trying to remember.  He’s a geologist at 


UNCW. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Was that Orrin Pilkey you’re talking about? 


 


MR. STREET:  No, no, he was Duke.  Wilson. 


 


DR. LANEY:  At UNCW? 


 


MR. STREET:  Yes.  He published the book on North Carolina inlets.  No, Stan is ECU.  This is 


at UNC Wilmington.  No, some of the Duke people went there at Western Carolina.  Anyway, he 


has done research on the effects of the shoals and dredging the shoals and the importance of the 


shoals in the system, and not only to currents and things but also the importance of the shoals to 


the nearby beaches and the life history of the shoals, for want of a better term, how they attach, 


detach and come and go naturally and then as influenced by dredging.   


 


DR. LANEY:  Martin Posey? 


 


MR. STREET:  Yes, Martin Posey at UNCW. 


 


MS. WENDT:  I just wanted to also add that Bob Van Dolah has done some pretty extensive 


research on borrow sites and how they fill in with fine-grain sediments over time.  I think he had 


some recommendations regarding the depth to which borrow sites can go without long-term 


changes in sediment composition. 


 


MR. STREET:  There was a lot of information from him that went into the ASMFC policy 


statement, which is cited in the council’s policy statement. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Okay, any other thoughts about policy statements?  Pat. 


 


MR. GEER:  We talked a little bit yesterday, but I’d like to see something on artificial reefs.  I 


think maybe we get these other ones done first, but start putting that in the hopper to get 


something done with that. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Did you pick up on the one that Wilson mentioned about possibly breaking out 


transportation development projects separate from the energy and not energy transportation?  
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MR. WILBUR:  Yes, I did.   


 


DR. WHITTLE:  What about water quality? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  We can add that to the list of things to talk about as the subpanel leads.  I’ll use 


a bad pun here, but if we can flush out what that water quality statement might look like, sure, 


we can put it on the list of things to do.  Okay, to keep us on schedule we’ll move on to the next 


session with a presentation by Tina on the ecosystem atlas.   


 


Now what I would ask is the folks who did the report-outs, if you could send me an e-mail with 


just a list of the items, that would be great.  I have to work with Roger to prepare a report that 


hopefully he will present to the council at its Wilmington meeting in a few weeks.  Usually the 


transcript of the meeting doesn’t get produced that fast.  If you could send me that list it will help 


me a lot in the report out.  Just before Tina starts, my question for Gregg; Roger’s presentation 


on the Ecospecies Online System; is that going to be punted to a later meeting? 


 


MR. WAUGH:  That will be at a later meeting. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I guess after Tina’s presentation Mr. Terry Pratt has asked to address the group 


on some recent observations he has about corals, correct?   


 


MS. UDOUJ:  My name is Tina Udouj and I work for the Florida Fish and Wildlife Research 


Institute.  Today I’m going to talk about a new atlas that I’ve been working with Roger to 


develop, the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s Habitat and Ecosystem Atlas.  Just a 


little bit of background; I’ve been working with Roger and the council since 2003 to compile and 


create and host GIS data that are relevant to their management issues.   


 


We’ve done this using the latest technologies.  As you know, technology is changing rapidly and 


it is kind of hard to keep up with.  We started out with the Esri ArcIMS to serve GIS data across 


the web.  Then Roger was very keen on getting more non-spatial data out to people.  We looked 


at creating a habitat and ecosystem homepage.  This was many years ago.   


 


We used this DNN portal software to create a content management system where there were user 


groups that were assigned and people basically worked on the fishery ecosystem plan together 


via that mechanism.  Ultimately the council chose that software for their website.  Another 


interesting technology we used – and it really didn’t take off but I still kind of like it – is the 


GeoPDF.  It is just a PDF document that is basically geospatial enabled where the coordinates 


would display and you can turn layers on and off in a map. 


 


The problem with that technology in suiting the council’s need is that their jurisdiction is so large 


and it was hard to get all the data in one map document.  It was more suited for smaller areas; say 


you just wanted to look at a particular marine protected area, the GeoPDF was a good format and 


there are a couple examples of those on the council’s website. 


 


Next came the ArcGIS server; we transitioned from ArcIMS.  That software is being deprecated.  


We had to make the jump and it was a lot of growing pains switching to that platform.  Now 


we’ve got a few years under our belts and we’re feeling pretty comfortable.  The last tab there is 
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about Flex, and that is what I’ll be talking about today.  Most of our web applications now for 


the council are built using Flex technology. 


 


The big core of our project is, as I mentioned earlier, serving GIS data across the web.  We’re 


doing that with map services that we create.  A map service, just to refresh you guys, is a way to 


make maps and their features and any attribute data associated with features available in different 


clients.   


 


Those clients include web browsers; software GIS software such as ArcMap, ArcView, and Esri 


has free software called ArcGIS Explorer.  There is one for the desktop and there is one for the 


web that I am going to show a little bit later.  That is a free avenue way to consume a map 


service and add different map services across different agencies. 


 


Now we are even seeing capabilities to pull in map services on your Smartphone.  You can also 


view map services in Google Earth as a KML or KMZ file.  For the council we’ve developed 


several map services based on different management issues.  We have one for essential fish 


habitat, which displays the EFH and EFH-HAPCs for them, and fisheries managed areas.   


 


We have one for habitat and just recently created one for multibeam bathymetry.  This is a 


compilation of a lot of different data sources where the providers have shared their data on the 


web for us to grab and make a map service.   That one is pretty new and interesting.  We’d like to 


see more of that data available; I know Roger would. 


 


Then nautical charts, which there are other versions of nautical chart map services available, but 


specifically for the council’s needs, this past spring and summer when they were talking about 


new MPAs, they found it very useful in talking to the fishermen to have the older nautical charts 


with certain soundings and markings on them.  We had that map service available for 


distribution. 


 


This is an example of what that map services contain.  This is the Fisheries Service.  I know it is 


not very easy to read.  There is lots of data available within a map service.  You can get 


information – let’s see if it will go to the web for me – there are different ways – I was talking 


about these earlier – different clients that you can use. 


 


There is the ArcGIS JavaScript option, and it will pull in the map service.  You won’t be able to 


do much with it, but you can kind of see what information is there.  This is the fisheries map 


service.  There is also – you can pull it into ArcMap if you have that software.  Google Earth, a 


lot of people are familiar with Google Earth; that is available here through this service implant 


and clicking on it where you can get more information on what fields and attributes are available 


with that data.   


 


We started off trying to figure out the best way to share those map services that I just explained.  


Initially we chose Esri’s out of the box solution, because we are low on programmers in our 


section, but ultimately we found when they made it available that the viewer for Flex was really 


easy to work with, and to add your data and to customize pretty quickly without being a 


programmer.   
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Another reason we chose Flex is that it uses Adobe Flash and that is really, really common on 


most desktop PCs.  We went ahead and chose that route.  It was a quick way to get started.  We 


have a web application for essential fish habitat that contains this kind of data.  This is the screen 


grab for the entry point for it.   


 


You get a flash page that explains what the application is about and some of its data sources.  


The initial map shows the Snapper Grouper EFH-HAPC and some data from PACE, the Atlantic 


Public Notices for the fiscal year 2011.  You also have options within this viewer to look at 


different services that are hosted from other agencies.   


 


There is estuarine bathymetry that is available through the NOAA Coastal Services Center.  You 


can view that within this application, and there is also another service called the DEM hillshades, 


and that is an interesting service that contains information for TOPO – they are called Topo 


Bathys, a fusion of topographic and bathymetric data for coastal areas.  That is available through 


this application. 


 


For another web application we have developed for them is the fisheries application.  This is 


being used to serve data that has been collected from the SEAMAP South Atlantic components.  


We have species data for that database.  We have some data from MARMAP for a species 


occurrence and different gear types. 


 


We have some new data layers that were created in house that show local species distributions, 


and this information came from a workshop that the council hosted.  We took some of that 


information that the experts agreed upon and made a publication of and made GIS data from that.  


And then you also have options to use bathymetry and other federal geo-regulations. 


 


AP MEMBER:  What information is available on the website in terms of mapping? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  For the council’s main website? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Yes, that is open to the public. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Yes, they have the links to these different applications on the council’s website.    


I’ll also provide them at the end of my presentation.  This is the interface for fisheries; it is very 


similar to EFH.  They are all built on the same technology and they have different tools and 


different data that they are displaying.   


 


Finally, the managed areas application has all the council’s GEO regulations that they have 


worked on. This is the entry page for that and the data that is displaying initially is the 


Deepwater Coral HAPCs, the marine protected areas, special management zones and the Oculina 


C-HAPC is there.  With the recent issues concerning Warsaw grouper and speckled hind, we’ve 


added – that’s all the points that you see in the map.   


 


We’ve added those to help facilitate their MPA discussions this spring and summer.  Each web 


application provides a quick and easy way to view data related to a specific management issue.  


The Flex viewer easily lends itself to the mash-up approach where I can grab different map 


services from Coastal Services Center or the National Geographic Data Center and display them 


with the council data. 







Habitat AP Meeting 
                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                                                                      November 14-15, 2012 


81 
 


Roger just kept asking all the time, well, I want to see this layer with that layer.  One would be in 


the Fisheries Service and one was in the management service, so he said let’s combine them all 


and that is where we have the habitat and ecosystem viewer.  After the presentation, we can do a 


live demonstration if you guys are interested, but I just have a few screen shots to go over some 


of the core functionality for it.  The map, you can zoom in and out.   


 


There is a navigation widget that occurs in the map on the left side.  I find that I always use my 


mouse scroll wheel to zoom in and out of the map.  It is very easy and quick to move around.  


The options to turning different map services and layers on and off is available through the layer 


list.  Map services can be moved up and down within the viewer.   


 


You can adjust their transparency; and there are links to go to a description, which shows you 


more information about that map service.  This is the initial display and we’re only looking at the 


managed area service and the data that is available through it.  You have options; you can turn on 


the fisheries data and the EFH data and the habitat data.   


 


Roger is out here swimming around and loving all these data.  He is really happy that this has all 


come together, but, of course, this is just an example that you can get a lot of information in one 


place.  This is just a close up of the tool bar and the different tools that are available.  I’ll talk 


about a few of them in the presentation; and if you guys want, we can look at more tools in a live 


demonstration.  The first one is just to find a location.   


 


There are two different ways you can enter your X Y coordinates.  If you want to zoom to a 


particular area or this one, you locate address.  I chose our hotel address and it gave me two 


options, but the first one had a higher score, and that is the one that I think represents the hotel 


pretty well. 


 


You can search the map using these different graphics.  You can just draw a line; you can draw a 


rectangle, circle, freehand polygon to return features that are within that area.  This just shows 


that we are selecting the Deepwater Snapper Grouper MPAs with this circle.  You can’t see it 


very well, but those MPAs are red on the map and you get a table of results.  


 


That particular layer has embedded hyperlinks.  If you were to click on the arrow there, you 


would get an image that was associated with that feature.  Another tool and search widget is – 


and this is just an example of how you can tweak tools to help suit a particular question.  If you 


wanted to find all the danger zones within this area, you could type in danger.   


 


If you were to put a percentage sign after danger, that is kind of like a wild card.  It would return 


all the features that had danger in their attributes.  Click search, then you see those areas that are 


danger zones are returned in your map.  If you scroll on the results in this window, you would 


get – you could zoom to that particular feature.   


 


This one is pretty neat.  It is the select features tool that I think Roger and the council found 


useful this summer with their MPA discussions.  It is a way to do a little bit of simple GIS.  


There are options here to select different data sources, and we are going to select the speckled 


hind points that fall within the MPAs. 
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It gives you the results of that selection, and it shows you all of the speckled hind points that fall 


within the MPAs in a table format that you can export to a text file and you can sort the data 


based on their attributes.  In this particular one, it was the source of the data point itself are 


sorted based on that. 


 


This was a really neat way for them to see how many points fell within the MPAs during their 


discussions.  Really quickly, there are some tips if you are going to try out the viewer.  The more 


you use the maps and the more you zoom around, your browser caches that data and so then it 


will be faster the next time you come back.   


 


You should zoom in to your area of interest before you start clicking a lot of layers on and off 


and probably limit how many layers you choose to display so that draw time is faster.  If you 


press F5, F5 will take you back to the beginning of the initial view.  You can refresh everything 


and kind of start over.   


 


We’ll save the demo for later and move on to the Digital Dashboard that we’re developing.  This 


came about; Roger and Cathleen, who is my boss, were talking one day at a different meeting 


about how they wanted a way to kind of highlight the different regional projects and partnerships 


that are going on in the region. 


 


They heard this cool word; they heard dashboard; and that is what they wanted to do.  I really 


never got to sit down with either one of them and figure out what they wanted.  This has been a 


back-and-forth effort, but this was our first attempt at it.  I liked the look and feel of it ; I thought 


it was pretty neat.  We can go check it out.   


 


The problem with this particular format and approach, it is slow to load all those images.  But 


clicking on a particular square would give you more information about that project.  This is a 


link to get to the managed areas web application, and on and on.  Another thing that was weird, 


you kind of had to scroll around to see everything.  My boss didn’t like that.   


 


You know, looking good and working well are two different things sometimes.  This would be a 


great way to showcase if you are a photographer maybe, all your pretty images.  I think what 


we’d like to do is go back and redesign the dashboard and make it easier to find data.  The 


biggest problem with that dashboard I just showed you is that it would be very difficult for me to 


send you the link to the EFH Project.   


 


You would just have to go to the dashboard and find it yourself.  It wasn’t a long-term viable 


solution for us, and limited expansion capabilities, difficult to maintain, so we are going to 


redesign the dashboard.   I’ve found a free template to work with, which is always nice to get 


you started, which is a lot easier to manage and modify, and it is a clean and simple interface.   


 


Also, as the web changes and moves forward and more people access information on their 


Smartphones, this particular framework also works well on mobile devices.  It has got that built- 


in responsive design to it.  That is a really neat feature of this next project.  This is the screen 


grab of what that dashboard could look like with a neat toolbar and footer information for quick 


links to council pages or partners’ pages.  We keep working – the technology is always changing.  


We hope to have a new version of the dashboard out maybe next year, early next year.  The Esri 


ArcGIS software continues to improve with each release. 
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We are at a version behind the current release.  We’ll be going to the next higher version pretty 


soon, and with that there will be options to attach documents, images, and our text files with a 


feature.  When a viewer goes to the site and they’re interested in getting regulations associated 


with a polygon, that information could be downloaded with the polygon itself, so that is going to 


be nice.   


 


Another new feature that will come with the next version of the software is the ability to expose, 


relates and stand-alone tables with your GIS data.  That is something that has been lacking for a 


long time.  That will be a great way to take some more information that is available through the 


SEAMAP or MARMAP programs and make that information available on the web as well.   


 


Security for map services should be coming with the next version or we could look at an ArcGIS 


online subscription to cover security issues.  Another thing that we’re going to be working on is 


creating cache services for some of those services that are very heavy image based like the 


multibeam and the nautical chart service; they’re all images.   


 


If you can cache those images and tile them in a service. then their draw time is a lot faster.  


More widgets, lots more tools available.  There is a great community of people who share code 


on the Esri website.  That is all available for free on the Flex viewer community page for Esri, so 


more tools and widgets.   


 


Just real quick, the ArcGIS online is a new approach that Esri is offering.  A lot of people can’t 


afford ArcGIS server, so this is a way that you can share geographic information.  Right now it is 


free, but I think in the future they will be charging for this service, which an annual subscription 


running $2,500 for a small workgroup with five people in your office, up to very expensive, 


close to $40,000 for perhaps an agency to use that service.  It is pretty neat.  They’re doing a lot 


of cool stuff online where you don’t have to mess with that server back in. 


 


You can just take your data, put it up there and share it with whoever you like.  I have my own 


personal account.  As I mentioned, it is free right now.  I’ve created just a few trial runs for the 


South Atlantic Council services and applications.  There are different ways to view services.  


There is ArcGIS Online and there is ArcGIS Online Explorer, and I believe a lot of agencies are 


using this ArcGIS Online Explorer to serve their data. 


 


I think the BOEHM Website serves their data this way.  It is pretty cool, because you have 


capabilities to add data to a service.  You can add your own ship track, your GPS log file, add it 


to the map.  You could take your own SHAPE file or a comma delimited file, add it to this 


service through this interface and display data that way. 


 


There are different base maps.  You can change up your base maps on there.  You can share your 


map that you create through social media or just an e-mail link.  I was experimenting with this.  


You could take the code that the map makes and then embed it in your website.  I apologize 


again, it is hard to read, but there is a mapping tab and a presentation tab.  You can actually make 


slides through this interface; make a PowerPoint presentation to share maps that way.  Then you 


could zoom in and out of this slide.   


 


Once you share this slide, the user unless you lock it – there is a lock feature up here – unless 


you were to lock it, the user could zoom in and out and manipulate the map through a slide 
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presentation.  It has got a lot of fun features and I think it will be neat to see what comes as that 


capability expands.  I just wanted in my presentation to provide all the links for the dashboard 


and the different web applications that we’re working on and take any questions or suggestions 


for moving forward. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I have a couple questions.  First, for the online GIS stuff now that is available 


through the council’s website; is the council keeping any records of the frequency that those 


websites are used and maybe even who is using them? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  We do keep track of that information.  The web applications are kind of tricky in 


and of themselves to monitor traffic, because every zoom and pan counts as a hit.  The numbers 


are difficult to interpret, but we do keep those log files from the web server.  As far as how and 


who looks at it, I think you can get a general idea, maybe, based on the IP address, but not very 


specific for audience use. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I’ll ask a question I don’t know the answer to, which is always dangerous, right?  


Of the folks sitting at the table, how many of you have accessed the council’s GIS services 


through its website in the last year?  If you have, raise your hand.  Five people; not bad.  Of the 


five people that raised your hand, what was your feeling; were you a satisfied customer once you 


got there and did you find what you were looking for, or do you have any suggestions on how to 


improve things? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I’ll start off with I’m frustrated with using any computer or internet so I am not 


in that great age of – I went on the website looking for things to help me with this committee 


meeting a couple months before we had the meeting.  I found it to be 60 to 80 percent useful; 20 


to 40 percent frustrating. 


 


Once I found what I was looking for, it made sense to look for it that way; but with my limited 


level of knowledge, I don’t think the same way that the designers of the website think, just  


simple input.  I still can’t find all the maps you were talking about and I’m on the website right 


now.  I still have that frustration going. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  I think that’s where there have not been a lot of updates.  I think the council is in a 


transition stage with their home website.  I’m surprised; I thought that those links would be 


available.  Maybe the atlas is not on there just yet.  That is one thing with the Dashboard that I 


want to do is have a GIS data catalogue and make it easier to search and find a particular data 


source that you’re interested in.   


 


It’s one thing that we’re just getting it all together, get it all together, get it all together, but then 


how do you find what you’re looking for easily and make it useful?  I appreciate those 


comments.  I just look at it all day, every day.  I am not a good person to critique it.  We need 


feedback from users. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I’ll just add I know the council is aware that their website is less well organized 


than it should be and that some kind of makeover and reorganization of it to make it easier to 


find things and to go through fewer layers to get to where you want to go is at least on Roger’s 


priority list.  Hopefully, we can do some things to kind of elevate it on the council’s priority list 


so maybe it can be cleaned up sooner than later.  Any other comments from the users?  Did you 
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find what you were looking for; is the quality underlying data what you expected it to be and that 


kind of stuff?   


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I’ve only worked with the website in terms of essential fish habitat and 


trying to access information about where it is and so forth.  I think one of the great parts about 


the website is making that data available for downloads.  That is great for us.  Rather than using 


the site to actually map the data, we actually physically download it and we can use it to generate 


images and stuff for our environmental documents.   


 


One other thing I have noticed is that a lot of the EFH that is designated, the information about 


those habitats and where they are isn’t always available on the website even though a lot of that 


information is available to the general public, depending on where you go.  We had to search for 


a lot of that data on where these different types of habitats are, because it wasn’t available 


through the website.  That would be my main concern. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  That has been a data need is to revamp what we do have and make it better. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Maintenance of the data is often neglected as the newer technologies come out 


and people want to embrace and focus on the newer capabilities.  If the quality underlying data 


isn’t sufficient to support these newer capabilities or support the value these newer capabilities 


could lead you to, eventually you end up with a disconnect.   


 


I know the council is aware that many if not all of the GIS data for the essential fish habitat 


designations are well more than ten years old and really don’t match what a lot of folks 


expectations are about what the underlying spatial resolutions and things are these days.  


Hopefully, we can work with the council to elevate that as a priority issue as well.   


 


On the other side, we saw a lot of really new capabilities here.  If we ask the same question a 


year from now as to who has been on it; of the folks who didn’t raise their hand, how many of 


you expect to be raising your hand a year from now?   


 


For the record, we’ll note nearly everyone raised their hand.  That’s really good.  Now you said 


you had some online capability here.  And to build on one of the comments; can you go to the 


council’s website, SAFMC.net and not your little shortcut to Florida Marine and show me how 


to get to some of these links.  Todd. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  Tina, I’m not sure if we communicated about this, but a few months ago I was 


asked to give a presentation at a meeting that Pace attended that had something to do with 


essential fish habitat.  I used the integrated map server to try to build some maps of that.  It was 


really informative to me, but it also raised some questions about why certain areas weren’t 


covered.  Did I discuss this with you? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  I don’t think so. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  Okay.  I tried to get some feedback from Roger, somewhat unsuccessfully.  I 


wonder if we could use this as a case example, and specifically I was just trying to create a map 


of the distribution of essential fish habitat for the snapper grouper complex in the South Atlantic.  


It turns out there is what appears to be like down off the Florida Keys a big gap in the layers and  
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in what I feel like is just the Florida Keys coral reef track.  I was just curious about that.  Maybe 


we could demonstrate how you can indicate EFH coverage for a specific fishery management 


plan, the snapper grouper complex, and at the same time we could look at that issue. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  I’m thinking about your question and we’ll zoom into that area.  We made this 


EFH layer many years ago.  We were just trying to find what data sources were out there and put 


them together.  It could be that what is described in the documentation and what EFH is not 


represented in this layer, there should be probably more disclaimers.  Our IMS site had a good 


disclaimer on it like this is not the final rule this is just a representation of existing sources.  But 


we’ll go check it out. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  The feedback that I did get, like from Myra, was like it appears that those are 


the layers and it is not clear why those gaps are there. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Maybe we could establish a working group to focus on that.  I’d be happy 


to sit on it.  I don’t know if Todd would be willing to sit on it as well, I don’t want to speak for 


him, but, sure.  It is something we could definitely help with.  I know a lot of the federal agencies 


that have to work with this data are frustrated with the lack of available data.   


 


I can’t speak for other federal agencies.  I know BOEHM has done a lot of work and maybe we 


can incorporate them as well, but I know particularly on the Navy side we’ve compiled a lot of 


these data and where these different habitat types are, just so we can meet our regulatory 


requirements.  That is data we’ll be happy to provide and share. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Great!  Yes, I know Pace has been frustrated forever.   


 


MR. WILBUR:  While Tina is trying to reload the data, I’ll just put out a question to the group.  


One thing that Roger and I have talked about that you saw just the tip of the iceberg on is that we 


do roughly a thousand EFH consultations each year in the South Atlantic Region.  You know, 


150, 200 of those result in some sort of detailed kind of comment letter back to the Federal 


Action Agency.  All of that stuff is done electronically and can be tied to a map.   


 


Is there any value to having those 200 points a year that result in a comment letter displayed on a 


map with the idea that you could then click on the dot and see the comment letter?  Is that 


something that you think would be broadly useful for people or is that just sort of cluttering up 


the internet with spam?  Do you want all our comment letters to be downloadable from a map on 


the council’s website? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Roger does. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Only if you include the action agency’s response letter with those. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Okay, there is no reason we can’t do that. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I mean it would help.  I know a lot of federal agencies it is always nice to 


be able to go and look at other consultations to see what has been done and what the outcomes 


were.  It would be helpful or us, but I don’t know about everybody else. 
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AP MEMBER:  It may help you in terms of cumulative effects and looking at things spatially. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Internally we already have the GIS layer.  We produce it and use it ourselves.  


The question is do we then go to the next step to work with Roger to put it on a GIS server so 


that people now outside of the Fisheries Service have access to what we inside the Fisheries 


Service have or are we really still talking about a fairly small boutique kind of use? 


 


MR. STREET:  One of the questions that Anne asked me to ask, and I forgot to earlier, when we 


were talking about the policies; are they being used, are they being applied, and are they getting 


any results?  This gets to what comments have the council sent; what have been the results?  


Have they said, oh, thank you for your comment and you never hear from them again?   


 


Has the project been modified in response to the comments or anything like that?  Since all 


comment letters for X number of years has been electronic, those files, given a little bit of time 


for someone to do it, can be attached.  I know similarly the Division of Marine Fisheries 


database is all tied to specific locations.  Every sample has a location.   


 


This goes back to the old stuff that was entered in it.  It is supposed to go back way into the 


seventies, maybe even into the late sixties where every sample you can click on a site and get 


down and get to a given sample.  Then there is a layer of the catch, the measurements if the fish 


were measured, weighed, whatever information goes with essentially an individual fish. 


 


That’s I guess why there is four and a half, five and a half million records in the database.  A 


weakness of the Division of Marine Fisheries database is it is not available online.  You have to 


contact them, ask for it and you can get it.  But specifically for habitat, it might be useful to see if 


there are comments and if there has been any results from those comments.  Because if we have 


these policies in place and they are either not being used or their use is not generating anything, 


then there are some problems to be evaluated. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  All right, I’ll answer that question and then turn it back to Tina.  We do 


periodically do those assessments.  We do not do as much as we should about sharing the results 


of those assessments with this group, the corresponding group, the Atlantic States Commission 


and other groups that I think are kind of the stakeholders in the coastal management world. 


 


That is something that I can take as an action item for me to essentially produce a report card on 


the EFH program and its execution in the South Atlantic and provide that back to you.  Since we 


are just coming off of our end of FY-12 reporting process, I can tell you what we reported up the 


chain.   


 


The caveat I will keep in mind is that while there is a requirement for federal action agencies to 


report back to the Fisheries Service on the result of what they did with the EFH conservation 


recommendations they received, the actual compliance with that requirement is spotty.  To be 


kind of, I guess pleasantly situation, North Carolina is probably the core district that is in least 


compliance with that reporting back. 


 


But I will also tell you from our testing of the missing compliance letters; they have by far the 


highest rate of doing what we tell them to do compared to the other core districts.  The basic 
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view in North Carolina is they are doing exactly what we told them to do so they don’t need to 


send us back a letter on that point.   


 


We are working to kind of close that kind of data gap with the Wilmington district.  When you 


look at it across the four districts that represent the South Atlantic, Jacksonville, Savannah, 


Charleston and Wilmington, there are two metrics that the Fisheries Service regularly uses to 


report on how well things are going, one metric is was the project changed in any way as a result 


of the consultation?   


 


That number is typically in the 80 to 90 percent kind of range is answered yes.  Now, of course, 


you can jury rig that system like can you say something like put in a turbidity curtain when you 


dredge, which is what the Corps would do, anyway, whether they were told to do it or not, so it is 


easy to kind of fluff that number up a little bit, not really intentionally, but just the process itself 


lends I think to that number being fluffed a little bit.   


 


The more stringent measure is when you ask the biologist at the end of the project are they 


totally satisfied in every way, shape and form with how the Corps responded back, or the Navy, 


or whoever the federal action agency is to those EFH conservation recommendations, that level 


of total satisfaction is in the 50 to 60 percent range.   


 


Those numbers of 50 to 60 percent, which is what the FY1-2 number was, that has been pretty 


consistent for at least the last five years; as far back as we’re maintaining those kinds of records.  


It is generally higher than people suspected.  What we’re not doing well enough at all is pulling 


this together into some kind of cool, slick-looking report card and distributing that externally.   


 


That is something we could work on.  Now the more difficult metric that we get asked to do is go 


from this qualitative assessment and turn it into quantitation, such as acres conserved or 


protected, acres restored kind of a thing.  The acreage numbers are very difficult to do, because 


the regulations that the Corps of Engineers must operate under do not require them to receive an 


accurate description of the project in order for the project to go out on public notice and initiate a 


consultation.   


 


While we’ll know fairly accurately the acreage of impact by habitat at the end of the process, we 


don’t know what the acreage is by habitat at the start of the process unless we start making a 


whole lot of suppositions and staring at maps ourselves and drawing polygons and whatever GIS 


software we choose to draw it in.  We don’t have that kind of baseline to build off of.  Again, we 


are under pressure to try and fix that process, but that seems like a difficult one to fix.  Focusing 


more on these qualitative assessments I think is something we could do.  All right, Tina, back to 


you. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Todd and I had a discussion about his question.  What he is perceiving as data 


gaps with the particular layer is true.  The data could be in a different layer and it should be 


incorporated into the Snapper Grouper EFH or EFH-HAPC.  But I’ve gone in and turned on the 


SEAMAP data.  He was concerned that the reef tracks weren’t populated.  The red cells are 


indicating hard bottom and the green not – or the green is, I’m not sure, because there are so 


many layers turned on.   
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This should be revamped with the best possible data available.  Pace has mentioned scale before, 


and that is not really defined well for EFH either.  Todd, there is some more data than appeared, 


but it is not in that particular layer. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  Right, the points everyone can see just so the Keys are running south and then 


over to the west and there is this sort of oval area that is blue right in there that I think is reef 


track and a little deeper than that.  That is just part of the main Florida Keys Coral Reef Track.  


Then if you look up a little bit higher from that, the area off of – right at the bottom of the screen 


right there; that is like the area off of Key Largo, which is also prime reef track.  If you go up 


even higher up there farther north, just north of Canaveral, you can’t see it now because it is all – 


maybe you can it will take a second for this to fill in.  There you go; what are all the squares? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  That’s the SEAMAP stuff. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  If you took away the SEAMAP database, you would see that inshore just 


north of Canaveral there is a big gap also.  I think a lot of that area is low-relief hard-bottom.  


That is important, like red snapper, black sea bass habitat as well.  Anyway, it was just curious to 


me.   


 


Also an interesting thing is if you plot this essential fish habitat for the snapper grouper complex 


for the South Atlantic, the message that you get mostly is that you see two big layers.  One is the 


Gulf Stream layer and the other is – I’ve forgotten what it is called, but like continental 


margin/sand habitat.  It looks like the entire South Atlantic, which goes way out past the 


Continental Shelf onto the slope.  It is either just Gulf Stream or sand, which is interesting.  Part 


of it I think is because layers of all the different categories of EFH maybe were lying on top of 


each other, I don’t know. 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Yes, there is that, too. 


 


DR. KELLISON:  Those were just some interesting issues, but the good thing is that I was able 


to very quickly like just Google South Atlantic Fishery Management Council IMS, find this, 


figure out how to – like it took me just a few minutes to get EFH layers to show up.  Then the 


time I spent really was trying to figure out why it looked like it did.  I thought it was really pretty 


easy to use, but then it took me a while to interpret the results, which we’re still sort of doing, 


obviously.  Thank you. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Maybe you’ve got a bunch of different web services here.  It may be useful that 


a fairly simple and focused web service that did nothing more than display the EFH designations 


would be a good one to add to the portfolio.  That could allow you to kind of in a very focused 


environment have the GIS layer and the text kind of there at the same time so you can sort 


through the complications that sort of arise at times when you have the Gulf Stream current tied 


to the same layer that also is showing hardbottom and things like that.   


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Good idea.   


 


MR WILBUR:  I guess someone did suggest that there was at least some interest maybe in 


establishing some kind of little workgroup to kind of examine the GIS layers a little more 


carefully and suggest some things.  It was Carter, okay.  For the record, the Navy has 
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volunteered to do that.  I know Roger used to have a workgroup that did do – I went to a meeting 


in St. Pete one time where we all talked about data layers and IMS services and stuff like that.  It 


has been a while since that group has met. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Like I say, we’ve already pulled a lot of this information together and 


we’ve identified whatever issues are in the database currently for the South Atlantic.  We’ll be 


happy to work with whomever.  We just need a list of people that are interested in being on the 


workgroup and working in that and points of contact. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Are you done? 


 


MS. UDOUJ:  Yes, I’m done here; thank you. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Terry is next on deck, right? 


 


MR. PRATT:  All right, what I’m going to do is provide you with a few moments to step outside 


your computer-generated box and walk in my world.  I don’t own a computer.  I will probably 


take Pace’s and totally wipe it out if I tried to work it.  But what I’ve got are some samples out of 


a layer of strata that comes from the western bank of Chowan River, which is on the northwest 


corner of Albemarle Sound in northern North Carolina. 


 


The pictures, if you’ll look at them, will give you the relationship of where this strata lies and the 


river.  I’ve been at this point since I was five years old; I’m 69.  During those 64 years I have 


been a commercial fisherman, a farmer, a building contractor, and I’ve been on more 


environmental advisory committees than I can count, before Mike Street even started. 


 


I’m going to send this around and if you would look at the pictures first and then send them on 


and look at the samples that come from this layer of strata, the two clam shells in here hold the 


material that this level is made of.  I would tell you that piece of coral, Pace, and those shells are, 


plus or minus, as two million years old.  They are plentiful.  If you drop one and break it, don’t 


worry about it.  It’s not going to hurt this thing.   


 


But it will give you an idea hopefully of how I think and where my opinions come from on 


different things.  I understand the benefits of computer-generated data and the ability to pull a 


wide array of data together at one time.   However, I think you should temper any decisions you 


make with knowledge that can be gained from where I get mine, from looking at that basis and 


from getting my hands wet and being involved in fisheries for a very long time and looking at 


that fishery from a standpoint of utilizing it in a sensible manner. 


 


I don’t like the word sustainable.  Sustainable means in council terms we’re going to put 


everything here and by rules and regulation it is going to stay there.  Well, it’s not.  You can’t 


have bluefish and herring at the same time.  They are going to do like this, so are other species, 


so are some shellfish, so are a lot of things, so are seagrass; submerged aquatic vegetation in the 


estuaries in all our states. 


 


A couple of those pictures of the beach and the bluff face show material on the beach.  That is 


submerged aquatic vegetation that washes up every time the wind picks up.  When I grew up, 


that river was devoid of submerged aquatic vegetation.  It only appeared 15 years ago 
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somewhere and it is steadily increasing.  But when it appeared, the clarity of that river system 


was such that in 12 feet of water you could look down in the summertime if the sun was directly 


overhead, and you could tell which side of a quarter was up.   


 


Now, that triggered that water clarity, I don’t know.  I’ve never found out and never could figure 


out because most of the land-use practices remain the same.  I don’t know why it did it.  But in 


the past few years, that trend is reversing itself.  That river system has gone back to a naturally 


black water river system.  It is tan in color, it is a dark brown.   


 


That is probably going to trigger a decrease in that vegetation.  If that is a natural process, then it 


doesn’t make sense to me to make rules to preserve submerged aquatic vegetation.  I’m just 


picking on this because it is handy.  The same thing is true with that coral.  That piece of coral is 


two million years old; and if you look at that picture of the river and the bluff face, there is a 


difference in color.  At the top of that dark layer is where that strata is.   


 


That bluff face is about 70 feet high.  A hundred feet below that layer is another layer straight 


down, and two hundred feet below that one is another layer straight down. Climate change is 


coming, people.  Neanderthal didn’t burn petroleum products.  The world didn’t get involved in 


industrial processes, but those changes occurred.   


 


That change of strata in that level, when it went from blue mud to white sand, that was a rapid 


change, because in a lot of places above that strata of blue mud is a layer of limonite, which is a 


sorry grade iron ore.  It ranges from a foot to ten feet thick.  It’s horizontal in that bluff face.  On 


top of that layer of limonite in a lot of places is a material that I’ve never had anybody tell me 


what it is, but what it was is a mud flat, a tidal mud flat, because you can see root tracks, you can 


see burrow holes, you can see a lot of things. 


 


From the time that ocean bottom was there, there is maybe that much to the limonite and on top 


of that limonite is that layer of mud.  Now that change occurred probably in thousands of years, 


not millions.  What we’re living in, the period of time we’re living in we are at the end of that 


change process.  We are seeing changes develop rapidly. 


 


Rapidly means probably hundreds of years, not thousands.  If you don’t think sea level is rising, 


that bluff face loses on an average probably 15 feet a year straight in.  That river at that point is 


about two miles wide.  It is getting wider.  On the eastern bank is swamp; and from there to the 


coast, the highest place is probably 15 feet above sea level on the northern shore and 8 or 9 feet. 


 


MR. STREET:  At most. 


 


MR. PRATT:  At most on the southern shore.  When that sea level rises, it is going to definitely 


affect that system.  What I try to incorporate in my decision-making process is the knowledge 


that we deal in a specific timeframe.  We make rules effecting within a hundred year time span.  


Sometimes I think we go overboard in the regulatory process that limits our ability to be a 


fisherman, to be a scientist, to be a developer, to be a carpenter, whatever. 


 


When a species is listed on the endangered species list, it totally curtails a lot of activity.  The 


bottom-line fact is that species may no longer be acceptable in the system.  If the system is going 


to change itself, then I think we spend an awful lot of time in a futile effort to save something 
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that is not going to be accepted.  A sturgeon is a good example.  We have in North Carolina had 


a ban on sturgeon for 20 or more years.   


 


MR. STREET:  Since the eighties it has been illegal to possess a sturgeon in North Carolina. 


 


MR. PRATT:  Possess a sturgeon, but that fish has maintained its population level at the same or 


better than it was when I started fishing.  There are a lot of historic records of sturgeon caught, 


just as there are historic records of striped bass caught in the same fisheries in Albemarle Sound 


of over 100 pounds.  That is true; but if you go back and look at those records, they count three 


fish. 


 


Why would you strive to manage a system to produce hundred pound fish when it is not the 


norm?  Striped bass went under management.  They were declared fully recovered in 1997.  


They are very prolific and very abundant; yet we have never relaxed the rules to allow that fish 


to be targeted again in North Carolina. 


 


I preface that by saying that is my opinion, overabundance.  We don’t control that really, but the 


overabundance of striped bass could be a factor in why there are less shad, less herring, less 


trout, less small fish.  If you have that viable a stock of fish, you have got to feed it with 


something.  If it disturbs the balance, then maybe we caused it, I don’t know. 


 


But what I am doing in my opinion here is qualifying my judgment calls on what I see and how 


I’m involved in it, and how I work to hopefully put common sense into regulation space and not 


just, oh, my God, we’ve got to save it regardless of what it does.  Like I’ve said, I’ve been at this 


a long time.  When I started, Mr. E. C. Hubbard was the director of water quality.  I don’t know 


whether you remember him or not.  That was a long time ago. 


 


MR. STREET:  Yes, he left shortly after I started. 


 


MR. PRATT:  But, we were at a hearing, and I think it was Roanoke Rapids and on something to 


do with pulp mills, and discharging effluent and how it was discharged and what it affected.  Mr. 


Hubbard asked, “Well, does anyone have a recommendation that would solve this problem?”  I 


said, “Mr. Hubbard, I’ve got one that will fix it.”  “All right, Terry what’s that?”  I said, “You 


require that any discharge be 100 yards upstream from any water intake.” 


 


If he’s going to get back what he’s going to put in, that will fix the problem.  Well, needless to 


say, they didn’t do that.  But that reasoning is sound, it makes sense, because anytime any entity 


comes before a board to request a permit then, oh, yes, we are going to clean up what we’ve got.  


It’s going to be good.  It’s not going to hurt anything. 


 


But that doesn’t prove true, and sometimes our thinking process gets caught up in that same 


thing, Pace.  We get caught up; we’re involved in developing this database.  We’re involved in 


getting it set up; we’re involved and look at that and we fail to look outside that box.  I don’t 


mean to belittle or demean anyone for using computers; it is a good tool. 


 


In today’s world it is required.  It would be nice if it was not.  If I could go get in my truck and it 


had a carburetor and a distributor and a set of points, I could fix it.  But now it doesn’t and I’ve 


got to ask the computer what is wrong with it if it doesn’t run.  We sometimes get so involved 
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and wrapped up in technology that we lose touch with reality.  I think that is what I’m saying to 


you today is that because I think outside the box; and as my girlfriend, Cathy, says you live 


under a rock.  I do, but I can crawl under that rock sometimes and it is safe.  But I’m asking you 


to consider my line of reasoning when you make decisions; to look at it from a standpoint of the 


total picture.   


 


When we dig out an inlet for a beach, Mike, what does that do when the bottom line is in a 


hundred years that beach probably isn’t going to be there, anyway?  Why should the taxpayers 


have to pay for fixing that beach or paying for Pace’s beach house when it gets blown in the 


ocean? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I do not have a beach house, for the record. 


 


MR. PRATT:  Okay, but the principle is the same, Pace.  I’m just attempting to make you aware, 


Jenks, of how I think and why I think that way and what I use as parameters when I make a 


decision on am I going to support this or not? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Just out of curiosity, does North Carolina Department of Transportation seek 


your input on the repair of NC12 and the Bonner Bridge? 


 


MR. PRATT:  Well, I think North Carolina is going to utilize those banks as long as they exist.  


If they’re going to do that, they are going to have to build a short bridge very quickly.  NC12, 


you are going to have to accept the fact that nature is getting rid of those banks.  They are going 


to not move; they are going to disintegrate.  They are going to sink.  They are steadily moving 


westward and they have been for a long time. 


 


I’ve got a good friend, Stan Rig, who is a geologist.  Stan, he comes to my place with his class 


and he’s due back in December, but he brings them down because that is a classic example of 


how timelines can be stratified.  I got him confuddled the other day; that’s a word means he 


doesn’t know what he’s looking at.  A little bit south of that point, as these bluff faces keep 


sloughing off and sloughing off, you see more and more different things. 


 


Now John Reed referred to diversity on a coral reef.  The diversity in that strata level is amazing, 


but the smaller shells are very fragile.  If I brought to them to you, all you would have is a 


handful of mush.  I walk that river shore on a regular basis.  I was walking the other day, and at 


one point that layer of limonite is about as thick as this table. 


 


The limonite is probably five feet above those strata of blue mud, and a foot below the limonite, 


between the limonite and the blue mud there is a tree trunk that is about 20 to 22 inches in 


diameter.  It lies perpendicular to the face of the bluff.  There is no way that piece of wood could 


have gotten there except that it was there when that layer of limonite formed. 


 


I asked Stan how old is that?  He said, “Damned if I know.”  I said, “Well, can’t you carbon date 


it and all that?  That don’t go but 30,000 years and you’re a whole lot older than that.”  There are 


a lot of things that occur in nature that we can’t explain.  Underneath that limonite there is a lot 


of wood; because when it falls off and comes down to the beach, it gets turned over and you can 


see imprints of limbs and trees.  John knows what I’m talking about, because he sees it at 


Roanoke.  That river and the Roanoke, one bank is high, the opposing bank is swamp.   
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The Joint Deepwater Shrimp and Coral Advisory Panels and members of the Habitat and Law 


Enforcement Advisory Panels of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened in 


the Radisson Resort at the Port, Cape Canaveral, Florida, Thursday morning, October 18, 2012, 


and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by Ms. Anna Martin. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Good morning, everyone.  I think we are a little behind schedule already so it is 


time to get started.  I know we have a lot to cover today.  I would like to turn it over to Mike and 


Steve for the first couple of items on the agenda.  We’ll kind of move along and get into 


introductions here shortly.  We have a lot of different folks here representing some different 


advisory panels so it would be nice to introduce everyone. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I guess the first thing on the agenda here, Steve is the Vice Chair of the 


Deepwater Shrimp AP.  At any rate I am going to go ahead and look for approval of the Shrimp 


and Deepwater Shrimp AP minutes that were included in the package and that most of us here 


were present for. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Don’t we have to approve this agenda first, because I have some changes I’d 


like to make before we move forward with the agenda. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Did you want to make a proposal to move?  Go ahead and make a motion. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, I’d like to and I’m prepared to make a motion if it’s necessary.  I’d like 


to change Number 6 on the agenda.  I would like to reverse the order in which the discussion will 


be held from A, B, C and D to D, C, B and A.  That would be putting the transit discussion first, 


which I think is central to everything else we will do today.  I’m prepared to make a motion if it 


is necessary. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Well, does anybody have any problem with that change?  I don’t think we 


need a motion.  We’ll just address it and at least get transit out of the way first, D, C, B and A; 


basically just reversed.  With that, do we need a motion to approve the minutes from our AP 


meeting? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I’ll make that motion. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I’ll second. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Minutes approved.  Are there any opposed to the approving of the 


minutes?  All in favor say aye.  The minutes have been approved. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Likewise, we’ll ask for approval of the minutes from the May 9 and 10 Coral AP 


meeting that were included in the briefing package as Attachments 3 and 4, if we could have a 


motion to approve. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I make a motion to approve. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I’ll second. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  All in favor say aye; any opposed.  Thank you, minutes approved. 
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MS. MARTIN:  Okay, what I’d like to do as we are getting started here today is go around the 


table and introduce yourselves.  I guess it would be really helpful for the record today, when you 


are speaking, to punch the microphone and state your name so we’ll know exactly who is talking 


and we’ll be able to refer your affiliation and what advisory panel you’re representing here 


today.   


 


MR. GAUTIER:  My name is Warren Gautier; I am with the Pascagoula Ice and Freezer 


Company in Pascagoula, Mississippi.  I’ve been involved in rock shrimp way back into the 


eighties.  I hope we get a lot accomplished.  Thank you. 


 


MS. JONES:  My name is Nancy Jones.  We have a 50-foot trawler out of Jacksonville and he 


used to rock shrimp so I have rudimentary knowledge of it, but we’ll see. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  My name is Brent Zirlott; I am a commercial fisherman.  I have two 97-foot 


trawlers.  I have personally put 35 years out there fishing and hold permits for just about 


everything, royal reds, right on to the beach, and they’re pretty good. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  My name is Marilyn Solorzano and I have equally two 97-foot shrimp 


boats and have put 30 years in shrimping – I’m not as old as Brent – into the industry, rock 


shrimping.  I have three sons that also have their shrimp boats and they are all rock shrimping.  


We have my father who is a fisherman. We have a long line of traditional fishermen, all the way 


down to my baby granddaughter, seven months, she’s been rock shrimping, royal red shrimping. 


She probably has a lot more experience with rock shrimping than some.  Anyway, we’ll proceed. 


 


MR. REID:  Richard Reid, I’ve been a commercial fisherman for 40 years and have probably 


drug every piece of dragable bottom, the offshore bottom from South Carolina to Texas.  I’m 


presently in the unloading rock shrimp business. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  My name is John Williams; I’m with the Southern Shrimp Alliance.  I have 


40 plus years in the shrimp industry. 


 


MR. WILSON:  Steven Wilson; I’m with the Deepwater Shrimp AP.  I’ve been in the business 


from a security guard, shrimper, and processer for 35 years. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Mike Merrifield with Deepwater Shrimp AP from right here in Cape 


Canaveral, Cape Canaveral Shrimp Company, and one of our specialty items is rock shrimp. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I’m Laurilee Thompson with Dixie Crossroads Seafood Restaurant.  My 


Dad was the first one to start commercially harvesting and marketing rock shrimp back in the 


late 1960s. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I’m Anna Martin; Council Staff.  I know most of you.  We have a couple of new 


advisory panel members here today that I haven’t met yet.  I’ve been with the council for about 


three and a half years and I work on developing the coral amendments to the fishery management 


plans and also the shrimp amendments.  I work with the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory 


Panels and also the Coral Advisory Panel for the council. 
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MR. BLAIR:  My name is Steve Blair; I currently serve as the Chair of the Coral AP.  My 


background is associated with ecology and monitoring of nearshore reef systems.  I’ve been 


involved with resource management for the past 25 years. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Dave Gilliam; I’m faculty at Nova Southeastern University, National Coral 


Reef Institute, and I’m a coral reef ecologist. 


 


DR. REED:  My name is John Reed; I’m on the Coral AP and I’ve been a research scientist with 


Harbor Branch Oceanographic for 37 years.   


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I’m Jocelyn Karazsia with NOAA Fisheries Southeast Region, and I’m 


located in the habitat conservation field office in West Palm Beach. 


 


DR. LUNZ:  I’m Kate Simone Lunz; I’m with the Fish and Wildlife Research Institute.  I am a 


coral ecologist. 


 


MR. VAN DOLAH:  I’m Bob Van Dolah with the South Carolina Department of Natural 


Resources, Marine Resources Division.  I’m on the Coral AP and I’m a marine ecologist and 


currently Director of the Marine Resources Research Institute in South Carolina. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Sandra Brooke, University of Oregon, Marine Conservation Institute.  I’m on 


the Coral AP and I’m a coral ecologist, and I have been working with deep corals off of 


Southeast Florida since 1998. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I’m Steve Ross; I’m a research professor at University of North Carolina at 


Wilmington, and I’m a fishery biologist.  I’ve been conducting deep-sea research mostly on deep 


sea coral ecosystems from the Gulf of Mexico through the Mid-Atlantic for the last number of 


years, and I’m on the Coral AP. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I’m Clark Alexander with Skidaway Institute of Oceanography, and I’m on 


the Coral AP.  I’m working with deepwater coral as a geologic agent.  I’ve been told I’m the 


token geologist on the committee here. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  Otha Easley; I’m NOAA’s Office of Law Enforcement.  I’m on the Law 


Enforcement AP. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Amber Whittle with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Research Institute.  I oversee 


our habitat research section and I am on the Habitat AP. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I’m Pace Wilbur with NOAA Fisheries in the Southeast Region, and I’m 


physically located in the field office in Charleston, South Carolina.  I am the current Chair of the 


Habitat AP. 


 


MR. DENNIS:  Fred Dennis, Deepwater Shrimp Committee, owner and operator of a trawler for 


35 years plus. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  What I would like to do is briefly talk about the reason that the council has 


asked you all to come and be here together today.  I have a couple of slides to walk through, and 
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then we will get into some presentations, kind of some background information from both of 


your groups represented, after which point we’ll walk through the options paper, which includes 


the coral habitat area of particular concern recommendations from both of your represented 


groups. 


 


Many of you are familiar with the process, but at the June council meeting in Orlando the council 


heard reports from the Habitat, the Coral, the Shrimp and the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory 


Panels.  All of you had meetings this past spring, and each of you had recommendations for these 


coral habitat areas of particular concern and how to recommend to the council consideration of 


modifications and expansion. 


 


These are recommendations that first surfaced last year specifically by the Coral Advisory Panel.  


As the Coral Advisory Panel recommendations were made, those were taken to public scoping.  


That is kind of the first step in the process as far as the council processes for developing an 


amendment.   


 


One suggestion that was consistently heard during the public scoping meetings that were held by 


representatives from the shrimp community that attended a lot of the scoping meetings was an 


interest in the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel in sitting down with the Coral Advisory Panel 


to talk about the recommendations. 


 


At the June council meeting, after the reports from the advisory panel chairs were held and 


before the council could even get into discussions of these measures in the amendments, they 


decided to hold this joint meeting and pick up their discussion about the Coral HAPCs after you 


all have had an opportunity to talk about your recommendations, provide an opportunity for 


consensus if such consensus for any of these areas could be arrived at. 


 


This would be the forum for doing so, simply to have you all at the same table for a time, so that 


is why we’re here.  We have the wording of the council motion on the slide here so you can see.  


They specifically had an interest in the Deepwater Shrimp, the Coral and representatives from 


the Habitat and Law Enforcement Advisory Panels, so that is why we are here today.   


 


Now the goal and as far as an output from the meeting here today, what we’d like to do is review 


the options paper and use that as kind of the base for our discussion.  We’ll offer each of the 


groups represented here today an opportunity to provide recommendations for each geographic 


region that will be on the table for discussion. 


 


The Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel and the Coral Advisory Panel are represented here in 


entirety, and the role of the Habitat and the Law Enforcement representatives will be to offer 


input as you see fit.  Obviously, you don’t have your entire advisory panel here; I know the 


Habitat Advisory Panel is meeting in November, so you’ll have an opportunity then to provide 


formal AP recommendations.   


 


The intent for today is not to develop new areas for council consideration but simply to comment 


and discuss what you’ve previously recommended and also what we have included in the options 


paper.  As far as the timeline, this is something that will be reviewed with the council in the form 


of a report at the December council meeting in Wilmington.   
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We are anticipating the council would approve this for public hearings, and that is kind of a next 


step in the development of an amendment process.  Those meetings would be held during the 


regular scheduled time.  The council always takes out an amendment for public hearing during 


January and February.  Those formal meetings would be held then.   


 


That’s another step in the process for allowing public input on a more formally developed 


amendment.  If you’re following along in the council process, this will be developed through 


Coral Amendment 7.  These were actions that were previously included in Comprehensive 


Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3.  Because the council deferred discussions of all of these areas 


at the June council meeting, this has now been taken out of that amendment and it resides in a 


new amendment vehicle that is just getting started. 


 


Coral Amendment 7 will be the one that you will want to follow during the council deliberations 


during the Ecosystem Committee.  It gets a little complicated.  If you have any questions about 


the process for this, don’t ever hesitate to ask.  As far as kind of our terms of engagement today, 


Mike Merrifield and Steve Blair and I have had a few conference calls about structuring the 


agenda in order to engage in effective discussion today. 


 


Mike will kind of be the facilitator for guiding the Deepwater Shrimp recommendations that your 


group would like to carry forward to the council.  What we would like to do if you have a formal 


recommendation your group would like to make, we’d like to do that in the form of a motion so 


that we make sure we capture the intent of what you would like to carry forward to the council.  


 


Steve Blair, who is the Coral AP Chair, will be doing the same with your group.  We’ll separate 


any kind of motions you would like to carry forward to the council, if you have new 


recommendations to offer today.  I wanted to provide a little bit of background about some of the 


characterizations we’re talking about. 


 


I know that Jocelyn will be reviewing this is a little more detail in an overview she has coming 


up here shortly.  The Coral Fishery Management Plan is the driver of our discussions here today.  


This is something that was developed jointly with the Gulf in 1982.  It has now been separated 


from the Gulf so we have a South Atlantic Coral Amendment to this Coral Fishery Management 


Plan. 


 


But this was developed in 1982, and the premise of the Coral FMP is to protect deepwater coral 


ecosystems in the council’s jurisdiction from future activities that could compromise their 


condition.  The FMP recognizes that these coral ecosystems also provide habitat for a diverse 


community of species, including an assemblage of fish species and also invertebrates.  It’s kind 


of a combination of things that the Coral FMP is encompassing.   


 


The Coral FMP also established habitat areas of particular concern for corals.  These are areas 


that have to meet certain criteria in order to carry that designation.  These are areas that are 


particularly susceptible to human-induced degradation, areas that serve an ecologically important 


function, or are located in an environmentally stressed area. 


 


That is the underlying premise of the HAPC designations.  Now, the HAPCs in the South 


Atlantic have also been designated as essential fish habitat.  The Magnuson-Stevens Act, which 


drives the council’s jobs primarily in what we are guided to do, the Magnuson Act requires the 
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councils to identify essential fish habitat for each federally managed species in the council’s 


jurisdiction. 


 


These HAPCs that we’re discussing today also carry that designation of essential fish habitat.  As 


I mentioned, this is developing through Coral Amendment 7.  That is a document in its infancy 


stages.  We don’t have a public-sharable version of that yet, but we will have one in time for the 


December council meeting. 


 


As most of you are familiar with the amendments, certain impacts must be analyzed and taken 


into account with all of the decisions that the council makes as far as actions and alternatives.  


This does include impacts on affected fisheries.  The impacts we’re talking about are biological, 


social, economic and administrative impacts for every action and specifically every alternative 


under the action in a developing amendment. 


 


Now, this just gives you an idea of the timeline.  There are always questions about where do we 


stand in the process.  For this one, it’s been a little unordinary because it did reside in a different 


amendment vehicle before now.  That was, as I mentioned, CE-BA 3, which included an array of 


measures the council is currently considering. 


 


We are here in the corner at the joint advisory panel meeting, which is what the council has 


guided us to do at their June meeting.  What the council will do in December is review your 


input from today in the form of a report.  They’ll talk about your recommendations and decide 


essentially what to do. 


 


We are anticipating that they would approve this amendment for public hearings in December.  


Those will always be held in January and February.  The next step in the process would be 


finalizing Coral Amendment 7, so tentatively that could take place in March.  There is no 


statutory deadline requirement for this amendment; so if that is something that needs to be 


delayed until June, that can happen.   


 


I have March identified here, but hopefully that isn’t alarming.  That is something that could be 


delayed until the next council meeting, which is June of next year.  That is kind of where we 


stand as far as what we are doing here, what your goal and charge is for the day, and kind of a 


timeline to give you an idea of where we stand in the process.  Next, if there aren’t any questions 


yet, we have a couple of overviews from the different groups here.  Mike Merrifield is planning 


to give an overview of the rock shrimp fishery. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Anna, I was trying to just find – the overview of the rock shrimp fishery is 


identified as Attachment 5, but it’s not in the briefing book. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, sorry about that.  The presentations were not included in your briefing 


book materials, but they will be after the meeting.  I don’t know how helpful that will be for you. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  No, that’s fine, thanks. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Basically what we wanted to do here today was just kind of present what it 


is we do.  Listening to the Coral AP, which I wish I could have been there for that, but I could 
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not, there were a lot of questions and a lot of misconceptions, misunderstandings of the industry 


and how we operate out there. 


 


A lot of what we want to do is just present what it is that we do and then try to go from there as 


far as the options that we are going to go through later.  We’ll go into greater detail later as far as 


the options are concerned.  The first thing that we’d like to cover on the next slide is just kind of 


a brief history; and for that I’m going to let Laurilee talk to that because it is her family’s history, 


and she’s got a lot more detail where that is concerned. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I guess we’re the ones that started it, and we were working and it started out 


in the late 1960s working with Captain Barrett on the Research Vessel Oregon II.  I think it 


might have been some of the first research that the Oregon II was doing over here.  They 


considered rock shrimp – NOAA considered rock shrimp to be an underutilized species. 


 


They were encouraging people to try and do something with it.  Actually I was the one that 


figured out that if you split them open and broiled them like a lobster, they would actually be 


consumable.  You could get the sand vein out.  There were lots of problems with peeling the rock 


shrimp.  That’s what we did. 


 


In 1971 my Dad started Ponce Seafood and he built a little processing plant at Port Canaveral, 


and we employed about 30 women that sat on stools and sawed open – they initially started out 


sawing open rock shrimp with steak knives.  Then we developed a little shrimp splitter to a 


Pronto that will mechanically cut them.  But other than that, everything else was all done by 


hand. 


 


We pretty much had the industry to ourselves for many, many years and operated – we had about 


a half a dozen boats that worked for us and we fished around east and west of the Oculina Reef.  


We knew that the reef habitat was important and we were very careful.   Our boats were very 


careful to stay out of it, because it was costly on your nets if they went into it. 


 


But we also believed that the reef was a nursery ground for rock shrimp.  In 1984 Warren and his 


brothers very creatively figured out how to modify a Lathram Peeling Machine so that you could 


peel rock shrimp and get meat mechanically.  That opened up a whole new phase of the rock 


shrimp industry; because prior to that point nobody really wanted to mess with rock shrimp, 


because it was all hand labor. 


 


Once you could mechanically peel them, they became attractive, because the peelers could peel 


them and they could sell rock shrimp for cheaper than they could sell like peeled white shrimp or 


pink shrimp or brown shrimp.  The rock shrimp; that was when they first became marketed.  We 


had a lot of interest and a lot of boats came over from the Gulf.  In 1995 we realized that we 


needed to do something.   


 


We worked with South Atlantic and we came up with, the rock shrimp were added to the fishery 


management plan.  We asked that the fishery be limited.  We decided that the fishery could 


support 155 boats, so there were 155 rock shrimp endorsements and permits issued.  In 2003, 


again cooperating with South Atlantic and NOAA, we agreed to put VMS monitoring systems on 


all of our boats.   
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These are things that we paid for, but we did it so that we could monitor and help enforce 


keeping the boats out of the reef area, because again our industry understands the value of the 


reef and the protection of it.  The heyday of the rock shrimp was in the mid-1990s back when we 


had 155 permits.   


 


Due to market, cost of fuel and a lot of factors, there are less boats in the fishery now.  We have 


98 active permits, but last year only 15 vessels landed rock shrimp in the whole entire South 


Atlantic.  There is a lot less fishing effort that is going on around the reef now, but it still 


supports a lot of family operations and a lot of jobs. 


 


It fills a niche and you all are probably aware of that.  Most of the seafood that is consumed in 


the United States now is imported.  It is really important that we keep these domestic industries 


alive so that Americans have a choice and they can have this really good seafood from here.  


Over the history of the rock shrimp, we have had some good years – I think our highest year was 


21 million pounds in 1991 – and we’ve had some real lows.  Four years ago we only landed on 


the entire east coast about 225,000 pounds.  Hurricanes can affect it, cold water upwelling can 


affect it; there are a lot of things, but we’ve averaged over the life of the industry landing 2 to 5 


million pounds a year.  Thank you. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That’s the plaque that hangs in the port.  Today it is over in front of 


Rusty’s restaurant, but it’s in 1968 and it had Rodney Thompson on there was when commercial 


processing first got developed.  It is an interesting historical point.  There seems to be a lot of 


misconceptions about the deepwater trawling and what is going on there. 


 


Basically shrimpers are looking for that soft substrate, silt, muddy and sand bottom where the 


rock shrimp mainly reside.  I can’t stress enough how important it is for these guys to know that 


bottom.  They know that bottom like we’re driving around our neighborhoods.  They’ve been 


doing it and passing it down from generation to generation.  It is critical to their operation. 


 


Whenever they are not trawling, they are marking bottom.  They are either traveling to and from 


port, they’re trawling, or they’re marking bottom, because the whole time that they are out there 


moving around they are watching the bottom and marking obstructions, marking any kind of – 


whether it is soft bottom, hardbottom, it is that critical that they are always continuously – 


because some of the obstructions down there move, so they are always watching for obstructions 


and marking those obstructions. 


 


As you’ll see and as you’ve already seen, the charts that have all the VMS plots on them, and 


that will line up very accurately with the track data that we have presented.  They’re just an 


overlaying basically that they are the highest concentrations of the dots match up with the 


highest concentrations of the tracks, which indicates that is the habitat where the rock shrimp are.  


That is where they are concentrated.  It is a very focused effort.  As Laurilee said, there are 


probably about a third of the boats in the fishery today that there were ten years ago.   


 


It is an economically challenging fishery.  They are so conscious all the time about whether what 


they are doing is economically feasible or not.  It has to be economically feasible to offset the 


fuel costs and all the other expenses.  They’ve got to be making money or they cannot be out 


there.  As you’ll see, too, it is a concentrated effort.   
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The bottom that is being trawled now is a bottom that has been trawled for decades.  They are 


not out there looking for new bottoms especially today.  Since there are fewer boats, there is no 


need to go out and explore for new bottom.  The same bottom is being trawled year after year.  It 


may change in terms of where the concentration of shrimp are, but they use the same patterns of 


checking in certain areas during certain times of the year and knowing what some of those 


migration patterns are.   


 


For instance, in the last four years, prior to this year, there has been more of a concentration to 


the southern end of the current Oculina Box.  This year it has changed; it is in a new place.  


Based on upwellings and different environmental conditions, weather conditions, tides, they 


change, they move around.   


 


A lot of these guys know based on some of those conditions where to focus their efforts.  The 


bottom that they are trawling is the soft substrate bottom.  Actually they can come back to that 


same bottom sometimes a day later, a week later, a month later and they will have migrated back 


into that bottom.  The bottom seems to recover very quickly.   


 


I’m not a scientist; I don’t know what the recovery rates are or anything like that but the shrimp 


do migrate back into the same bottom that has been trawled as close as a day later from when 


that area has been trawled.  Safety and gear costs basically prohibit just aimlessly looking about 


for shrimp. 


 


They are basically, like I said, looking at what they’ve done last year and they are going to go 


and do the same thing.  The costs of the gear are about $15,000 per side, so there is about 


$30,000 for the gear being pulled behind the boat.  You’ve got between the bridle, the doors, 


sleds, nets, TEDs, BRDs, ticklers, lines, and all this gear that is being pulled; so any time that 


they lose gear or tear gear up, it is very costly.   


 


That is downtime to sit out there anchored up, repairing, sewing in new nets, whatever it might 


be, or coming all the way back to the dock, expending the fuel to get replacement gear, so it is 


very important that they know the bottom, they know where they are and to avoid the 


obstructions at all cost. 


 


The Shrimp AP is very supportive of protecting the coral.  They have no interest in tearing up 


that coral.  The coral actually – the structure that is out there is what creates the eddies that drops 


the silt that creates the habitat for the rock shrimp.  The quandary we have here is that the coral 


and hard bottom habitat are directly adjacent to the soft rock shrimp habitat.  That is the reason 


we’re here today is to try to resolve this very close adjacently conflicting purposes.  Yes. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I just want to go back – for the Coral APs knowledge, go back to something 


Mike said about searching for bottom, searching for hard bottom versus soft bottom.  We don’t 


do that with nets.  We do that with the best bottom siting and commercial technology available.  


It is all done electronically; it is not done with our nets. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  What I’m going to display later, if you haven’t had the chance to see it 


before, is a program basically that a lot of the captains use that tracks where they are based upon 


GPS coordinates or even prior to that was the LORAN, but it tracks where they are at all times.  
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It records every trawl that they make and so they are using that data to go back to the same 


places because they know they’re safe. 


 


Roger did a great job of taking the VMS points, and I know there were a lot of questions in the 


Coral AP meeting about the VMS points and what is it really telling you, because statistics – you  


can basically see anything you want in a statistic.  What he provided was an analysis of the 


points basically that showed impact – what he was trying to show was impact to the fishery. 


 


When he brought that to the Shrimp AP meeting, which was prior to the Coral AP meeting, we 


raised the concern at that point that it is misleading, because, first of all, the ships are all required 


to have these VMS units on their boat and they are pinging once very hour no matter where they 


are; if they’re sitting at the dock. 


 


If they stop pinging, they are called and told they have to come into the dock immediately to get 


it repaired; and sometimes that is very costly because it is usually at least a week or two of 


downtime.  We’ve been called before because NOAA had found a VMS unit that was traveling 


north on I-95, because someone was taking it to a repair shop and they didn’t understand what a 


ship was doing on I-95. 


 


They are being watched.  They are being monitored, but the point was that the VMS dots were 


meant for law enforcement.  They were meant to track vessel movement and to know when they 


are in areas that they are not supposed to be.  A couple of the issues that we have with using this 


VMS data is that, first of all, it is a broad sweep. 


 


Roger’s newest analysis takes this blue polygon and basically concentrates his total VMS points 


into that area for rock shrimp.  The total rock shrimp VMS points are now within this blue area.  


As you notice on the track chart to your left there, that there is a lot of activity that is within that 


area that is not rock shrimp. 


 


This particular slide happens to be one captain’s information.  If I had a lot of captain’s 


information, you would probably see a lot more white shrimping that occurred within this blue 


polygon than Roger has drawn here.  What we’re saying is that is not indicative – there are a lot 


more points in the total points there that are not rock shrimp. 


 


We’ve not reduced that down enough to be a valid indicator of rock shrimp effort.  The other 


activities that are going on in that blue polygon right there obviously is rock shrimp, we have 


white shrimping, brown shrimping, transiting where you’re traveling from red shrimping or rock 


shrimping back to port, steaming north, steaming south, drifting, marking bottom, as I said. 


 


These guys spend a lot of time out there marking bottom.  When they have their catch on board 


and they’re moving, they are marking new bottom.  There are just a lot of activities that are out 


there that are not specifically related to rock shrimping.  The other issues that we had were that  


we picked years of 2007 to partial year 2011.  Two of those years were very low rock shrimp, 


production years.  There was not a lot of activity in those two years of rock shrimp activity 


period.  It is not necessarily indicative of the effort that is being on rock shrimp itself.   


 


The point is that the VMS analysis is really not a good determiner of the impact that we’re going 


to have on the rock shrimp fishery.  By closing a certain number of a certain percentage of points 
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or a certain number of points is just not a good indicator of effort or of productivity within that 


area.  Are there any questions on that? 


 


I think we’ll get into a closer detailed look at some of this stuff later when we get into the 


different alternatives.  The staff analysis can’t discriminate VMS for specific rock shrimp fishing 


effort versus all these other possibilities.  Again, the blue polygon line, if you look at our track 


data it is very focused.  It is a very focused area, a very specific area where the effort is 


performed for rock shrimping. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Mike, I have a question for you.  Do you have an idea of what speeds are 


transiting and marking that may be different?  We can talk about this in a little while in the 


Options Paper, but the analysis that has been done for these alternatives define fishing as 2 to 4 


knots.  Are these transiting and marking provisions you’re talking about here completely 


different from 2 to 4 knots? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think 2 to 4 knots is a pretty common speed.  Fuel efficiency is very 


important.  They are not going to be burying it to expend a bunch of fuel just to mark or go to a 


new area.  I think 2 to 4 knots is a very common speed that we’re going to see.  Maybe one of the 


captains would have a better – 


 


MR. REID:  Three and a half knots would be the upper maximum of trawl speed. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Any other comments on that?  Does that answer your question, Anna?  I 


just think that 2 to 4 knots, even if you would go down to 2 or 3.5 knots, you are going to get 


more trawling within that speed.  If you just drifted in that area, you would be traveling 3 knots.  


We’ll go over this in a high level at this point. 


 


The northern extension, there was a new alternative that was added that goes into the 50 meter 


hard bottom ledges.  Basically what I have here is a picture, and I have a chart in the back of the 


room that is blown up basically that shows the four different options, which are the Coral APs 


recommendations, staff’s recommendations – the first staff recommendation – the Shrimp AP 


recommendation, and then the staff’s newest recommendation.  They are all four listed on the 


chart back there for the northern extension. 


 


Basically when we’ve come into the ledge there, to the 27 fathom ridge, that we’ve now 


eliminated some other areas for rock shrimping that are extremely productive.  This basically is 


showing the Shrimp AP’s recommendation, which basically what we did was look at where our 


tracks are today and came up with this as a best alternative to retain most of the activity that 


we’ve been doing for the past few decades. 


 


We’ll get into this in further detail when we get into options.  Well, there is a little more detail 


right here.  Basically if you look at the slide to the left, that basically shows the top of the 


existing Oculina Box.  As we move north, it shows the different options.  Also what you see here 


is all the green lines are shrimp tracks that have occurred historically.  I’m going to go through 


this relatively quickly, because I think we’re going to cover it in more detail when we go through 


the different options.   
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But as you can see, any area that has green track lines inside the proposals, the proposed boxes 


would be eliminated.  Then it basically goes all the way up to the top.  Basically we’re looking at 


a historical perspective, and in 2000 is when the expansion took place. Basically from the 


experimental box, we went out to about 200 meters.  There was a lot of mud slope bottom that 


was excluded from rock shrimping at that point in time.   


 


That is one of the things we wanted to bring up in this meeting as an option is to look at opening 


up some of that as maybe a shrimp fishery access area.  Looking at the western expansion, as you 


can see on the slide on the left, the green areas are areas where there are some tracks, some rock 


shrimp tracks in there.  As you look at the slide on the right, you can see that from the VMS dots 


that are there.   


 


Then the fishery access area that we’re looking at would be any of the area outside of basically 


about 90 to 100 meters, which is basically slope and mud bottom off to the eastern side of the 


Oculina Reef.  One of the things that is being talked about in the MPA discussions that I have 


been to is basically some realigning; where they are taking squares that were built around a 


particular habitat of concern and basically shifting them or slanting them so that they actually get 


a better alignment around the area that they want to protect. 


 


That might be something that we want to consider here, because basically what happened is 


when the original HAPC was created, it was created in a straight north/south and the reef just 


doesn’t work that way.  Basically if you were to realign this, you would take it and slant it to the 


west at the northern end and you would pick up more of that reef that way.  In fact by going 


through this western expansion that is being requested, that is what you’re gaining is you are 


gaining that reef that was missed in the first design of this HAPC.   


 


The transit provisions is a very important issue, especially if we’re talking about extending this 


thing from Fort Pierce basically to St. Augustine.  The necessity for transit is obvious.  It is not 


only a safety issue; it is also a fuel economy issue.  There has to be some kind of transit ability to 


get from the far side back to shore with product on board.  The way it stands right now is that if 


there is rock shrimp on board you are not allowed to transit that Coral HAPC. 


 


From a safety standpoint, one of the things that we would like to propose as far as one of the 


provisions for transit ability is to have the gear out of the water, which would be doors out of the 


water, nets out of the water and typically hung on the back of the boat.  The reason that we are 


requesting this, this is a very nice, calm situation here this boat is sitting in; but when you’re out 


there, typically it is not like that.   


 


Those doors typically weigh about 1,200 pounds apiece.  When there are seas out there and those 


things are swinging, someone has to go out there to lash those to bring them in; it is a serious 


safety issue.  The liability there is incredible.  As far as gear stowed is concerned, there has been 


a lot of talk about nets stowed below deck.   


 


Well, there is not really a below deck on these boats.  Most of them are freezer boats and all 


below deck is freezer storage.  Doors stored in the racks on deck on the racks, in the racks; the 


problem with that is what I just said, that basically it is a safety issue.  If you’re at sea, if you 


have a lot of seas out there, those things clanging around out there at 1,200 pounds apiece, it is a 


serious safety issue. 
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After a trawl and the doors are up and the nets are hanging and now you have product that is on 


deck that the crew is focused on getting that product put down, at that point you’ve got all your 


nets over the boat, you’ve got your doors up and the boat is ready to move.  That is what we’re 


looking for.  We’re looking to have gear out of the water and then through VMS we can 


determine the speed at which the boat is going. 


 


We would try to pick a speed, and what did we come up with, 5 knots?  If a boat is traveling 5 


knots, there is no gear in the water.  As long s they can transit going 5 knots with gear out of 


water, VMS can easily pick that up and determine what the speed is and actually can determine 


speed direction.  There are a lot of things that can be determined by that VMS ping that occurs. 


 


Right now it occurs once an hour.  It is about a forty dollar a month cost right now.  I think 


actually some of the providers might be a little higher than that.  The one that we use is forty 


dollars a month.  I talked with the manufacturer of the unit, Thrane & Thrane, and they have an 


ability to define a zone where the rate of ping can be increased to some higher frequency. 


 


If you are out there and you are pinging once an hour all the time and then when you go through 


the HAPC that rate of ping could increase to some other faster period to where it is easier to tell 


speed and satisfy the concern that there might be some other activity going on during transit.   


 


MR. WILSON:  At the risk of giving away my age, when we were originally meeting on these 


AP meetings and trying to deal with this issue, we didn’t even have cell phones at that time.  


Technology has increased quite significantly since that time that we started dealing with these 


issues. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  The VMS track data, I have them on my boat, Thrane & Thrane, and I also 


have Skymate; I have two.  Whenever we get closer to these boxes, it will ping more than once 


an hour now.  If you’re close to one of the closed areas, it is going to ping more.  You are going 


to get hit more often.   


 


If I’m on the beach trawling, I may not get hit once every two or three hours.  When the boat is 


anchored, I don’t get hit as often, because they can tell when we’re moving, when we’re not 


moving and the location we are from any areas that are protected, and we pay for that.  I just 


wanted to comment on the amount of pings and they already have that in motion and they are 


watching us. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  When we first started this exercise ever how many years ago, we were 


talking about 155 boats.  Well, last year we had 15 boats that unloaded rock shrimp on the east 


coast of Florida.  It is not like they have to keep track of hundreds of boats out there now.  They 


can easily keep track of less than 30 boats, which that would be my guess is that is what we’re 


talking about.  They are not trying to keep track of a huge herd of boats that are out there 


dragging around the reef.  It is very few boats that they are now keeping track of. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I have a question for Otha, actually.  Your operating speed is up to four knots 


and your transit speed that you are suggesting is five knots.  That is not a whole lot of difference 


so can the VMS system pick that up pretty easily?  I mean I know they can, I know how VMS 


works, but is this something that the VMS Center would be able to pick up? 
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MR. EASLEY:  That’s a good point; one knot isn’t a big difference.  With the ping rate of one 


hour, the way the system comes up with this speed is it averages – I won’t say averages, but it 


calculates the difference in location for that hour divided by whatever, multiplied, however that 


math works out of the distance, and then comes up with that rate of speed.  That in my opinion is 


a pretty big gray area, a pretty big fog-factor area.   


 


But if the ping rate was to increase, that would narrow it down a great deal and make it 


something worth considering.  I’m not on the scientific end of things and I don’t know how 


precise the rate of speed can be calculated as far as how many pings are necessary.  But an 


increased ping rate would make it more of a possibility, but still four knots to five knots against 


the wind currents, et cetera, I don’t know if that is going to be an issue for you all too with just 


that one knot difference. 


 


MS.    SOLORZANO:  When we’re getting close to these areas, we are pinged more than once 


an hour.  I can go on and look at what Thrane & Thrane, the same things you guys are seeing, 


and it will tell us the estimated rate of speed and how much of the distance it has covered.  


Normally four to five knots is going to be one of our slower transiting speeds. 


 


Sometimes when it’s rough, that is all the distance that we can cover.  But normally we would be 


moving faster than that and it would show as the pings were being hit more often that we’re 


covering the distance when we’re close to the box.  It is easier to tell when we’re moving faster, 


because you are covering more distance. 


 


When we use the five knots as transit, we are using up one of our slower rates of speed versus – 


normally we may be running seven, eight knots, even ten knots, as much as ten knots, so it is 


going to be very easy to decipher that we’re running.  Even if we were only hit once an hour, and 


that is generally why they will only hit us once an hour, because they know we’re too far away; 


but we get close, we get hit more often. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  We looked at this as a possibility for increasing the ping rate just because it 


gives you more data and more confidence in that ability, but it is a time/distance equation no 


matter what the rate of ping is.  I think that from the shrimper’s side, I can tell you that it is not 


an issue where they are going to drop a net and just sneak in and do a drag on the bottom while 


they are transiting across.  It is just not even conceivable, really, for two reasons. 


 


First of all, you are transiting that coral area that is not the habitat they’re looking for.  It is 


incredibly dangerous and damaging to the gear and it doesn’t happen that fast.  Putting nets 


down and pulling nets back up is not a fast operation.  This is something that takes a great deal of 


time and a great deal has to be done in a precision manner in order to get those doors to spread 


that net.  It is not a quick thing.   


 


If they’re traveling at a speed to transit that area and if there is weather or currents, then they 


have to tack or they have to angle across there in order to maintain the speed, they can do that.  


The reason we chose the five knots is for those instances where the tide is running hard or where 


the wind is out of the west or some instance that is the worst case scenario; so that is why we 


chose that.  Most of the time they will be traveling at a greater rate of speed than that to get 


across that bottom, because there is not interest in either dragging or even marking in that 


bottom.  It is not a bottom that they’re interested in.   
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MS. MARTIN:  I just wanted to kind of remind you all if we can move – this is helpful 


discussion, but we also have a component for discussion when we’re talking about the transit 


provision.  If those comments can hold on for a little while, we still have another overview to go 


over first and then we’ll bring this back up when we get into the options paper, if that is all right. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That’s fine with me.  I basically just wanted to give that overview that  


those are the components of a transit provision, plus the fact that there needs to be a call-in 


capability in case there is some type of problem with mechanical failure or something to that 


affect.  Those are the issues that are important there. 


 


The Stetson-Miami, what I have pictured here on the left is the blue line indicates the first 


expansion proposal.  Then the pink line I believe is the current, but the dots that Roger gave me I 


think are incorrect, because I believe that is supposed to go all the way across right there.  


Basically it is capping off and shortening the drags that are done there now. 


 


This is a very productive red shrimp bottom area; it is called the Honey Hole.  It’s always highly 


productive.  The area to the north of that is untrawlable and there are a lot of wrecks and debris, 


airplanes, ships in that area that these guys are all very well aware of where they are located.  By 


the way, the current down here typically has been five, and I think this year they recorded a 5.8 


knot current in this area. 


 


Anytime you draw a line like that, that means if you’re pulling up a mile-long gear, you are 


going to lose a mile to the south of that just for drift in order to get gear up out of the water and 


then get turned around and start and headed back the other way in a five knot current.  The  


second option that Roger came up with, where he had this finger basically is what we’re calling 


it, would retain that productive red shrimp bottom.  That is just a great picture of a boat with gear 


out of water running.  He is steaming at this point.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  All right, thanks, Mike.  Jocelyn, are you ready?  In Steve Blair’s stead, Jocelyn 


Karazsia is going to cover Agenda Item 5. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  For context, I’m Jocelyn Karazsia with NOAA Fisheries.  Steve and Mike, it 


is my understanding that you and Anna and Steve thought it would be helpful just to provide 


some background information on some of the South Atlantic Council actions that have been 


implemented to protect and conserve deepwater corals.   


 


I was just going to very quickly review the chronology behind the Oculina Banks and then the 


more recently designated deepwater coral habitat areas of particular concern.  Some of these 


slides have already been covered in some of the previous presentation.  The first slide is really 


just a reminder that these management actions are implemented under the Coral Fishery 


Management Plan.   


 


That is the designation authority to allow the council to designate these special areas of 


protection as habitat areas of particular concern.  I covered this earlier today, but just to reiterate 


that through the Coral Fishery Management Plan, criteria was established to designate the coral 


habitat areas of particular concern.  The criteria are ecological value, recreational value, research 


value, or some threat of exploitation. 
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For the Oculina Banks Coral Habitat Area of Particular Concern, just a brief chronology on this; 


in the late seventies and the early eighties Harbor Branch scientists begin to describe the Oculina 


Banks, and in 1984 the council established a 92 square mile area.  Then in 1994 the Oculina 


Experimental Closed Area was declared. 


 


In 2000 the Coral HAPC was expanded to include an additional 300 square miles.  In 2006 an 


Oculina evaluation team was formed and that team was formed to identify a strategy for what the 


law enforcement, outreach and education and research and exploration needs were for the 


Oculina Banks. 


 


In 2008 an important study was completed that essentially documented that the Coral HAPC is 


working towards the intended goals of deepwater coral protection.  There is not only more intact 


coral within the HAPC than outside areas, but there are also higher biodiversity and grouper 


densities on the inside compared to outside. 


 


Between 2004 and 2006 the Coral and Habitat Advisory Panels received information from 


deepwater scientists, mainly John Reed and Steve Ross here that have summarized the state of 


the knowledge on deepwater reefs in this region.  Then in 2004 the APs had recommended six 


distinct areas for coral habitat area of particular concern designation.   


 


But based on this new information provided by John Reed and Steve Ross, those boundaries 


were redrawn and the council then accepted those boundaries and started the process to 


implement the coral habitat area of particular concern through amendments to the Coral Fishery 


Management Plan. 


 


This was done through the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 1, which was finalized 


in July of 2010, which implemented the deepwater coral habitat areas of particular concern that 


are shown on the next slide.  Five distinct areas were addressed through that Comprehensive 


Ecosystem-Based Amendment 1. 


 


Through this process council staff worked closely with Golden Crab and Deepwater Shrimp 


Advisory Panels to establish allowable fishing areas, the intent being that the majority of the 


traditional fishing grounds could be maintained while also providing the protection to deepwater 


coral habitat.   


 


Five specific areas were set aside as allowable golden crab fishing and four areas are designated 


as allowable shrimp fishing within the coral habitat areas of particular concern.  Those areas are 


depicted in this slide, which I’m sure you’ve all seen.  Then moving on to the Comprehensive 


Ecosystem-Based Amendment 2 for the purposes of our discussions today, one of the important 


elements of this amendment was that the coral habitat areas of particular concern were also 


designated as essential fish habitat-based habitat areas of particular concern, which is an 


important distinction for the NOAA Fisheries Habitat Conservation Division, because it allows 


us to consult under the essential fish habitat provisions of the Magnuson Act on non-fishing 


activities that could occur in this area. 


 


For example, alternative energy, marine hydrokinetic energy projects, installation of fiber optic 


cables; there are some navy activities going on off Jacksonville that we are in consultation with 
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federal partners at the Navy Bureau of Ocean Energy Management to ensure that their activities 


avoid or minimize impacts to these habitats as well.   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I have a real quick question on the golden crab.  Did they give specific 


lat/long positions as to where those fishery access areas were; they turned over their fishery data 


to you. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Right, they worked with the fishermen who provided the data.  This is 


actually the last slide, which is just where we are today.  That was just a really brief, quick, 


probably oversimplified review of some of the council’s management actions to protect and 


conserve deepwater corals.  Any questions? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Thanks Jocelyn, I appreciate that.  We know we’re going to get into the issues 


coming up here now at this point.  It might be a good time just to take a quick break.   


 


(Whereupon, a recess was taken.) 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We’ve got a hefty agenda we want to go through so let’s reconvene.  We’d like to 


get back in order, please. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  We are moving on to the options paper.  This is Attachment 7 in your briefing 


materials.  As John has suggested, we’re switching up the order a little bit here today.  What we 


are going to do is get into discussions of the action that would implement a transit provision 


through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  This is a little further along in the options paper.   


 


Okay, as Mike and Laurilee and John have talked about, this is an action that is coming from the 


Deepwater Shrimp as a recommendation for the council to consider a transit provision through 


the Oculina Bank HAPC.  This does need some clarification.  Obviously, the issue here is for the 


shrimpers to be able to access historical grounds that they are currently fishing off of the eastern 


boundary and the ability to possess rock shrimp while motoring back through the HAPC.   


 


This developed after the Coral Advisory Panel’s recommendation for a northern extension of the 


current HAPC.  What I thought I would do; this action has been preliminarily introduced to the 


Law Enforcement AP, and so I’ll look for Otha to help us out and guide some of the discussion 


here.   


 


Essentially the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel has recommended that the council consider 


some of the existing transit provisions.  They have referenced the capability for being able to 


modify existing transit provisions in order to best meet the needs for what the Deepwater Shrimp 


is recommending here. 


 


I thought I would just review what existing transit provisions are already in place; there are a 


couple of them.  One is for a concurrent closure request for a state to be able to request during a 


cold weather event a concurrent closure of federal waters adjacent to state waters for penaeid 


shrimp.   


 


There is a transit provision here identified for the penaeid fishery specifically during a freeze 


event.  What this Code of Federal Regulations says for that particular provision is transit is 
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allowed in federal waters provided that nets are in an unfishable condition.  That is defined in the 


regulations currently as nets stowed below deck.  I have the language – and this is Attachment 8 


in your briefing book.  This is the language for transit provisions. 


 


There is also a transit provision currently in place for the marine protected areas and this is 


dealing specifically with the snapper grouper fishery and being able to possess and maintain 


snapper grouper on board while transiting through a marine protected area.  There are eight 


MPAs in the South Atlantic, Type 2 MPAs, so there is some fishing allowed in the MPAs. 


 


At any rate, the MPA transit provision in the Code of Federal Regulations says that vessels may 


transit through the MPAs with snapper grouper species on board with fishing gear appropriately 


stowed.  Pertaining to when the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel referenced this as a transit 


provision that could be used for this particular provision through Oculina Bank, they were 


talking about how it defines gear appropriately stowed.   


 


For the MPAs it defines this as a trawl or try net may remain on deck but trawl doors must be 


disconnected from such nets and must be secured.  Those are the two provisions dealing with 


how gear is currently stowed.  I just thought I’d introduce that as we’re talking about this action 


in Coral Amendment 7. 


 


What we have identified here, Alternative 1 is obviously what is currently in place.  There isn’t a 


transit provision for the Oculina Bank.  As it stands, you currently cannot possess rock shrimp on 


board in or from the HAPC area.  Alternative 2, this is what the Law Enforcement Advisory 


Panel has recommended.  This would allow for transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC. 


 


Initially after the Deepwater Shrimp and Shrimp Advisory Panel meeting, there was discussion 


of corridors.  That was presented to the Law Enforcement AP and I think they’re – and, Otha, 


you can speak on this behalf as you see fit; but corridors presented a bit of an enforceability issue 


and the Law Enforcement AP provided guidance for this particular provision to state that gear 


must be stowed in accordance with the section in the Code of Federal Regulations dealing with 


transit through the MPAs. 


 


Vessels must maintain a minimum speed of five knots while in transit through the Oculina Bank 


HAPC.  In the event minimal speed is not sustainable, vessels must communicate to the 


appropriate contact.  That is what we have identified.  The Deepwater Shrimp may be interested 


in recommending an additional alternative here.   


 


There obviously needs to be some further discussion about how to define stowage, and this is 


where I thought we could have some more discussion; what you had resurrected earlier in your 


presentation, Mike, for what you would like to like to recommend here. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think that our recommendation would be the five knots, gear stowed 


would be the gear out of water, and a call-in provision in the case of an emergency or a 


mechanical condition. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I want to clarify.  In our previous motion we had said doors in the racks, and 


we’d like to modify that because it is such a major safety issue.  I just want to make it clear that 
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some of the boats have the technology to bring their doors in, but most of them do not.  They 


leave their doors hanging from the ends of the outriggers for their entire trip.   


 


They don’t put the doors in the boat until they’re coming through the jetty, because a lot of the 


boats have to put a man out on the end of the outrigger to tie a rope around the doors so that they 


can drag them over to the side of the boat.  If you’re in rough seas, the boat’s rocking and rolling, 


there are two doors on the end of each outrigger, not one but two.  They are slamming together 


and banging and swinging back and forth, and it is extremely dangerous.  We’d like to modify 


that. 


 


Another point I would like to make is why is transit necessary especially when you get up to the 


north side, the proposed northern extension?  The boats fish on both the east and the west side of 


the reef.  They can’t anchor on the offshore side of the reef.  They fish at night.  The shrimp are 


buried up in the sand in the daytime and then they come up at night, and that is when they fish. 


 


The boats anchor up.  If they drifted, they would be up off Savannah by the time – they stop 


fishing during the daytime and they clean up their shrimp and put them away and then they sleep 


during the daytime.  If they didn’t anchor, they would literally be up off of Georgia by the time 


nightfall came again.  They have to anchor every day.   


 


If you’re fishing on the offshore side of the reef, you cannot anchor.  It is impossible for them to 


anchor on the offshore side of the reef, it is too deep, and the tide is running too strong.  They 


have to transit the reef to be able to get over to the western side so that they can anchor for the 


day.  Then at sundown they wake up and then they go back across the reef and they start fishing 


again.   


 


In addition to just the major safety issue of walling off the reef for 300 miles from Fort Pierce to 


St. Augustine, there is just a working issue, being able for the boats to work economically.  


Another point I’d like to make is that the technology exists for the ping rate to be increased 


automatically.   


 


We’ve talked to a company and they can do it so that automatically without the captain having to 


do anything at all – Marilyn touched on it – the closer they get to the closed area the more often 


the ping rate happens.  When they actually start the transit and they enter the closed area, they 


can increase automatically.   


 


That ping rate can be increased to any increment you want, once every five minutes, once every 


ten minutes; and then once you cross the box, it automatically goes back to once an hour again.  I 


want you to be aware that the technology does exist; we paid for it with our tax money.  We 


ought to get some use out of it.   


 


But that technology does exist to automatically have the ping rate increase so that you can very 


effectively track the rate of speed when the vessels are crossing the reef area.  It is very short; it 


is only four or five miles that we’re talking about.  One ping rate an hour wouldn’t even cover 


you, so be aware that technology does exist.  Thank you. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Special Agent Easley can probably speak more about this if I’m wrong, but I 


agree with everything that Laurilee says.  Having a transit restriction in any of these areas is 
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certainly extremely dangerous, as we pointed out earlier, some of our captains did, and owners.  


There is flexibility in determining transit provisions.  I see that in a lot of other transit 


requirements in different species.  I think that we can work through that.   


 


It is time consuming to try to put doors on deck, and extremely dangerous, especially if you have 


to take your nets off to steam across a small area or small portion of this or a narrower portion of 


it.  We do have a precedent, the northwest side of Key West, the Tortugas closure, state and 


federal closure – and Special Agent Easley can correct me if I’m wrong, but from what I 


understand the only provision there is nets are out of the water.  You cannot wash your nets.   


 


When you travel through that closed area, your doors are on the outriggers, your nets are jacked 


up.   You don’t have to put your doors on deck; you don’t have to undo them.  We don’t have the 


technology over there that there is on the South Atlantic.  VMS is not required.  I’m not sure 


what level of violations occurred over the last 20 years, but I’m sure it is almost minimal.  I think 


this is something we should follow in the South Atlantic also. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Can you clarify?  You talked about the weight of these doors and the hardship 


and safety issues with taking those down.  How long would disassembling doors from the nets – 


what kind of time are we talking about? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  A lot of that would depend on the weather, but I would let Brent speak to 


that. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  Ask me that question again.  What do you want to know about disassembling 


them, putting them on deck and taking them apart? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, one thing the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel has suggested is stowing 


gear would mean to take the racks down and stow them on deck – doors, sorry.  I’m just 


wondering if we can define that. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  It would probably be a two-hour job. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, that’s helpful I think to know when we’re talking about stowing gear. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  Twice a day. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  It takes 30 minutes at the most to cross the three or four miles you’re going 


to cross. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  It won’t even take, yes, 20 or 30 minutes. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  The doors alone weigh 1,200 pounds each.  Trying to put them down 


below deck where your freezer line is, you can’t do that. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  You also have a sled that weighs 1,200 pounds.  It is about 4,000 pounds of 


gear on each side, counting nets, doors, sleds, an easy 4,000 pounds on each side that you’re 


dealing with. 
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MS. BROOKE:  I can see the safety issues with that.  I spend a lot of time at sea; it can get pretty 


squirrelly in high seas.  What I would suggest is that you keep the provisions of having the doors 


out of the water, that’s, okay, but it really makes me nervous that the transit speed is so close to 


the operating speed; so either increase the minimum transit speed or mandate an increase in the 


ping rate to accommodate that. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Actually four knots is probably a little fast for trawling to begin with.  


Three and a half is really probably about the maximum.  They probably wish they could trawl at 


four, but I don’t think they are ever going to achieve that.  You’re talking about from three and a 


half knots to about five knots, and five knots is the worst case scenario.  That is just in the worse 


conditions. 


 


Typically you are going to see a lot faster transit than that; that is just not going to be an issue.  


The only reason that there is interest in five knots is because of the potential for adverse 


conditions.  Honestly, the boats that are fishing on the far side of the Oculina Bank there are the 


bigger boats.   None of the smaller boats are going to be over there.   


 


The boats that are going to be over there have much higher horse power than anybody that’s 


going to be inshore.  Typically there is not going to be an issue.  It was just brought to be five 


knots.  Maybe there is a provision that says it must be six knots or seven knots, I don’t know, 


unless you call in because there are certain conditions at sea that would warrant something 


different. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just on that; not being familiar with it, but understanding you’re talking about the 


more extreme conditions when your speeds would be that low and having that call-in provision, 


what type of frequency is that, or is that something that law enforcement would see as a doable 


aspect, or something that can be handled?  It sounds like it is a low frequency type of issue that 


would provide a means of being able to handle those issues when the speeds get close to what 


would otherwise be considered a trawling rate. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Brent or Marilyn, if you wanted to comment on that as to what would be 


an acceptable speed to where anything lower than that you would be required to call in and say 


under certain conditions you’re not going to be able to maintain that speed while you’re 


transiting. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  Six knots; we can live with that.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  What would the frequency – I guess the concern is are they going to have to man a 


lot of calls?  I don’t think there is a lot of frequency that we’re talking about here.  What are you 


talking about in frequency that you would not be able to maintain six knots? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Mostly never. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Basically it is just not very frequent at all.  Is six knots; is that a more 


acceptable alternative?  We may have another question over here, too.  Go ahead. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I was curious from the law enforcement perspective.  This contact call in 


number; is this staffed 24 hours a day?  I mean we’ve already heard that the fishing that is going 
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to be going on is going on in the middle of the night, so I assume the transiting is going to be 


either very early in the morning or very late at night; when if you’re not staffing this 24 hours a 


day, I guess you might run into problems contacting someone. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  To that particular question; my office won’t have staff there 24 hours a day, but 


we can probably figure something our working with the state partners, maybe Coast Guard.  


Hopefully, the frequency isn’t very high.  Hopefully, you never have to make the call.  I’m right 


there with you; hopefully you never have to make that call, too. 


 


While I have the microphone there were several things that were said that I wanted to clarify as 


well.  The definition of stowing gear; we’d like to see some consistency in the definition, but 


there are other factors that come into play, too.  From my perspective, I’m willing to seriously 


consider a special definition of transit for this fishery. 


 


The other half of enforcement, the General Counsel attorneys, probably if they’re listening are 


cringing right now.  Consistent, that is what the mantra has been for LOE and for NOAA and 


especially enforcement for the longest time now, a number of years, but we can work on that at 


least from this end. 


 


Automatic ping rates, right now the ping rates automatically increase in most of the units if one 


of the positions – and the hourly reporting happens to fall inside the restricted area; so that 


increases to about 15 minutes.  Now, as far as coupling this ping rate increase with stowing gear, 


whatever definition that might be for transiting, that increase in ping rate as was mentioned right 


down the table here is a very good idea from an enforcement aspect.  I don’t think anyone has a 


problem with increasing the ping rate. 


 


Also, as far as the technology, some vendors’ units have the ability to put geo-fencing inside 


their units, so to speak.  They automatically increase ping rates on their own.  Vet, Thrane & 


Thrane and Skymate and others, they deal with other fisheries not only in the United States but 


across the globes. 


 


There are other functions that those other monitoring countries and agencies have that we don’t 


necessarily have here in the United States or at least in the rock shrimp fishery.  They may have 


different various capabilities.  We haven’t paid for that.  We haven’t required, you know, a 


Skymate needs to do the same thing as a Thrane & Thrane versus two or three of the other 


vendors, so we’re keeping it pretty basic from that aspect.  Nonetheless, we can change the ping 


rate on units that you do have now for transmitting purposes. 


 


MR. WILSON:  One point I wanted to make is over the years the rock shrimp fishery has tried to 


always cooperate as best we can in fulfilling different provisions to protect the Oculina Coral.  


The rock shrimp fishery does value the Oculina Coral.  I would ask the special agent recently 


have there been incursions and any kind of infractions there within that HAPC by the rock 


shrimp fishery. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  I can’t answer that question right off the top of my head.  Has it been 100 


percent compliance?  I think it would be hard to say that, but I’d have to get some numbers and 


get back to you on that. 
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AP MEMBER :  I have a little bit of a question of terminology here, and I come back to, Mike, 


some of your earlier comments.  First of all, I would fully agree that you folks are not in the 


business of trying to snag bottom obstructions; and when you do, that gets to be a dicey situation.  


I understand that the fishery is not trying to do that. 


 


I also understand that when you are transiting from one side of the protected area to another, that 


is a true transit in my mind.  I think where the gray area is here, especially as we look at 


modifying boundaries under these various alternatives, you’re trying to fish right up to the 


boundaries.  In some cases the new proposed boundaries exclude areas where you would like to 


be able to still work, but you will be right up against the boundary. 


 


You, Mike, said that for economic standpoint often the transit or steaming time might not be real 


fast, because you don’t want to waste fuel or you’re marking bottom or whatever.  I think by 


definition, if you’re in the area you are in theory supposed to be transiting.  Whether you’re 


steaming back up to or down to a location to start a new trawl or whatever, you’re supposed to be 


in a transit mode. 


 


It is this gray area where you are fishing the edges that is more of a concern than crossing back 


and forth on this thing.  If you’re marking bottom and your gear is not in the appropriate status, I 


fear that you are going to face violations that may be not true violations.  You’re doing 


something.   


 


You’re drifting even while you are processing the catch and you happen to get into the area.  It’s 


those areas that I think should be the greatest concern as to how we can all work collectively to 


protect the bottom and somehow allow your fishery to occur where it is not going to influence 


sensitive bottom. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  The areas that are being marked now are not closed areas.  If there is a 


closed area, there is no point in marking, so that wouldn’t be occurring.   If there are any pings 


now that are in the existing Oculina Coral HAPC, that would be a transit, and only from the red 


shrimp boat transiting back without rock shrimp on board; because if there is a ping in the box 


and they have rock shrimp on board, they are met at the dock and hatches are sealed and the fines 


are distributed. 


 


And it has happened where at our dock there was mechanical failure.  A boat came to the dock 


and he was met there and that is exactly what happened.  It is a substantial fine.  There will not 


be any marking or drifting of that sort that occurs in the box.  Even today that just doesn’t occur.  


Where that is happening today is in the northern area that we want to close, the extensions to the 


north.  That happens today.  People are marking that area.   


 


Not actually today, but it has over time; because I think today there is so much pressure to be 


productive out there, the only bottom that is being worked is traditional, historic bottom.  There 


is no new bottom being marked today.  The only time that you’re marking is if you’re going in 


an area and you see something that was not there last year or two years ago, last time you were 


there, because there are ships that sink or there are obstacles that move on the bottom.   But those 


are going to be in areas that they traditionally fish.  There is no new bottom being marked today, 


In terms of searching for new fishing grounds; it is not happening.  The fishery is very focused 


and it is all traditional bottom.  Did that answer your question? 
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MR. WILSON:  One other issue, we did deal with this a long time ago.  One reason the Oculina 


HAPC expanded was because we as the Rock Shrimp AP at the time was asked to give up more 


area to allow to help law enforcement, so they expanded the boundaries of the HAPC simply not 


because of protecting the coral, per se, or the shrimp boats were too close.   


 


We did it for law enforcement.  They needed it.  They didn’t have the technology we have today.  


They asked us to give them extra buffer.  We’re talking about being right up to the line, but the 


reality is that was just a buffer allowed for law enforcement at the time. 


 


DR. REED:  I think it’s important, especially for bottom tending gear like trawls, when we built 


these borders, that there is a buffer.  We know the trawl is well behind the ship and there is 


drifting and currents and you don’t know what the bottom current is going to be.  The bottom 


currents on the Oculina Reefs is quite variable and at times can be opposite from surface current. 


 


You know as well as I do you could be drifting north and that bottom current could be going the 


opposite way or tidally in and out.  It is difficult to know without a buffer and putting a border, 


let’s say right at the foot of a so-called reef area, the potential of damage of this live bottom 


habitat is great.  It certainly is there and it certainly has happened. 


 


The other thing is with the best available maps that we have – and this is what I’ve studied for 35 


years using all different available technology, fathometers, echo sounders, single beam echo 


sounders, multibeam echo sounders, and traditional fathometers; okay, you can pick up high 


relief from moderate relief features, but to date even with the best multibeam in a low relief 


environment or habitat, we cannot tell what’s there.   


 


We can tell slow relief.  There could be hard bottom covered up by sediment veneer that is still 


live bottom with gorgonians and sponges and hard bottom habitat and high bottom habitat.  It’s 


not a picture of the bottom.  You don’t know what is on the bottom.  At least I think for the Coral 


AP perspective, the point is to protect these deepwater coral reefs or deepwater coral habitat, 


coral sponge habitat. 


 


It’s just not coral, it’s the associated species, the gorgonians and sponges and all the invertebrates 


which makes up the essential fish habitat.  When we start drawing these lines, whether it’s 90 


meters or the 100 meters, we ought to add a buffer in there and not just put it right up to the 


known contour charts that we’re using here that the habitat extends beyond this high relief 


feature.   


 


We’ve seen coral rubble, coral habitat extending hundreds of meters away from the high relief 


features.  We’re just not talking about the big mounds; it is the habitat between the mounds and 


the habitat where the fisheries are going out to fish.  The majority of fish that we’re seeing are 


the commercial species, scamp grouper, gag grouper, red grouper, black sea bass are not on top 


of these mounds.  It’s on the bases and around the edges of it and going out on the flat bottom, 


low relief ledges that is easy to trawl over.   


 


This low relief feature could be easily trawled.  The rubble itself is providing habitat for the rock 


shrimp.  We know they are in that rubble; that is why the whole fishery is there.  They are in that 


rubble eating and the main diet of rock shrimp are crabs – and this is from the South Atlantic 


Council Website and DNR and I think some of your work, Bob – are mollusks, shrimps, crabs, 
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anthropoids, small invertebrates that live within this rubble zone, too.  The thing is the maps are 


not perfect.  The best technology that you have for fathometers does not map the bottom.   


 


It shows topography; it does not show what is living there.  We know for a fact from visual 


observations with ROV submersibles, this habitat extends away from the high relief features, so 


we need a buffer and not just draw these lines right up to the obvious high relief feature. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  We’ve been doing it a long time, obviously.  We’re not going out there.  I 


read in your Coral AP that you had commented that we were going out there just to give people 


justice to destroy coral.  We’re not.  It is in your minutes.  Yes, it is in the coral minutes; yes, it 


is.  Anyway, regardless of that, we already have a buffer zone around it.  We’re not catching 


snapper and grouper and the things you’re saying. 


 


Brent himself, he’s been there since, what, ’88, never caught one.  Rock shrimp don’t eat other 


shrimp, they eat crab and mud.  They are not eating shrimp, other shrimp.  They’re not  – what’s 


the word for eating one another. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Cannibalism. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Yes, they’re not that.  Anyway, we’re not going out there just to destroy 


coral.  When you’re protecting all of this, you are talking about basically putting the entire 


industry out to protect everything that’s there.  When we stop dragging – and my boat was out 


there in the area that you’re asking to move the boundary over to the 60 meters.   


 


I have VMS track data where last month my boat was trawling right where you’re saying this 


stuff was at.  We’re not catching any of it.  We didn’t tear any nets up, we didn’t destroy 


anything, and we were dragging 60 meters out to the box.  I don’t know where you’re getting 


your information, but it’s different than ours. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think if we can get back onto the task here, we’re looking at the transit 


provisions, and I think it might be helpful if the Deepwater Shrimp wants to make a motion for 


that specific language that you have just been talking about.  We’re going to get into the other 


regions here after we go through this transit provision action and then some of the others.  Is that 


something you’re interested in doing right now, Mike? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Yes, absolutely.  I can take a stab at a motion and say that transit 


provisions would allow shrimping vessels to cross through the Coral HAPC with rock 


shrimp on board at a speed of six knots, with gear out of water defined as doors out of the 


water and nets out of the water and above the deck with a call-in provision in case of 


mechanical failure or emergency.  Is that adequate to satisfy the concerns that there would be? 


 


MR. WILSON:  I second the motion. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Do we need to talk about increasing the ping rate as well; is that another 


component? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think the component is six knots, and I think whatever we have to do to 


satisfy law enforcement that rate of speed is being maintained; that that is increasing the ping 
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rate more than what you say is happening today.  I think we need to figure out what that is.  I 


don’t know if we can determine that today.  


 


I think the motion would be that six knots has to be maintained while crossing; and if not, a call- 


in provision or you’re illegally in that area.  We would have to work to figure out how we satisfy 


law enforcement’s need to know that that is a six knot speed.  Do we need to put that into the 


motion? 


 


MR. EASLEY:  I hear what you mean as far as we don’t know what an adequate ping rate would 


be, and I won’t go out on a limb and say exactly what that would be either to best meet Law 


Enforcement AP’s needs.  I’m thinking at least at this point we could mention that you are in 


favor of increasing the ping rate to some level. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, so we can say six knots determined by ping rate that is acceptable 


by law enforcement during transit. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I think that you could probably get pretty close to a good recommendation 


for ping rate.  You’ve said it’s a half hour transit.  Obviously, it has to be a much shorter period 


than half an hour, and five or ten minutes – you know five minutes gives you six pings if it’s a 


half an hour and ten minutes will just give you three, but I don’t know if that is enough, 


depending on when the ping goes while you’re transiting.  Why not five minutes? 


 


MR. EASLEY:  I have no problem with five minutes; I’m sure my technical folks won’t either.  


One minute, I mean – 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Right, we’re the ones that are going to have to pay for it. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  I know, I know, that was half a joke.  What I’m getting at was the more the 


better for law enforcement.  Five minutes I think would be a safe number. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just a point; are you charged on ping density?  Every time you get a ping, you get 


a bill? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Yes. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  They give us a package that gives us so many pings, and you can use e-


mail or whatever in it and we would end up – they would bill us for each one over the package 


amount, and it would go over the package amount.  Most of us have just the minimum needed. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  Yes, and that is going to be like a 20-minute steam time at the worst case 


scenario I think.  I’m okay with that if everybody else is.  Five minutes is fine with me.  I’ll go a 


minute; it doesn’t matter.  I just need to transit.  I’ve got to transit across that bay. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I didn’t want to make it onerous; I didn’t understand the cost issue.  If that is a 


problem, I think we should discuss it further. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  It’s more cost to shut down the fishery and to run 300 miles around it, 


because we wouldn’t be going. 
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MS. MARTIN:  This is something that would be an alternative.  Again, we’re in an infancy 


stage.  We have some time to work on this, but this would be an alternative presented to the 


council as your recommendation in December.  That would make the suite of alternatives for this 


particular action.  That would then be analyzed for all of those different areas I mentioned 


earlier.  One clarification I wanted to get here; are we specifically talking about transit through 


the proposed northern extension? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:   I would think the entire distance, because north to south – 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Entire area versus corridors. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Yes. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I would like to ask Mike, if he would, to look at the motion or the alternative 


and remove the definition defined as doors and nets out of water, stop it there and take out and 


hung above deck, because if we have our doors on outrigger all your nets can’t be above deck, 


but they are out of the water.  That may cause a problem with enforcement. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, do you want to vote on the motion we have here? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  We’ve had a second.  Is there anyone opposed to this motion?  All are in 


favor, say aye.  Motion carries. 


 


MR. WILSON:  Anna, I have a question.  Because this is a joint meeting, how does this work?  


We can make our own thing?  This is a coral amendment, right? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That’s right.  These motions are intended to help organize where these 


recommendations are coming from.  At the Coral AP meeting, the Coral AP did not make 


motions.  They made recommendations and it was a Coral AP report.  This will be a joint report 


that includes any motions or recommendations from the Deepwater Shrimp AP and also from the 


Coral AP.  The motions will be distinct, but it will be a joint AP meeting report.  Does that make 


sense? 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:    My question is they don’t vote on this same option, too? 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  Yes, wouldn’t it help us? 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Yes, if we knew what their stance was on this, we’d have a better 


perception if they took a vote, too, or an aye or a nay, or whatever, yay, nay. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I guess we could consider if nothing else at least a no objection statement that 


would at least state that we have some level of understanding, and just that; that we have no 


objection to the provision, along those lines, or if turns out we have an objection we could state 


those. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  I don’t feel very well equipped to make a decision on how gear is stowed on a 


boat or the speed of transit through these HAPCs.  I personally don’t have an issue with being 


able to transit through the area; I understand the position.  But in terms of voting yay or nay on 
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six knots versus five, to me it’s all about uncertainty and five knots versus six knots doesn’t 


mean anything to me, because I’m not out there doing it.   


 


To me it is what is the uncertainty of knowing the activity of the vessel as it goes through this 


area?  Does six knots decrease that uncertainty to a point where law enforcement can make a 


decision; I don’t know.  I don’t know that answer.  In terms of transit through the areas, I don’t 


personally have a problem with that.   But in terms of the other specific language in this motion, 


I don’t feel comfortable being able to comment on it. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  It is impossible for us to trawl at six knots.  It is impossible.  It is not going 


to happen.  It is impossible, we can’t do. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  If I may, I think that the point here – and that is why I don’t think that we should 


vote, per se, on the motion, but rather we could provide a statement saying that there is no 


objection to the motion.  That way we are kind of not trying to make our statement of 


understanding.  We’re depending on the Shrimp AP and law enforcement to have that agreement. 


 


I think our concern is the fact of ensuring that fishing is not incurring in the habitat area.  With 


these provisions, if the shrimp industry says that and it is agreed upon by law enforcement, then 


we can go with the assumption that those are appropriate and more or less just voice a non- 


objection to the motion.  Bob. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I’ve never participated in the rock shrimp fishery.  I have spent more than 


my desired amount of time on shrimp boats doing research trawls.  I sympathize with these 


individuals about the original language of having doors and nets stored on deck.  I was only 


dealing with it in much shallower waters.   


 


I have no problems with that and I fully believe that they can’t trawl at a speed of five or six 


knots.  I would make a motion for the Coral AP to voice a no objection to the proposed 


language here.  I think it truly does reflect intent of transit without increasing the risk to the 


fishermen trying to prosecute this fishery. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We have a motion for a statement of no objection to the Shrimp AP’s 


motion, and is there a second? 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I’ll second that. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Any further discussion?  All those in favor say aye.  Any opposed?  Okay. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, we switched up the order of the regions here.  I think now we were going 


to shift over to the western expansion of the Oculina Bank.  This is in the options paper.  This is 


Figure 5, Page 9.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just as we go along, I want to make sure that there is a general understanding that 


statements often get made in heats of passion type of thing that may otherwise be misconstrued.  


I think that I speak for the Coral AP and us saying that we understand that the industry is not out 


there to destroy the habitat and understands and realizes the benefit of the habitat to this fishery 


and the dependence of it.   







  JtCoralHabDWShrimpLEAP 


  Cape Canaveral, FL 


  October 18, 2012 


 


30 


 


With that also said, it is our charge to ensure that we are protecting that habitat.  As we go 


forward with these recommendations, we would like to keep it in mind that we certainly are not 


looking to impair or limit or damage in any way the fishery.  However, we are going to stick to 


our charge and we hope to be able to provide – just this exchange that we’ve already had, I think 


has been very beneficial.   


 


We will look to provide the reasoning for why we feel certain boundaries or limits and so forth 


are necessary.  Again, I think the exchange is very important.  We will look to see where there is 


a common ground; and if there is no common ground, then definitely both parties need to make 


their statements appropriate to bring that forward to the council. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, this is dealing with Alternative 3 under Option 1, and we’re still talking 


about the Oculina Bank scenarios here.  As Alternative 3 the document reads this modifies the 


western boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  The western boundary is using here the 60 meter 


depth contour line.  This adds 76 square miles to this particular region of the HAPC. 


 


This is Figure 5.  As you can see here the proposed expansion of the western boundary, this is 


from the Coral Advisory Panel.  The Habitat Advisory Panel has also endorsed this alternative as 


a preferred.  It does lie primarily between the existing two satellite sites.  We do have VMS data 


here.  It is inset in the box and a little bit later on, after we talk about scenarios for northern 


expansion of Oculina, I will go over the VMS analysis.  That’s the table defined in the options 


paper. 


 


But at any rate, what we have here – fishing activity based on the VMS data within the last five 


years in this proposed expansion scenario is minimal, 0.45 percent of rock shrimp fishing based 


on those fishing VMS points.  We pointed out the fishing points are defined as traveling two to 


four knots, so 0.45 percent of rock shrimp fishing is occurring in this proposed expanded western 


boundary. 


 


MS. SOLORZONO:  The information that you have on that is going to be from ’07 to ’11 and 


the first half of the year in ’11.  We didn’t work in a lot of those areas.  I have one month’s worth 


of data that is going to show VMS pings inside the area that you want to close where we were 


working. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, another caveat with the VMS data to point out, Roger is working on 


compiling the entire dataset from VMS since it was implemented back in 2003.  With future 


renditions that you’ll see of Coral Amendment 7, and that will be for the public hearing versions 


of the document, the March version of the document, we hope to have the entire dataset, but 


what we do have today here is the most recent, well, ’07 to ’11. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  ’07 to ’11 is not going to have very much information on it VMS-wise. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, that is certainly good to state for the record.  John. 


 


DR. REED:  In that Figure 5, the dots within the O-HAPC, what are those? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That would be royal red transits.  If they are out on the royal red bottom, 


they are allowed to transit through when they are going back to the dock with royal red shrimp 
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on board and no rock shrimp on board.  If they have rock shrimp on board, then they are in 


violation. 


 


DR. REED:  How do we know from the VMS pings which ones are in the two to four knot zone 


versus a higher speed? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  This is of all VMS points two to four knots. 


 


DR. REED:  They’re going two to four knots through the HAPC. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Agent Easley, could you kind of just give us a brief – when you see 


information associated with a ping, what kind of information is presented to you?  In other 


words, how is it determined?  You mentioned earlier that each ping comes with a speed marker 


to it; is that correct? 


 


MR. EASLEY:  That is correct. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That is essentially the speed determined by, as you say, the calculations 


relative to the previous location, so each dot has with it associated a rate of speed for that 


specific point? 


 


MR. EASLEY:  Speed and direction. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  It seems like this data needs to be cleaned up before we can really easily assess 


who is doing what, because if those pings inside the HAPC are either transit or violations – I’m 


assuming they’re transits, then that means that some of those pings they’re showing in the area 


that we wish to close could also be transit.  This doesn’t give a good indication of what the 


fishery is actually doing at this point. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Hearing that we’re going to be getting a much larger dataset within a 


relatively short amount of time, I don’t really feel comfortable making large decisions like this 


on a small and potentially biased dataset. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I can give a little explanation for those pings.  When the guys were rock 


shrimping or royal red fishing, we haven’t been told that we have to make a certain speed to go 


through it, so they are only red fishing.  It is generally a different time of the year.  It is usually in 


the winter months that would be maybe December to April or May, not that that matters; but 


because they are red shrimping, they are not in any idea that they are breaking any law so they 


are not rushing to get across these zones.   


 


There is no urgency.  They are not breaking the law.  They are in a fishery that isn’t even 


required for them to move a certain speed.  That is explaining some of those reasons that they are 


not rushing to get across it.  It could be weather related, saving fuel, trying to be more 


conservative with that. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  Some of those pings are mine, probably.  I always called.  I had a number to 


call and I talked to a gentleman and told him my intentions.  When I would leave that royal red 
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bottom and go inshore and go to the dock, I would have to cross that box occasionally.  Some of 


those are probably mine. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The point here is that the royal red shrimp industry does not have to maintain a 


minimum speed through that.  They are not allowed to have rock shrimp aboard.  Those are the 


type of protections to be able to do that. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Now, I just wanted to clarify royal reds are not in the fishery management unit.  


The council does not manage the royal red fishery; but as I understand it, everyone fishing for 


royal reds in the South Atlantic is also fishing for rock shrimp.  All of those vessels are carrying 


VMS in the South Atlantic. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That’s correct; there isn’t anybody that royal reds that does not have a 


VMS.  Rock shrimp is really the primary fishery and royal red is a secondary fishery based upon 


just the seasonal nature. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  If you have a rock shrimp permit, you must have a VMS anywhere in the 


South Atlantic EEZ.  Regardless of any other fishery that we’re involved in, the VMS must 


remain on board at all times and working. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  It is common practice for the captains to call in.  I know a couple of the 


other captains as well will call in and let people know when they are going to cross.  Even if they 


are red shrimping, they are very concerned about that. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  That is a courtesy we appreciate a great deal. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I would have to second what Clark said about reanalysis of the data.  If I’m not 


mistaken, we brought this up at the Coral AP the last time that these data were insufficient to 


really judge what was going on there.  What we might want to consider, I don’t know what the 


resolution of VMS is in terms of speed, if it can differentiate a half knot or not, but we could take 


several cuts of these data. 


 


Marilyn pointed out that there may be more hits within those areas.  Then we’ve also pointed out 


that some of these hits may not be fishing.  We could have a subtraction and an addition, and we 


really don’t know what we’re looking at.  I wonder if another way, too, to present these data 


might be on a seasonal basis so that we could attempt to sort out some of the different fishery 


issues and we can maybe better resolve what’s going on.  I would recommend that we take 


several passes at these data with different speeds and some different seasonal breakdowns, and it 


should be pretty easy to do that an dome back with some better data that also includes the full 


dataset. 


 


MR. REID:  I don’t think the VMS was ever intended to be used to produce this kind of data.  


Now, we have fishing data that does demonstrate this.  To me the main advantage of having the 


VMS is to prove that the data that we are giving you is the real thing, is accurate.  Thank you. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I recognize there are limitations to the VMS data that we’ve already been 


provided and maybe adding 2012 will change the overall picture.  Having dealt with the VMS 


data myself, when you’re looking at literally millions of records over a multi-year period like 
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this, I’m not sure that it is going to change the overall percentage, even if you, Marilyn’s or your 


boats were working in an area in 2012 within that area. 


 


In the grand scheme of all the records out there, I don’t think it is going to change the percentage 


very much.  I think what we need to try to do so that this doesn’t drag on for years and years and 


years is to try to come to some perhaps consensus of these groups that in point of fact even 


though there might be some piece of fishery activity in an area to be closed, unless the Rock 


Shrimp AP can demonstrate that this is such a vital – that little bit of area being fished is just so 


vital to their fishery – I look at these data and say it is a very small percentage of the fishery is 


likely being prosecuted in the area being proposed for additional closure here.  I’d like to have 


the debate focus more on why is this so critical to maintain this small area of actual fishing 


activity that truly is occurring. 


 


Sure, I recognize that there probably is fishable bottom within this area, there most certainly is 


since you’re fishing it, but in the grand scheme of it and in the interest of trying to protect a lot of 


bottom that is not fishable in there and is in need of protection; is there not a mechanism to move 


forward with the existing data to some degree? 


 


MR. WILSON:  One reason economically rock shrimp fishery is not a huge fishery.  But it like I 


can say for our company in this case, if we don’t get any rock shrimp this year I don’t know what 


is going to be for next year.  Of course, we’re located in Alabama.  It has been a very poor year 


shrimping partially due to the BP Oil Spill. 


 


What we’ve discovered now is that the dispersant, if they would have just let the oil burn off, 


we’d have been okay, but they hit it with dispersant.  They did some tests.  The University of 


South Alabama did some tests with the seawater and putting the same ratio of oil that was in the 


BP Oil Spill.  Then one barrel they hit it with dispersant.   


 


In one barrel with just the oil, there is still life.  The barrel with the dispersant is dead.  We are 


finding that what shrimp feed on is not there.  It has kind of hurt our industry pretty severely.  


We are really dependent on rock shrimp.  It’s not huge in maybe poundage; but in value at the 


marketplaces on it, it could mean make or break for us. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  To comment back on what you were saying, when we have the four years 


VMS data, we’ve got a big large area.  You’re basically saying, well, this is just a small area.  


The rock shrimp, some years they are to the north, some years we just have a little small area to 


work.  This year we didn’t have a lot of rock shrimp, and they were in that 60 meter and towards 


the box area.   


 


It is going to vary – over a ten-year period of time you are going to have north end, south end, 


sometimes they are just all up and down the whole bottom and in the center in the bottom.  Other 


times they are going to be in little small areas, depending on how many of them there are in the 


seasonal crops and things.  It is critical to us to give up any extra bottom.   


 


We worked on this and came to the conclusion that the least amount we would be lose would be 


at the 70 to 90 meter.  To extend it to 60 to 100 meters was going to take more of what we 


utilized and work.  The four-years data that we have isn’t clear enough to show all the areas that 


we work in.  Some years are more in one place than they are in others.   
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You are looking at it thinking, oh, this is just a tiny little area, but you need at least ten years to 


get an overall conception of – maybe this area hasn’t been worked in five years, but the 


following year it is where the production is at.  It’s not always going to be the same thing.   


 


That is basically my consensus on why I don’t want to see it going into our trawl areas, because 


it is costly to us.  It is an economic issue.  We need all ob the bottom that we currently use 


traditional bottom.  We’ve already given up so much to protect this, and we really have.  I know 


that Mr. Reed stated in his minutes – I believe it was Reed – that by closing more bottom would 


help the rock shrimp fishery, because they would be protected.   


 


From what; it is not going to help us to close anymore bottom.  It is going to cause us a lot more 


harm.  When you’re seeing areas that you are saying wasn’t worked much and, okay, well, we 


can afford to lose those four or five percent of track data, maybe that was all that was caught in 


one season.  That’s just all I really want to say on that. 


 


MR. GAUTIER:  I have to concur with Marilyn and Steve; this is an economic condition.  I’m 


also located in Pascagoula, Mississippi, and we have been devastated, of course, by this oil spill 


after Katrina.  To take away any of that bottom we have given up for years – and I’ve been 


around this thing a long time going back to when we started it – we don’t want to destroy 


anything.   


 


Everybody wants to CYA today.  We’ve got to stay in business.  We’ve got a lot of jobs and a lot 


of people in the United States want our product, but we don’t want to be choked to death.  So do 


hear the fact that this is an economic situation.  Anytime we lose any bottom it just tightens the 


noose around all of our necks.  Thank you. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That was the concern that I had about using the VMS data, especially the 


dataset we’re using.  There may be some advantages to using more data and we can look at that.  


What is very difficult to do is to determine the productivity of a given piece of bottom, because 


anytime that a shrimp boat is dragging on a piece of bottom, it has got to be productive or they’re 


gone.   


 


They cannot just keep going and not being productive, because they’ll go backwards.  The hard 


thing to quantify here is how productive is that particular area?  We really don’t have the data to 


do that, because every pound that comes in is recorded in a trip ticket system, but it is not 


specific enough to tell you how productive a specific area is.   


 


When these captains are looking at these data and saying that this area is going to be cut out, and 


it’s just this many points on the VMS plot, what is going through their minds is that when that 


area is productive, it is really productive.  When it is not, there is nothing there.  They are not 


there.  It is on or off.  It is determined by all the elements that are out there.   


 


An upwelling comes up and the shrimp go south or they go west, or whatever they are going to 


do, it is hard to place a productive value on a piece of bottom.  That is why there is concern 


about closing something because of a number of VMS dots.  If there are VMS dots there, that 


means that at some time it was very productive. 
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DR. ROSS:  Let’s see if I can remember whatever points I had to make.  One is that we are in 


agreement apparently on at least one thing, is that you don’t want to trawl reefs and we don’t 


want to see you trawl reefs.  The problem is that our data on what is exactly on the bottom is 


imprecise.  We’re pretending as if the VMS data is more precise and we’ve got good information 


on the fishery. 


 


What we haven’t addressed really on those maps yet – and I know that John has a lot of data 


from this area – is what we think is on the bottom.  We are all going to be at a disadvantage; 


because as John pointed out, the technology that we have access to just doesn’t allow that kind of 


resolution.   


 


You know I do a lot of trawling, a different kind than you do, but I’ve trawled the same bottom 


repeatedly and just last month lost a net in a place that we had trawled several times, because we 


snagged something and we lost the whole tow rope of half-inch steel cable.  That happens to a lot 


of us.  I’m not sure that we can solve the issue of habitat resolution.   


 


We’re going to have to come up with some kind of compromise.  Buffer zones are an issue.  


Most of us can agree that a buffer zone is reasonable.  What we can’t agree on is what the word 


reasonable means.  Our maps are not like this table where that is the trawlable area and this is the 


reef.  We could all say, well, there is a certain amount of buffer zone that makes sense.   


 


I think we are going to have to come up with something that we can all agree on that hits all 


these points, but I think we do need to address the bottom type issue at some point as much as we 


need to address where the fishery dots apparently are. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Yes, we agree with you on that except when we are dragging we have track 


data prior to lines that show where we drag into these areas that have come in before the VMS.  


Those are the things that we have history.  We have a lot of history prior to anything that’s ever 


come in this room. 


 


We did buffer zones in ’96 when we started this whole Oculina thing.  We gave up huge areas to 


protect the coral that was there.  We put in place the buffer zones; we agreed to do that.  Then we 


were told that if we put the VMSs on our boats, that we would not have to give up anymore 


closures for anymore coral habitat, because we were patrolling ourselves.  Now we’re coming 


back and we’re having to take the same argument again, the same one we’ve already done. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I don’t mean to be argumentative there, but part of what’s coming up at least with 


our committee is that we’re gaining new information that we didn’t have at that time; and 


perhaps to you being out there more than we are, that doesn’t seem reasonable.  But we have 


discovered in the last new – at least new to us, new reefs and not just new bumps on the bottom 


from multi-beam sonar, but what’s actually growing those from visual groundtruthing.  To us 


we’re bringing new data to the table to throw into the mix and have everybody evaluate it.  That 


is where part of the issue comes.  It’s unfortunate that promises are made without the caveat that 


new data changes things. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I don’t know if it’s helpful at this point, because I know we’re having 


problems looking at tracks and VMS points.  It may not be the actual issue here, but it might be 


helpful if we just put up a slide of track data that is specific to this area.  It kind of shows 
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specifically the areas that are being trawled versus those that are not; the ones that need to be 


protected that you want to have protected versus those that are not.   


 


Basically this is the southern satellite that you’re looking at here.  It’s the area between the 


satellites and then the area south of the satellite.  As you can see, there are tracks inshore of the 


coral bottom there.  This is an area – the area just north of the southern satellite there is an area 


that this year. there is productivity there this year.  There hasn’t been in probably many years, but 


this year there is.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  What about those tracks going through the satellite site? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  The tracks that go through the satellite site are older than the satellites, 


when the satellites were generated.  Those went into effect in 2000.  You can see on the bottom 


there it says 1999, ’09, ’02; 1999 was when that track was generated, when one of those tracks in 


that area was generated. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  That is probably maybe two-boats track data, correct? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That is probably two or three boats that worked that area there.  This just 


gives you an idea.  You can see where they don’t trawl and you can see where they do trawl.  It 


is just very hard to say that those VMS points that are inside the box were not significant.  This 


year alone, without them we probably would not have the amount of rock shrimp that we have, 


which is not very much this year. 


 


DR. REED:  When these data were presented and reviewed by the Coral Committee, the Coral 


AP, and I believe by the Habitat AP, again it is based on the habitat and not fisheries; it is where 


the habitat is.  That’s how these lines were drawn.  Since the 2000 extension of the HAPC, we’ve 


had extensive data filling in that hole between the two satellites, verifying that was coral habitat.  


We had multi-beam and we had ROV dives and verified that. 


 


The southern satellite were dives – well, the two satellites originally were based on dives that we 


had made and verified that it was high relief going out to 60 meters west of the 80 degree line 


and it goes I believe three miles west of the 80 degree line.  That bottom satellite is full of live 


bottom habitat.   


 


When this box was drawn, it was to protect the obvious high relief coral habitat between the two 


satellites.  As you mentioned before, this zone of coral, which occurs basically between 60 


meters and 100 meters, parallels the shoreline.  It is the old Paleo Shoreline from 20,000 years 


ago when that was the beach out there.   


 


As the sea level came in, these reefs and hard bottom built up along that depth zone of 60 to 100 


meters about.  During our AP meeting, during the Coral AP meeting we said, okay, here is the 


obvious fill in of that box between the two satellites; fill it in and then bring it down, because the 


hard bottom obviously is west of the current boundary, south of the satellite.  We drew the angle 


down. 


 


There is discussion of trying to follow the 60 degree contour instead of just a straight line from 


the southern satellite down to the bottom of the high relief bathymetry there.  I know we had 
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discussions with the Coast Guard on the problems of putting points for a boundary following a 


bathymetry, 60 meter bathymetry, and that is why it was drawn straight down.  But it is obvious 


there, that fisheries had occurred within the satellite.   


 


If that data is prior to 2,000, we’ve seen that impacting those reefs that are within the satellite.  I 


guess based on the best data available, the Coral AP and the Habitat AP drew those lines.  


According to these data again, it is affecting 0.5 percent of the VMS hits, less than one percent.  I 


understand the shrimp move around, but for those four years that is where the hits were; 0.45 


percent is taken out of this equation by this alternative.   


 


I proposed that the Coral AP offer this alternative.  We didn’t have another alternative; it’s this 


alternative.  We could start drawing wavy lines to go around each reef or something.  I think that 


is not going to be suitable for law enforcement and we’ll never finish the day up if we start doing 


that. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  No, absolutely, you can see the bathymetry, you can see the reef there and 


it needs to be protected.  What is a viable buffer zone; because if you look to the eastern side of 


it, we’re going out to 200 meters.  We want to protect that coral.  That is not an issue; I think 


we’re all in agreement here.  The question is how do we do that and maintain the fishery?  If 


there is a buffer zone that needs to be there, what is it?  How do we accomplish both of our goals 


here?   


 


DR. REED:  I think we’re going to have to stick option by option.  Right now we were talking 


about the west option; and are we going to agree on that or not type thing. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We’ll work from there, but, yes. 


 


DR. REED:  The east side is a different option. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I appreciate Dr. Ross’s comment that we need to compromise and come up 


with a solution where everybody wins, and I’m not sure we can do it by just working on each 


single agenda item one at a time.  Agenda Item C, which we’re on right now, the western 


extension, it all ties with the existing HAPC and our discussion on an allowable access area, 


because, Dr. Reed, you said that the mission of the coral committee is to protect coral, but by 


extending the Oculina CHAPC beyond 100 meters, you’re not protecting coral out there.   


 


That removed a huge, highly productive area of historic rock shrimp grounds.  I’m not sure that 


we can come to an agreement by just working on these agenda items one at a time because in my 


mind B and C have to go together.  We can’t just talk about the western boundary without 


looking at the eastern boundary, what we’re trying to protect and what has been protected that 


really isn’t coral.  That is my comment. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I had a comment – we’ve kind of moved on a little bit – about these track 


lines that are within the proposed area, given that they’re from – at least from what we 


understand, they are from prior to VMS systems, so we don’t have records of these.  How do we 


know whether that was productive trawls at all?  At least within the data here, from 2007 to ’11, 


no one has gone back there.  Just because someone went there, maybe they found it to be totally 


unsuitable and never went back. 
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MS. SOLORZANO:  As we stated earlier, seasons to seasons change.  Two of those years we 


didn’t rock shrimp.  One of those we spent on the beach working white shrimp, because it was so 


productive.  The Gulf, their crop was not worth anything.  We were getting paid well and had an 


abundant supply over here, so we stayed over here and worked.   


 


We didn’t even rock shrimp on one of those years.  On another one of those years there was just 


a small crop so we didn’t go.  We haven’t had the concentration of boats and working in the 


areas in those four years.  We do move around.  We look from place to place and we try net; you 


know, we check.   


 


We make a drag and it’s no good, we move to another spot, check it around.  You’re going to 


check a lot of areas.  You’re not just going to run out there and it would be magic, if you could 


just crystal ball, boom, I’m right in a honey hole.  It doesn’t work that way.  It would be great if 


it did. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:   Also we store our tracks when they’re productive. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  We do save track lines.  The productive track lines, we do save them. 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  We get rid of a lot of track lines that is not efficient for us to keep.  It is not 


economically any good to us. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I guess my question is do you know whose track lines those are that go kind of 


through that area?  Can someone say we don’t ever go there because it wasn’t productive and it’s 


never been productive again? 


 


MR. ZIRLOTT:  I don’t think you could find a fisherman in the fleet that would say that; not the 


first one. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Because it might not have been productive for five years, but it may have 


been very productive. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The one time they did it. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  Yes, so that’s going to be difficult to do.  Also, fishing is one of the most 


dangerous professions there is.  Nobody is going out there to hang up and tear up their equipment 


and hurt people.  We’re not dragging on coral; we’re not trying to destroy any habitat.  We just 


want to make a living and keep out bottom and make as much money as we possibly can like 


everybody else is.  We’re not out to destroy any of it, but we want to keep what we’ve had.  We 


already feel like we’ve given up a lot since ’96. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  To kind of try to work towards a way of which we can move on from this point, 


obviously, as John Reed explained there a lot of reasons on why these lines were drawn.  Again, 


part of those reasons is associated with appropriate buffers, meeting requirements of law 


enforcement for enforceability, and so forth. 


 


Whether or not they are the absolute best lines, they are the best that we could come up with, 


with the information that we had at the time.  I think that the Coral AP at this point still feels that 
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those are appropriate.  What I would suggest is if the Shrimp AP has an alternative that they 


could draft that would do that, would be more appropriate in their vision and still protect the 


habitat that is there; obviously, I can’t say that it would be – and I’ll defer to everybody on the 


panel here, but it is not feasible to create a mosaic of areas within these protected areas to 


provide specific honey holes in other areas to be protected.   


 


There needs to be a minimal area, or however you want to conceive of it, that will allow for an 


exclusion, if it is appropriate, where you have had historic fishing, but still provides the buffer 


and so forth away from other areas.  We’re not saying that this is inclusive of or not enclosing 


some areas that may be fishable, but other criteria such as law enforcement needs, proximity, 


buffers and so forth have the lines drawn where they are.   


 


What I would offer as a potential way to move forward is suggest that the Deepwater Shrimp AP 


– this one you have not provided an alternative on. Some of the others you have provided an 


alternative, and maybe you can come up with an alternative that could be evaluated at a later 


time by the Coral AP.  We can continue to work to try to see if there is some aspect.  I believe 


that at this time it would be the opinion of the Coral AP to continue forward with this alternative 


at this time. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I want to clarify.  When the Coral Advisory Panel developed this 


recommendation, it was presented to the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp AP during your April 


meeting, and at that time you didn’t have specific comment on this region.  If you have a 


recommendation you want to develop today or at a future time,  I think we need to go ahead and 


capture that and move on to some of the different areas. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I didn’t have a comment; I have a couple of questions.  This is being proposed 


because of new data? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The extension?   


 


MR. WILSON:  Yes. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, as John said, additional information has shown the complexity of the systems 


between the two satellite areas and to the south, and that is why it’s there.  That is why the 


extension was sought.  Again, the lines are the best ability to be able to encompass the complex 


reef systems and providing some levels of buffers as well as other requirements necessary in 


defining protected area. 


 


MR. WILSON:  Your concern was actually these two satellite areas? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  No, the concern is the information that brought forth to say that there is very large, 


significant, high relief habitat between those areas and to the area to the south of the southern 


satellite. 


 


MR. WILSON:  I was just asking because I’d been out for a while and hadn’t been part of the 


process for a little while, so I wasn’t sure. 
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MS. MARTIN:  Right, so if you look at the screen here, we’re talking about the blue polygon; so 


the line that connects the existing HAPC is the area identified in yellow.  The blue polygon line 


would connect the two satellite sites and also further south there delineated by the 60 meter depth 


contour. 


 


DR. REED:  I would just like to add that the whole northern HAPC that was added on in 2000 


was based on available data that was presented in the original Oculina proposal in 1981 that went 


to the South Atlantic Fishery Council and to NOAA.  All the data was presented.  The known 


data of Oculina habitat was basically at that time from Fort Pierce up to Cape Canaveral.  We 


had no data north of there, because our ships never went there. 


 


In 1984 those three options were offered to the council for the original Oculina HAPC.  One was 


to follow the 60 meter line, which really follows that west border, and the other all the way up to 


Cape Canaveral.  Then there were two other options just to draw a straight border up about 


where the satellites are, about three miles west of the 80 degree line. 


 


The third option is the one they obviously selected, that it was the southern part which was 


original 90 square mile Oculina HAPC.  We had that data going up to Cape Canaveral back in 


the mid-seventies, but it was just decided at that point for various reasons not to do it, not to 


make the whole thing an HAPC, basically for the lack of data. 


 


The most of our data was in the southern end.  Since then, in the last 20 years there has been 


considerable research, nearly 100 publications, reports, dozens of researchers working in this 


area, working on all matters of science, looking at the fish, looking at the animals that live within 


the coral, coral growth rate, coral health, coral reproduction, geology and so forth. 


 


I’m just saying these data at least for this area to Canaveral were known.  That’s why the 


satellites were there.  Those were transects that we made with the Johnson Sea-Link Submersible 


in the 1970s.  We saw coral going out to that western end.  I can’t answer why they didn’t fill in 


that satellite area in 2000.  That was rather odd why they didn’t do it then or they just picked 


those two little satellites.   


 


But now we have filled in that data within the satellites to the south there where we see obvious 


high relief features.  I think we’ve got to work together through all this western boundary.  We 


all agree there is relief there and there is habitat there that we need to protect.  Whether going 


along the 60 meter line or drawing a straight line like this, I think we have to agree on, and we’ve 


got to agree sooner than later.  Just to go another year and we’ll be still fighting over draw a line 


around this bump or that bump, we’ll be here forever. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Yes, I have a question for John, if you can pull up the previous slide with the 


trawl tracks in it and go to the southern part of that southern satellite.  Now, John, do you have 


information where it looks like the contours are pretty far apart towards the western boundary.  It 


looks like the contours are pretty far apart towards the north, just south of the satellite area.  Yes, 


I don’t know what that depth boundary is.  Okay, now it looks like those contours may be pretty 


far apart.  Do you have information that there is low relief stuff in there or is that kind of a 


buffer? 


 


DR. REED:  I don’t have data for that spot right there; no, probably no. 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  It’s obvious you’re right, there is high relief in there and it needs to be 


protected.  It has not been drug on.  There is obviously at the edge where we are adjacent – the  


coral and the rock shrimp are adjacent to one another, it’s a productive edge.  There are probably 


areas where we can come to compromise on some of these things and come to some agreements 


on these things.   


 


This is a perfect slide to show that on the eastern side we just have a lot of bottom that was 


removed from the fishery years ago.  We’re getting into our next item.  Let me just finish up on 


this western boundary thing.  I don’t think we’re prepared at this point in time to present an 


option.  I think there is certainly some room to work with Coral AP and come up with something 


here.   


 


It might be amiable to both groups, but I don’t think we’re prepared at this point in time to say – 


I don’t think we’re anywhere near where we’ll probably say let’s go with this.  I don’t think 


anybody is prepared to say, well, let’s draw that line from here to here.  I think we’re going to 


have to just move on past this western boundary here and know that there is definitely some area 


in there that needs to be protected, that you want protected, that high relief area, absolutely.  


There is a lot of it in both those pieces of that western expansion.  What that boundary is, I think 


we’re not prepared really to say what that would be. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think we agree that we’d like to work with you to the extent that we can.  I think 


it is important to capture if we’re going to have an alternative, that it be stated that there is going 


to be either work towards a possible other alternative, be it coming from the Deepwater Shrimp 


AP or some attempt to combine. 


 


I think it would be great to have first your impression of what’s appropriate for us to look at and 


evaluate.  As Steve and John both said, everything is done with information in hand the day 


you’re looking at it, and information continues to come in.  I think it would be appropriate to 


capture in the minutes and have, if you are comfortable with it, that an alternative be forthcoming 


from the Shrimp AP for consideration by the Coral AP to continue to work towards trying to 


refine the alternative. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think we would absolutely do that.  Originally I didn’t have some of the 


data that I have today the last time that I presented this, so I didn’t think there was going to be a 


lot of contention on this western expansion.  And it just so happens that this year in between the 


two satellites there was activity this year.  We’ve caught shrimp this year in an area that I didn’t 


think was going to be contentious. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  As we update the VMS data that we have for this, it should indicate that, 


correct? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Absolutely. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  In working with this compromise that we all want to do, there is some area 


that was taken from us that is very good trawlable area when the first one was put in.  There is no 


coral there.  We would like to be able to get you all to agree with that, too, that we would like to 


get that trawl area. 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  That’s the next topic. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, that’s a good segue, because next on the agenda we would like to talk 


about – unless there are any other questions. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Just to finalize that, we will present another option where this is concerned 


that may be more agreeable or maybe not. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, we have a recommendation to kind of motor through and talk about this 


existing recommendation, if that is all right before, we break for lunch.  This is strictly coming 


from the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel.  This is Item B on the agenda.  This is not yet an 


alternative under the action for modifications to the Oculina Bank.   


 


This is a recommendation that came from the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 


during their April meeting.  It was presented to the council in June; but because they did not get 


into discussions of the document, they wanted to wait until after this joint meeting to go back and 


do that.  This will be presented to them as a recommendation at the December meeting.   


 


That is why this is not specified in the range of alternatives here for the expansion of Oculina.  


What we are talking about, the Deepwater Shrimp and Shrimp Advisory Panels have come 


forward with a recommendation to modify the existing HAPC; the existing HAPC being the area 


here in yellow.  This red polygon from north to south is the area in which they have 


recommended the council consider a fishery access area, and a fishery access area being defined 


as trawlable area.  At this point, I’ll turn it over to Mike to kind of clarify the rationale for that 


recommendation. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Basically, what we’re looking at is the southern end of the existing 


Oculina.  The red box that is to the left is the experimental area, which then is encompassed by 


the larger Oculina Coral HAPC total area.  As you can see, the green tracks are the trawl tracks.  


This is typically very productive bottom.  Although it’s not this year, but it typically is a very 


productive rock shrimp bottom. 


 


If I go to the top of the box, you’ll see where that continues on.  Now we’ve taken this chunk 


basically of this normally contiguous bottom and broken it up.  You can see where the relief area 


is in the western side of the experimental box.  The proposal is to have a shrimp fishery access 


area within the Oculina Coral HAPC, in areas that are sloped and soft substrate bottom that was 


rock shrimp bottom prior to this being put in to place.   


 


If I take this up to the top, basically the bathymetry data shows where the sloped bottom is and 


how actually today within the corner of this northern satellite and the Oculina Coral HAPC main 


box there, there is an area there of sloped bottom that is worked today.  The tracks that go 


through that satellite are prior to that satellite being put in to place. 


 


Basically, what we’re saying is that there is a lot of – I don’t know if that was buffer or if that 


was at the time from a law enforcement standpoint that they wanted a square box or what the 


reasoning was.  I wasn’t here at that time to know what the reasoning was behind the size of the 


extent that it went out to the east.  We’re asking that it be looked at to allow fishery access into 


that area that is east of the Oculina Relief Zone. 







  JtCoralHabDWShrimpLEAP 


  Cape Canaveral, FL 


  October 18, 2012 


 


43 


 


DR. REED:  Can I just point to the chart up here; do you see a mound? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  We didn’t see a mound right there. 


 


DR. REED:  The proposed box, which is the red zone here, right, the red polygon got opened up.  


Fortunately this regards like 35 years of research, Oculina coral habitat occurs all through this 


zone.  I know for a fact up here this is coral habitat all through here.  Right down here is Tess 


Reef and some of our miniature reef areas. 


 


We know for a fact that Oculina goes out to about 150 meters, but it’s very limited.  For the 


majority, we know beyond 100 meters you are pretty much on the mud slip there in that green 


mud.  It is my understanding when they expanded this to the 183 meter line, the eastern edge, 


when the South Atlantic Council did that, which is well beyond 100 meters, it was my 


understanding that they did that for not only a buffer, but for tilefish and other fisheries.   


 


But certainly within that red zone, that just tears the core out of the Oculina habitat there.  Now if 


you go take your color out and zoom in again, take the color off of that and zoom in, what we 


have here are two different charts.   This chart that we have been talking about, like looking at 


the chart we used to call NOAA regional bathymetry chart, that chart that we were looking 


between the satellite areas and to the northern areas are these regional charts, because they have 


pretty good bathymetry.   


 


They are ten meter contours and they are picking up the relief stuff.  If you can show that first 


chart you showed, those charts end here.  Then we go to another chart, which are much larger 


with less resolution.  If you could look in here and look at the bathymetry that you’re showing in 


here, the background bathymetry, the high relief, the high resolution chart ends here.  Then you 


go into this lower resolution chart, which is like 50 meter resolution, you are not picking up 


anything there. 


 


There is definitely coral habitat within this block you’re showing here.  Once you get these 


within a hundred meters, it is not likely there is going to be coral habitat beyond 100 meters.  


Your western border, this polygon is well within the 100 meter line.  Up here you’re cutting 


across a coral mound that I dove on right there in the middle of that.  That is 30 years of research 


we have in that block there, and to open that up is ludicrous.  If you want to discuss beyond a 


hundred meters – 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That’s what we’re talking about; we’re actually talking – 


 


DR. REED:  That polygon is not bad.  


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Well, it’s hard to see on that particular one there, if you want to go back to 


this one here.  What you can see is the yellow polygon actually rides between the 90 or the 100.  


I think it’s sitting on the 100; actually probably it’s the 90.  It is at the 90, but we’re talking about 


the 90 to the 100 meter would be the western side of this yellow polygon, the 90, 100 in that 


range is what we were talking about. 


 


DR. REED:  Again, the 100 meters is major coral habitat with 30 years of research in there. 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  And we don’t want to disturb – 


 


DR. REED:  That contour chart you’re showing here does not pick up any of that relief in there; 


it shows none of the true relief there. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  If it were out to the 100 meter, that would be acceptable?  What we’re 


really looking for here – and maybe these are the wrong lines.  We’re just saying that the reason 


that we’re making some of these changes on the western boundary to begin with are because 


there is new information that was missed or it wasn’t included back when they made the 


satellites or whatever the reasoning is, but we’re making some corrections.  While we’re making 


these corrections, we’re just asking that maybe we can look at this eastern boundary and allow 


some access here on slope bottom that was removed with the information that was available at 


the time. 


 


DR. REED:  I do not know the reasoning for the 2000 boundary for that eastern zone, where the 


South Atlantic Council came up with 183 meters.  It is my understanding – I wasn’t part of that – 


was it’s based on protection of tilefish habitat, and that is why it was brought out to there.  But 


that would have to be up to the Council to decide that change. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  If we’re discussing those eastern boundaries, again there a lot of diagrams and 


charts floating around, but one of them shows it butting up right against the coral habitat.  We 


absolutely need to leave a buffer.  You know 100 meters, 300 feet and change, there is coral 


there, and so we certainly need to be talking about deeper than 100 meters at the very minimum. 


 


Also I would suggest that experimental closed area, if we were to talk about opening up areas of 


the expanded HAPC, I would be willing to entertain that based on the science, but I really 


wouldn’t want to see the OECA as it is now touched.  It has been that way, it is a research area.  


It is a control area for fisheries.  I would suggest that we don’t touch that.  If we’re in discussions 


about opening up the expanded area, fair enough, but I wouldn’t like to see that area opened up. 


 


DR. ROSS:  Yes, I’d just like to add to that.  I think, as John pointed out, we’re at a 


disadvantage, coral is obviously off the table, but we’re not the committee that established that 


zone.  If we’re talking about we’ve got a protected area that is supposed to be preventing bottom 


disturbing gear and talking about taking a big strip out of that, we’ve got to go back to the 


original reasoning for having that in the first place.  It may not even be relevant to this 


committee. 


 


MR.BLAIR:  To that point, I think we’re in the same point as we were with the transit 


provisions.  We know that other panels exist and other panels are going to have their opinions.  If 


they are part of the reasoning for the inclusion of it, then they will have their opinions and offer it 


when they see the alternative.  I think the best that we may be able to come to today is if there is 


a region of this that the Coral Advisory Panel has no objection to having available for an 


allowable access area. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Well, actually Laurilee asked for the minutes back then, which are 


probably prior to being electronically stored.  We were basically told that they are in some 


archival building somewhere and they are just not accessible, but someone has that information 


and knows why that area was put out to the 183 meter.   
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That is basically what we’re proposing here, is that we look at opening up this area again as an 


allowable fishing area, because we don’t know why that sloped bottom was closed.  As you can 


see from the charts that I have, that at one time it was contiguous from one end to the other a 


rock shrimp fishery.  Since we’re in the mode of trying to move things and take away some 


bottom, we were just trying to entertain the idea of maybe possibly getting access to some areas 


that were previously closed that could be productive. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I want to throw something else onto the table as well.  This is coming at a time 


when the council is considering additional protections for speckled hind and Warsaw grouper.  


These are two species undergoing overfishing.  The experimental closed area is being closely 


analyzed as one of the existing MPAs. 


 


They’re have been some observations of speckled hind within the experimental closed area.  The 


Deepwater Shrimp and Shrimp Advisory Panel do overlap with a portion of the experimental 


closed area.  I just wanted to caution and throw that out there.  The council will have to have this 


discussion at the December meeting. 


 


It will be proposed to them as a Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp recommendation for an 


alternative.  Dou have any interest in modifying what your group originally recommended for 


this one, because as it stands it will be recommended to them as an alternative at their next 


meeting? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think that if there is any subset thereof, we would certainly be interested 


in discussing that.  The downside of these options are is it a set in stone option or can it be, say, 


this area or any subset thereof that can be opened would be certainly appreciated. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I would like to suggest that maybe the Coral AP looks at – I don’t think as is 


that it is really acceptable to the Coral AP; but maybe since you’ve tasked the Shrimp AP to 


make a revision to our proposed boundaries, maybe we can come up with a revision to these 


boundaries in the spirit of compromise. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Either that or as guidance as to where it needs to be.  I think we’re working along 


that with some of the ideas of minimum depths and considered buffers; that at least as far as 


providing areas where we think a minimum depth would be necessary to – that area would need 


to be east of those types of guidelines could be appropriate as well as any if there are any other 


additional confinements that may be necessary in a north/south area.  Those types of guidance 


recommendations may be something that we could offer to assist the panel in their development        


or refinement of  the alternative. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Absolutely, we would certainly appreciate any of that.  Then we can go 


back to the table with those suggestions and see if there is another alternative that we can 


present.  If you’re saying that the experimental area is forever closed and needs to be left alone, 


then we would obviously have to work around that.   


 


This is the precaution I have about these MPAs is that when we’re creating these things, we 


really need to understand what is their function and what are they providing?  We need to make 


sure that they are defined correctly and everybody understands that once they’re there they are 


there. 
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MR. BLAIR:  Mike, the area right now that you had suggested I think was out to 140 meters. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  It is out to 140 meters. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Is that a hard-cast type thing for you or is there a deeper zone that if inclusion – in 


other words, I’m trying again to think of is it something that can just be shifted or has experience 


shown that the area is deeper than 140 are not productive? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Deeper than 140, and I’ll let these guys really talk to that, but my 


understanding is that under deeper than 140 or 145, there is no productivity in rock shrimp, and 


tilefish is actually deeper than this area.  Tilefish habitat is actually offshore of this area.  As far 


as the 140, 145, rock shrimp is not beyond that point. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We’re also trying to think of a timing aspect on this and just to be able to keep 


things in a way moving on as to how quickly we can respond back.  When would an alternative 


need to be – we’re looking to try to get things for consideration of the council at its December 


meeting? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Sure, but also the council defers to these two groups for some guidance here on   


the range of alternatives you would like to see for these scenarios.  We have some flexibility 


there.  They will be presented this in December and potentially approving it for public hearings.  


Then later renditions could come even after that.  I suppose it is up to you all as far as timing. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think your original intent was to request for 100 to 140 meters as an access area; 


is that correct?  Is there some guidance to be provided as far as the contour for the western side 


of that?  I know we’re talking 100 may be too close.   


 


DR. REED:  I just want to be clear that the red polygon that is drawn there is not 100 to 140.  


The west border of that red polygon is not 100.  It is hard bottom throughout that western. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  It probably goes in and out of 90 to 100. 


 


DR. REED:  Well, I don’t think so. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  According to the chart that I have – and maybe it’s not, but I think that the 


intent was for it to vary between the 90 and the 10 based upon any bathymetric indications of 


those structures on the bottom.  This is just meant to be an option to present; and if there are any 


changes that need to be made to it, to move it out in certain areas or move it whatever, we’re 


certainly open to that.  I mean, if it is 100 meters, we could take it to 100 meters.   


 


But the intent was just to try to avoid structure and it may go from 100, it may go into the 90 


where it appears there is no structure, and back out to the 100 where there is some structure.  It 


was intended to kind of go between the 90 and the 100 and try to avoid structure or what 


appeared to be structure by the bathymetric chart. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think it is sounding as though there does seem to be a depth limit that may be 


able to be obtained that would be protective.  It may be slightly narrower than say maybe of – 
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AP MEMBER:  We can’t drag there if there’s coral. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  But like 110 to 140 versus might be something that the Coral AP would have no 


objection to or would find no reason to object to. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  No, exactly.  Our intent is to just be offshore of a structured bottom. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We can put in the minutes that it appears that polygon; it does not demonstrate 


itself in the appropriate area. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  There may be some adjustments that need to be made; that’s fine.  But it 


sounds like there is more than the Coral AP here though that need to be – 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, and as I say, I think that again if you’re coming up with a recommendation, 


then it is going to have to ping through all the panels. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Habitat is here, too, but I don’t know if they have a comment on this. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Pace, I know you and Roger have been speaking about this before the meeting.  


Do you have any thoughts or input to add on this existing area? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Amber Whittle with Habitat; this did not come up in our discussion. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Is it possible that the Coral AP would be able to state that as long as the western 


boundary is no less than, I’m going to say X and I’ll offer 110 meters; that would be something 


that the Coral AP would not object to or the zone being between 110 and 140. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I don’t know how this would get worded, but I think in the interest of 


compromise, that something like that could be considered with the caveat that the Shrimp AP 


concedes on the western boundary.  We’ve got known good bottom out there that we’re trying to 


protect, and we recognize there are trawlable places within that.   


 


This is an option of give and take to some degree.  We recognize that in the area that they’re 


proposing there is likely to be little sensitive habitat compared to lots of trawlable bottoms if we 


can get the depth boundaries right; whereas, on the western border we recognize that there is lots 


of non-trawlable bottom and little trawlable bottom.  I don’t know if we can kind of build a 


language in that shows that compromise, which is to the benefit of both APs. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I like the concept.  It is just we also have to have the caveat that we are one of 


many panels that have to comment on this. 


 


DR. REED:  I would like to propose from a coral standpoint; I certainly believe that 30 years 


research of the experimental Oculina polygon, the original Oculina HAPC should not be even in 


discussion of being impinged on.  North of that, up to within the current HAPC, it works then  


talking about 110 meters, opening up possible 110 meters and beyond north of the northern 


border of the Oculina experimental area.  I think from available data, we have no data that would 


show there would be coral within 110 meters, greater than 110 meter contour line until you get 


out to the Lophelia.  That’s different and then you’re in the royal red. 
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MR. BLAIR:  John, just looking at that, I’m not sure of the depth contours for the original closed 


area.  Do you know what the eastern boundary is?  Keeping it to the north of that is probably 


inappropriate.  Then it would be an area north of the experimental closed area in a depth range of 


110 to 140 would be considered something that the Coral AP would have no objection to. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I would just say offshore of 110.  There is no point in putting a strip in there for 


the shrimp people to operate and then having it closed again and then opened again.  I’d say 


offshore of 110. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  That’s fine; I agree.  The idea is just for what they were asking for; that’s all. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I would suggest that it would make sense for us to make a very strong case 


for why we need to keep the experimental area closed.  There are a lot of people who see areas 


being closed for experimental necessity, and then there isn’t a re-evaluation of why do we need 


to keep all of it closed, we’ve had it for a long time, we’ve done our research; do we still need all 


that area?  I think it would be good to make that case. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I agree, because if 110 is that line, that is fine, but I do agree with you that  


there needs to be something that says this one needs to be with all MPAs I believe as to what the 


purpose is, what the value is. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think at this time we can put this is a kind of form of a motion if we need to in a 


second just to make sure that we have it; that the Coral AP feels that if the area north of the 


experimental closed area between depths that are bounded by the 110 meter depth on the western 


side; that the areas east of the 110 meter north of the experimental closed areas, the Coral AP 


would have no objection for considerations of access areas for the Deepwater Shrimp. 


 


DR. REED:  I would think that should also include the proposal for the northern extension going 


up. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, I think the north area right now, the consideration for the boundary is 100 


meters.  This would be outside that region.  Yes, somewhere in that area, but I think we’re 


explicitly talking about an already defined area; and when we get to that, we could see if that is a 


consideration. 


 


It is the intent to make sure that the Oculina Experimental Closed Area is not included in any 


way.  I believe I heard that it is the AP’s thought to have the access area north of the Oculina 


Experimental Closed Area even if there may be some narrow range to be east of it that is less 


than 140; you said it is 183, right, so it can’t be there. 


 


DR. REED:  Currently it goes up to 183. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The Coral AP’s consideration would be for an access area that would be north of 


the experimental closed area, in a region from 110 to 140.  By that it is including of the HAPC, 


just not the green box. 
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(At this point there was a lot of discussion from Mr. Reid without the microphone activated.) 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Nothing that would be eastward of the experimental, so it would just be 


from the northern end of the experimental box north through the HAPC.  No, we’re talking about 


the experimental box. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We’re talking about the area in the yellow box north of the green box.  


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  That would be the 110 meters out.  It’s a closed area. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Are you dragging in the HAPC?  That’s the HAPC. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  This is closed; this is all closed. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We’re talking about an area within the presently closed area that would be north of 


this experimental closed area.  What we are talking about is having the area here. 


 


MR. REID:  The boats are going to drag up to here and then have to jump from there to there and 


then start again? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, because it is actually here, if I’m correct, in consideration for the area. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  They jump now; this is just a shorter jump. 


 


MR. REID:  That’s a whole different fishing location up there. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Again, this is something that will have to be vetted through the Snapper Grouper 


Advisory Panel, the Habitat Advisory Panel.  The council members have not yet seen this as an 


alternative.  It would have kind of a round of vetting process associated with this 


recommendation. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  Related to that in the Oculina Evaluation Report from 2006, there is some 


information in there about tilefish utilizing the deeper water portions of the closed area and the 


HAPC that should be considered. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  At present the wording is on the board for a motion from the Coral AP that is in 


the area north of the Oculina experimental closed area, depths equal to or greater than 110 meters 


on the western boundary, the Coral AP has no objection to consideration of an access area for 


deepwater shrimp. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  What’s the difference on this one? 


 


DR. REED:  It’s not arbitrary; it’s where the reef starts. 


 


MR. REID:  It’s off the Continental Shelf.  It’s only there because somebody said, look, you 


can’t go any farther. 
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MR. BLAIR:  Are the VMS points on the north side of that; are they associated with your fishery 


as well? 


 


MR. REID:  Yes, but that’s not where I go. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Richard, we have to capture all of the discussion for the administrative record.  


If you’re not on the microphone, then it is obsolete. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, so the proposal is to go from the northern end.  Is there an issue? 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  What we’re asking for is in the green box at the southeast end.  That is the 


area we would like to be able to trawl in.  You can see the tracks where we come down the side.  


Then it comes to the bottom of the box and we can drag south of it.  We want to try to get that 


little corner back in there, that area where we can trawl into that. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  This is the area that has been identified as protected for golden and blueline 


tilefish habitat, so we’re not specifically talking about coral in that zone. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  I believe Mike made the comment earlier that the tilefish were outside of 


140 meters, is that correct?  Was it you or Richard?   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  This is their motion.  If we have a counter motion, I guess we’re going to 


have to put that in.  Basically they’re saying that they can agree to outside of the experimental 


box because the experimental box has a lot of historic data that they’ve been tracking over a 


number of years.  They can probably better explain that than I can. 


 


They could not agree to anything that would go through that experimental box was the statement 


that was made, but what they can agree to is if you go north of that experimental box 110 meters 


out, that is the proposal that they’ve put together.  If we have a different proposal, then we will 


have to present that. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I really do think that we should evaluate the bottom within the 


experimental area to show that it is necessary and that they shouldn’t be given fishing access to 


it.  I don’t see why we should exclude an area just because it has been used for a long time.  I 


think that it should be evaluated for efficacy.  If we do that and it isn’t as functional, maybe we 


can use that to get the expansion to the west. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  John, is there information that would indicate that areas deeper than 110 in the 


experimental closed area still have significant habitat? 


 


DR. REED:  We don’t have on that chart what the depth is of the eastern boundary of the 


Oculina Experimental Area.  We need to find out that depth, what that eastern boundary is. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It looks like 130 meters.  It rides right along – 


 


DR. REED:  If you had that boundary – kept the eastern boundary of the Oculina experimental 


and opened that up all the way to the current eastern boundary of the HAPC, which goes out to 


the red border, out to the 183 meters, the eastern border of the Oculina HAPC and then north of 
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it, if it cuts back in north of the Oculina experimental zone, it cuts back in to 110 meters, then 


you could cut in at that point. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I guess the question is even inside of the experimental box at 110 meters 


out, is there – and this is what you’re saying is it needs to be looked at and said is there a reason 


to hold onto that 110 meters and out even inside the experimental box. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  As a followup to Clark, I think unless we have evidence, even within the 


experimental area, that if it is deeper than 110 meters from a coral protection perspective, that it 


should be considered as not especially protective of coral habitat.  Now other APs may say, well, 


we need it for this purpose, but they need to make that case as well; that is that the tilefish is 


actually prosecuted less than 140.  I also agree that even within the green area, just because it 


was an experimental designated for some time, unless we have good evidence that there is coral 


habitat there, that it should be considered. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  What I’m hearing is that in the recommendation that we would make that we 


would want to have a caveat or a statement that pending demonstration of lack of habitat at 110 


meters, east of 110 meters, that the allowable access area would continue to the south borderline 


of the  HAPC and include those areas in the experimental closed area. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Correct, so the language might be able to be simplified to start at the 


verbiage at depths equal to or greater than 110 meters.  That first phrase; put it towards the end, 


including consideration of opening the area within. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, I’d say more like contingent on demonstration of lack of habitat in that area 


of the experimental closed area. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Yes, that’s fine. 


 


DR. REED:  It should go all the way to the top; to the new extension area. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, I think that right now it is up through that area. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  I was just curious about the language you proposed that pending 


documentation of there being no habitat; how do we balance – if we’ve been studying the 


experimental area for so long, either we should have data that there is habitat there or we should 


know one way or the other, right. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Going back to when these lines were drawn and so forth or associated with a 


number of parameters and factors, including as we all know looking to have more rectangular, 


square, more defined borders, easier to be able to enforce, some of those considerations, I am just 


not at this point thinking that we’re all willing to be able to sit here without going home and take 


a look at some of our work to understand and confirm to ourselves that habitat doesn’t exist.   


 


I think it provides an intent of ours to be able to allow that to occur to the extent that it’s 


possible.  If habitat is found within that area, then the recommendation would be modified to 


exclude areas that have habitat.  I think what we want to say is after the Deepwater Shrimp AP, 
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say contingent upon verification of lack of habitat within the OECA and terminate the rest of the 


sentence. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  A motion you need to vote on? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Well, yes, and that might be a lack of coral hard bottom habitat.  Do we have a 


second for that motion? 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  if you’ll add lack of coral hard bottom habitat there so that it is clarified, I 


would like to second that motion. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We have a second.  All those in favor.  Those opposed.  One opposed, motion 


carries.  Two, three, excuse me, just to make sure we have it right; those opposed, two. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I’d like to see a caveat in there about buffer zones; deeper than 110 there may 


be no coral habitat, but you might be butting right up against coral habitat.  I think at least within 


the OECA I’d like there to be some additional sort of consideration, because that southern end of 


the OECA is where our known intact coral habitat is.  It has been damaged since VMS has been 


in place.  I’ve seen damage in there since then.  That area needs to be thoroughly protected with 


buffer zones. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I guess the issue will be what is the buffer that should be considered? 


 


DR. BROOKE:  For discussion, when we look at the maps, John knows more about that area 


than anybody does. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Then part of the contingency aspect about – 


 


DR. BROOKE:  It would be contingent upon verification of lack of coral hard bottom plus 


appropriate buffer zones within the OECA. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Allowance of appropriate buffer. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  I could live with that. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I have kind of another concern here that maybe – I don’t want to slow down the 


process, but it seems to me that we’re bypassing the normal stage of things that we go through to 


draw these boundaries.  We’re talking about modifying long-standing boundaries potentially.  It 


seems like another alternative would be – and this committee wasn’t even involved in all of these 


issues.   


 


Maybe another approach is to take all these concerns back to our table and come up with 


different boundaries altogether, but not any of these specific recommendations at this point.  It 


just looks like we’re throwing darts at the wall talking about different sorts of small changes, but 


without appropriate discussion and without any of us looking at all the data that we have.  We’ve 


already admitted that. 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  I agree with you, and that is why realigning is a topic to discuss.  There 


might be a better alignment of these boundaries, but Roger’s jaw would be dropping on the floor 


right now and he’d be having a coronary.  The reason that we pushed it this way is because of his 


response basically was that these boundaries have been there forever and you can’t change them.  


We’re looking to work within those boundaries and try to figure something out.  But I agree with 


you; some of the other MPAs are realigning to better serve the purpose of protecting those areas, 


and this is certainly a good candidate for that. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  We’re not proposing that the boundaries of the HAPCs be changed.  We’re 


asking for allowable fishery access areas.  Those were accommodated for the golden crab 


industry and the royal red shrimp industry when we established the Stetson-Miami.  We’re not 


proposing that the boundaries of the HAPC be changed.  We’re asking for some allowable trawl 


areas I guess is what we’re asking for. 


 


MR. WILSON:  It’s my understanding, and correct me if I’m wrong, which I have been, but it is 


called the experimental area, and that the council has to go back every so often and approve to 


extend it to be the experimental closed area.  It’s not like it was, okay, this is the closed area, 


period.  It was supposed to be revisited every so often, anyway. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  That’s correct, and I think there was a sunset clause in 2006, was it, and it was 


extended for another decade.  The thing about that closed area is that it is the only scrap; it is 92 


square nautical miles.  It is the only scrap of ocean that has not been trawled, fished, at least 


poaching notwithstanding.  We know there has been an issue with that.  But it is a tiny little 


scrap of ocean that has not been touched.  I think even if we can’t show exactly what’s come out 


of it, we really need to consider that before we start opening it up again.  There are very few 


pieces of the ocean that are like that. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I’m kind of getting a sense from what we talked about that even though we have a 


motion that was just passed; that it may be that going back to the original, I think Sandra had 


proposed that the Coral AP come up with an alternative with knowledge of the desire of the 


Shrimp AP to see what we feel is appropriate or would allow us to do the evaluation of the 


existing experimental closed area habitat areas, and we’d work to try to come to meet the needs 


and desire of the AP within the realm that we can while still protecting the habitat. 


 


DR. ROSS:  I just have one.  I think that is a good recommendation, actually, and the safest one 


at this point.  I think what I’ve seen, too, is we’re wasting some amount of time by not including 


a broader membership in some of our committees, because we don’t get all the input we need.  


We’ve gotten input here that we can consider that we didn’t have before.  I would also 


recommend that to the extent we can we have a representative from relevant committees attend 


across meetings  We may be able to save a lot of time and debate that way by considering some 


things or at least saying that we considered them. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  This is kind of a rule of order type idea.  If we want to do this, do we have to vote 


to strike the previous motion?  I guess in the motion; I don’t know if we have to do it as two 


separate things or can do it in one – develop a new motion which will strike the other one and 


state that the Coral AP will present an alternative in consideration of the Deepwater Shrimp’s 


desired configurations that will allow us to be able to do evaluations of the area to be considered, 


allow more complete evaluation of the areas to be considered. 
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DR. ROSS:  I wonder if you could consider adding other APs as needed. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think that’s a process that clicks along.  I’ll ask Anna to come in or Ben, to 


please speak up regarding the process that’s going to be involved; that it will be seen by the other 


APs and by the council where all of those considerations can come into play and modifications 


as necessary be made by them.  I kind of hate to say we’re one of the hurdles that may have  


hoops to be jumped through in the process, but we’ll work to see what we can do to provide a 


starting point. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  What timeframe are you envisioning for crafting this alternative? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think we need a little powwow for that, because it is going to be done offsite, 


obviously.  But I think that we would try to get, where are we, middle of October – it is kind of 


something we can try to do in a reasonable period of time, but I’m sure it is going to take at least 


a month between back and forth and getting graphics and so forth put together. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Will we hope to bring this to a conclusion in time for the Wilmington council 


meeting and stuff? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think it would be out intent to try to have something forwarded to be for 


consideration at the December meeting.  Is that right; that’s the Wilmington meeting? 


 


MR. WILBUR:  Backing up from the date of the Wilmington meeting, which is fixed to when 


the briefing book needs to be prepared, we’re talking four weeks from now we have to have this 


done? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Does that seem like a reasonable amount of time?  I’m looking at the people who 


are going to have to kind of get their major approvals on, a four-week period to come up with an 


alternative that we feel is appropriate to evaluate the potential regions. 


 


DR. BROOKE:  Well, again speaking for others here, too, but I think that sounds reasonable.  


John is probably going to be the one.  He’s got most of the maps here. 


 


DR. REED:  There is limited data.  I mean, there is no new data to be reviewing.  When the 


Oculina experimental area was made, it was based on all this data we knew where the coral was.  


That’s why the box was made.  East of that box, I don’t know.  There is no data east of the 


experimental area, east of the eastern boundary.  There is no data.  Nobody has dove out there 


except for Bob Avant.  Actually there is some limited data.  We can’t offer new data within the 


experimental OEC.  There is no new data within there except where the border is now. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I think what we’re doing is asking to give ourselves a bit of consideration and go 


back and take a look and make sure that we don’t have any conflicts by giving recommendations 


at this point; that there isn’t any existing data that may not be in the corner of our mind right 


now, and just verify the considerations that we’re thinking about are appropriate.   


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  I think the idea is not that we’re looking for data that doesn’t exist east of 


the current experimental area, which goes out to 130 or 140, right?  I think it is deeper than what 


they’re asking.  They’re asking to potentially carve out a slice of allowable trawlable area within 
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that.  We should, presumably after 30 years of study in that area, have some evidence of whether 


there is any sensitive habitat there or not in that width, in that band.  The second comment I 


would make is – I don’t know if Anna just stopped typing to listen or not, but the current motion 


doesn’t really say anything. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, we need to work on these.  We have two motions on the table that I think 


we need to first get rid of the original one and have a substitute here. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Do we do that in the same motion or is it just a quick act right at this point, and 


how do we identify that specific motion to strike? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Motion withdrawn; consensus.   


 


MR. BLAIR:  That’s true.  In light of developing a second motion, is there a consensus to 


withdraw the first motion or previous motion that was done?  Seeing almost all the heads nod, 


we’ll withdraw. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, now let’s work on this one.  Just to make sure we capture the intent of 


what we want to say here from the Coral AP, an alternative will be presented in response to the 


Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel for the existing HAPC to evaluate different scenarios. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I would say to evaluate feasibility of a shrimp access area within the existing C-


HAPC and eastern portions of the Oculina Experimental Closed Area. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Perhaps add at depths deeper than 110 meters. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Any other considerations for revisions of the wording of the motion?  


 


DR. REED:  I think you can just make it simple to evaluate the feasibility of the existing Oculina 


HAPC greater than 110 meters.  The HAPC includes the OECA, you understand; greater than 


110 meters all the way up. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Yes, just from our discussions, since we had that kind of almost as an exclusionary 


area before, I thought it would be appropriate to have that in there to say that we are considering 


that area, too. 


 


DR. VAN DOLAH:  Yes, Steve, even though it may be a little redundant, I would concur with 


leaving the language in there because of the very comments that have been made that this is an 


area inviolate to any consideration or something. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Is there a second for the motion? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I’ll second. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  All those in favor say aye, all opposed.  Thank you. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  The Habitat AP just has representatives here.  We don’t have quorum; we don’t 


have a voting body or anything like that.  The only thing I will want to make sure is on the record 
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is that if the Habitat AP is going to be asked to weigh in on this in time for the Wilmington 


council meeting.  We have a huge task in front of us, because we have not dwelled on this point 


in any recent Habitat AP meetings.   


 


Most of the Habitat AP members are not experts on deepwater corals.  Their expertise is on 


inshore habitats.  If the council wants a meaningful set of comments from the Habitat AP as 


opposed to just sort of a blind endorsement of what another AP has said, the council staff will be 


necessary to attend the Habitat AP meeting, which is four weeks from now, and present this data 


in a very clear format well ahead of that AP meeting so we understand what decisions we are 


being asked to weigh in on. 


 


That means really good maps, because part of our problem right now just following this 


discussion today is that the red lines don’t look like they’re in the right place.  They don’t match 


up what other people’s datasets seem to have, and a lot of this just seems awfully confusing to 


me at this point. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I agree with you; I think you’re coming in at a disadvantage and not having had 


an advisory panel meeting yet this year.  You have one in a couple of weeks.  Hopefully, that can 


be an opportunity for the Habitat AP to be brought up to speed on these issues here. 


 


MR. WILBUR:  I understand that’s an opportunity, but the Habitat AP has its own set of issues it 


needs to deal with, and there is limited agenda time for that meeting, and now we’re being asked 


to essentially wipe out a good part of our draft agenda for the meeting in a couple weeks and get 


up to speed on stuff we know very little about to have a very informed and deliberative 


discussion.  The task is huge in front of us and we’re going to need a lot of help from the council 


staff to accomplish that. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, I think it would behoove us to have a conversation with Roger following 


this meeting to make sure that happens. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  The impact of not having this available for the December meeting is what? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  This might just slow the timeline down for this amendment.  There is no 


statutory deadline requirement like the council was under with the Comprehensive ACL 


Amendment.  They are not being forced into meeting a deadline here.  If this isn’t ready for 


approval for public hearings, then this is delayed.  This has already been delayed at one point in 


the road.  If the document isn’t ready or in shape for approval for public hearings, then it will be 


that, it won’t be approved.  There is anticipation of that also. 


 


MR. EASLEY:  Since we’re putting statements on the record, I just wanted to state from a law 


enforcement perspective, access areas we are not in favor, we can’t support either by that term 


and the way that I believe we’re thinking, the group is thinking of going with that.  Either the 


whole area is open or the whole area is closed.  That is the preference.  Whether it is for tilefish 


reasons or shrimp or others, a mixture of vessels out there doing various things supposedly, it is 


not as clean to enforce as just move the whole line over and have a nice day. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Agent Easley, how do you deal with the shrimp access area now in the 


deepwater corals on the red shrimp issue? 
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MR. EASLEY:  We don’t like it; that’s all I can say. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Have you had any violations yet? 


 


MR. EASLEY:  I can give you the numbers of cases that have happened dealing with the 


Oculina area since – let’s see if I can pull that up.  Let’s see we’ve had as far as incursions into 


the Oculina area, other than the royal red shrimpers passing through, the good news is nothing 


since 2009, but we’ve had 20 cases since 2003 to 2008.   


 


Seven of them we had to send to General Counsel -- some significant NOVAS were issued on 


those – two permit sanctions, but the other remaining 11 were pretty much dropped.  We didn’t 


go further with those.  That will give you some numbers there.  Before 2003, before VMS, 


October 2003, there were all kinds of incursions into the closed area. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  That leads me to believe that technology is working in the closed areas then.   


 


MR. EASLEY:  I agree. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, I think we need to consider a lunch break.  It is 1:15.  This is getting a 


little delayed into a typical timeframe for that.  Is 45 minutes acceptable time for breaking for 


lunch?  Be back here at two o’clock.  All right, we will adjourn until two o’clock. 


 


(Whereupon, the meeting recessed at 1:15 o’clock p.m., October 18, 2012, and there was no 


further recording of the meeting.) 
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The Joint Habitat and Environmental Protection and Coral Advisory Panels of the South Atlantic 


Fishery Management Council convened at the Hilton Garden Inn, North Charleston, South 


Carolina, Wednesday morning, May 8, 2013, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by 


Chairman Pace Wilber. 


 


MR WILBER:  It is nice to be able to get together every year or so or every couple years to have 


a joint meeting of the two APs.  We have a fairly ambitious schedule this morning, a lot of 


ground to cover.  Hopefully, we’ll be able to break by noon.  Given that it has been a while since 


the two APs have met at the same time and many of us may not know each other, even though 


we did introductions in the separate APs yesterday, we’ll go through and do introductions again 


today.   


 


We would like them to be short and succinct; who you are, where you are from, and who you 


represent and not get into the philosophical statements that we at least allowed yesterday during 


the Habitat AP meeting.  I do want you to note that we have pretty much the Coral folks and the 


Habitat folks on opposite sides of the room.   


 


We did that so we can keep track of the effective use of the talk buttons on the microphones and 


whichever AP actually does the best job in ensuring that they talked only into a red microphone 


will get a special prize from Anna at the end of the day.  Let’s start with the introductions on the 


Habitat side with the folks on the right. 


 


MR. PRATT:  Terry Pratt; North Carolina; 50 years commercial fishing and 40 years working 


with environmental organizations on a state and a national level.  I’m working to set a better 


policy to help us all. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  I’m Terry Gibson.  I’m the editor of Fly & Light Tackle Angler Magazine, and 


I’m the Florida recreational fishing representative. 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  I’m Mark Caldwell; I’m with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service here in the 


Charleston Ecological Services Office. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  I’m Steve Trowell.  I’m from North Carolina.  I work for the state of North 


Carolina Division of Coastal Management in permitting and enforcement of coastal development 


in the Washington Regional Office on Albemarle/Pamlico Peninsula. 


 


MS. HILFER:  I’M Susan Hilfer.  I’m a recreational fisherman from Beaufort, South Carolina. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  I’m Jenks Mikell from Edisto Island, no job, no title.  As I said yesterday, a 


burning desire to leave this world a better place than I found it. 


 


MR. JONES:  Tom Jones; the recreational fishermen’s representative from Georgia.  


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Carter Watterson; I’m a Fisheries Habitat Biologist with the Navy. 


 


MR. STREET:  Mike Street; North Carolina; retired from the North Carolina Division of Marine 


Fisheries. 
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DR. WHITTLE:  Amber Whittle with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  Chris Elkins; Gloucester, North Carolina, recreational seat. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Steve Blair with Miami-Dade County’s Department of Regulatory and Economic 


Resources in their Environmental Resources Management Group, and I presently serve as the 


Chair for the Coral AP. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’m Pace Wilber with NOAA Fisheries Service in the Southeast Region.  I’m 


based here in Charleston and presently the Chair of the Habitat AP. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Roger Pugliese; South Atlantic Council Staff, responsible for our habitat and 


ecosystem activities. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I’m Anna Martin; council staff.  I work with the Coral Advisory Panel and our 


Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panels in developing coral and shrimp amendments for 


the council; and a number of other hats, too. 


 


MS. KARAZSIA:  I’m Jocelyn Karazsia with NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service 


Southeast Region.  I’m located in West Palm Beach. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I’m Anne Deaton.  I’m with North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries, and I 


work in the Habitat Protection Section. 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  I’m Alice Lawrence.  I work for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 


Georgia. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Pricilla Wendt; South Carolina Department of Natural Resources. 


 


MS. STILES:  Margot Stiles.  I work for Oceana in the Science Department.  As a conservation 


organization, we focus on habitat protection, bycatch and overfishing. 


 


MS. PUGLISE:  Kimberly Puglise.  I work for NOAA’s Center for Coastal Ocean Research.  I 


manage their Mesophotic Coral Ecosystem Research Programs and also their South Florida 


Program. 


 


DR. VOSS:  I’m Joshua Voss.  I’m a coral reef and molecular ecologist at Harbor Branch 


Oceanographic Institute at Florida Atlantic University. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Henry Feddern; Marine Biologist PhD; a marine life fisherman for most of my 


life.  I’ve worked in the Coral Advisory Panel it seems like forever and we work closely with the 


state of Florida on all fisheries’ issues also. 


 


DR. GILLIAM:  Dave Gilliam; Nova Southeastern University in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, Coral 


Reef Ecologist. 


 


MS. LUNZ:  Kate Lunz; Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission in Florida. 
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DR. BANKS:  I’m Ken Banks.  I’m with the Broward County, Florida Environmental Protection.  


I manage marine resources.  That is in Fort Lauderdale. 


 


MR. CRAMER:  Jeff Cramer; commercial fisherman, mostly lobster and stone crab down in the 


Florida Keys. 


 


DR. ALEXANDER:  Clark Alexander with Skidaway Institute of Oceanography in Georgia. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Mike Merrifield with Cape Canaveral Shrimp Company out of Port 


Canaveral, Florida.  I am currently the Chair of the Deepwater Shrimp AP. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The way we decided to run the meeting today is that we’re going to open the 


agenda up now for public comments for the folks who are not officially members of the Coral or 


Habitat AP or the designated chairmen of other APs that the council has asked to be included in 


this meeting.  I am kind of looking behind me and to the side.  Are there any folks who have 


attended today that wish to make some comments about Amendment 8 and the other things that 


will be discussed this morning? 


 


MR. HUDSON:  Rusty Hudson.  I’m president of Directed Sustainable Fisheries here on behalf 


of the East Coast Fisheries Section.  We represent commercial, for-hire, private recreational and 


consumers mostly out of Florida.  It’s a group that we formed four years ago under the auspices 


of Southeastern Fisheries Association, which has been around since the early sixties. 


 


Essentially I believe the Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel Chairman was not able to make it due 


to some family medical issues.  I had asked for the opportunity to be able to speak to the Coral 


Amendment 8.  The reason why is because the participants in the Snapper Grouper Fishery have 


not really been as full a part of this process up until more recently, and we have some concerns.   


 


With regards to the amendment, we are still waiting to see the socio-economic component, which 


I believe might be finished by June in time for the public hearings that will come up later this 


year.  We believe there is a proposal to increase the current Oculina HAPC to the north to 29 


degrees 43 minutes; mostly under the contours that we don’t have a problem with of 70 meter off 


to 100 meter.   


 


Basically the 100 meter is 330 foot to put it into 328 foot, to put it into the kind of ways that we 


think when we’re out on the water.  I’m a fifth generation waterman.  My grandfather had taught 


me since the early sixties to deep sea fishing, particularly once he started bringing me out into 


the deeper areas like where all this oculina is back in the early seventies.  A lot of what I have to 


say is based on experience.   


 


With the Steeples, as we call them – some people refer to them as Pinnacles – I’ve fished those 


as far south as Vero Beach.  They are very prevalent once you get up around the Cape Canaveral 


region and to the north of there a short ways.  Essentially some of those mounds at the base, the 


ones that I call the 40 footers, are found at the depth of 240 foot at the base of the Steeple.   


 


The ones that are the offshore row – and if I can point it out; that is the Titusville ROV stuff 


from 2011 off of Titusville, and this is the Daytona area; but it is really almost directly off the 
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Ponce Inlet that my family has been at since 1907.  That region right there, between those two 


and on to the south, there is a lot of oculina.   


 


In fact, Chris Koenig had even pointed out how the subs during World War II would lay up in 


between some Steeples to be able to avoid being found by the navy ships, and they dropped a lot 


of depth charges and stuff down through there at that time.  Well, as far as being fishing, that is 


not an area that you can go and shrimp in, but I have also rock shrimped in those areas, both 


offshore of what we call the Big Ledge, which is 27, 28 fathoms and to the inshore side of it.   


 


I believe Mike Merrifield is the Deepwater Shrimp AP Chairman, has a lot of knowledge that he 


shared already through this process.  But when you get to this northern end right here with the 


Daytona stuff, I’ve given a lot of numbers, a lot of Loran C numbers with the fact that I was part 


of the Marine Protected Area Expert Working Group.   


 


Some of that has been groundtruthed.  In other words, some of our fishermen went out and 


verified Loran C and converted them into lat/long and then we, of course, made a lot of that 


available to various people, including Roger, Nick Farmer, Todd Kellison and the MARMAP 


people, so they all have it. 


 


Part of it started with the red snapper stuff back in ’09, some of it morphed into snowies and 


golden tiles, and then things like what we call Kitty Mitchells, which are speckled hinds and 


stuff.  Some of these Steeples are dead and some of them are alive.  Some of these fish that 


aggregate, some of them at the base like the snowies, blueline tile, red porgies – up above the 


bottom in the 240, for instance, we have big red snappers that are 30 pounds with Kitty Mitchells 


or speckled hinds and amberjack.   


 


They will be about 40 or 50 foot off the bottom, generally speaking, depending on the current of 


the Gulf Stream.  There is a lot of Gulf Stream there.  But once you get to the north of this 


northern part; that Daytona ROV stuff; you get into a sparse area of oculina.  In fact, you get into 


a lot of low relief all the way for that last 20 or 25 miles.  We used to call it the roll down.   


 


We would start in 220 foot and we would drift and roll down out to 300 foot.  We’d catch a lot of 


snowies, a lot of blueline tile, red porgies and stuff like that.  It is a very interesting place, but it 


is about 55 miles to the northeast of Ponce Inlet, which gets me to the three inlets that are 


affected; Cape Canaveral, Ponce Inlet, and St. Augustine Inlet.  It is a wide area.   


 


With those areas, I was real glad with the way the staff has put together the Coral Amendment 8 


and broke it out by counties as to the number of permits.  I am only going to reference the 


snapper grouper permits that are in existence; because out of roughly 688 permits, 568 of them 


are unlimited, so those would be the people that it would have the most to gain by going out and 


fishing in those regions.  Only a small percentage do.   


 


Roughly 294 of these 668 total snapper grouper permits are found down in the Keys and in Dade 


County; but in Brevard County where Cape Canaveral is there is 28 of them.  I haven’t broken 


out the component of 225 pound limited ones or the unlimited, but that is neither here nor now.  


That is something an analysis on socio-economic should bring out; even under an environmental 


assessment, even though sometimes we would rather have an environmental impact statement. 
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With Ponce Inlet, Volusia County, Daytona Beach area, there are 16 snapper grouper permits, 


and at St. Johns County, which is St. Augustine, there are 10.  Essentially you’ve got about 8 or 9 


percent of the total snapper grouper permits available that are in these three inlet areas, these 


three counties.  There is really a fourth county in between St. Johns and Volusia that is called 


Flagler, but there are no inlets there. 


 


With all that said, with that low relief; we don’t believe up on the very northern end, up right in 


here; that is that roll down area; and I could reference it all day long in 44 and 61 numbers, but 


that is something that once I stepped off the ocean and started getting into other types of onshore 


marketing of different saltwater fish, I basically wasn’t there for the conversion into the GPS to 


be able to do all the lat/long. 


 


I have to rely on my other commercial fishermen and the for-hire boats to do that for me, which 


they have done.  Essentially that region up there, I understand it is like an ecosystem thing.  It is 


nothing to do with oculina at that point.  We’ll submit all that into our written comments later 


this year. 


 


But, in essence, whenever they did the first Oculina HAPC back in a decade plus ago, we 


submitted comments at that time.  We opposed going out to the 600 foot.  I know it was a law 


enforcement desire in order to be able to make straight lines and whatever, but it took away some 


of our yellowedge grouper area, our snowy grouper area, a nice ledge that is out in the 400 and 


something foot; and also about the time you get to 600, 550, a lot of golden tile.   


 


Well, the guys have to work around that now, and they do.  But I am kind of glad to see that at 


least with 100 meter start of this new extension that it doesn’t go on out to 600 foot and try to 


join up with the existing one.  In fact, if I had my desires, I would rather see you kind of clean up 


that muddy part on the northeast end, but that is beside the point.   


 


We are going to be expanding to the north; I know it is going to happen.  At least this doesn’t 


intrude on the inshore side into the Big Ledge.  That Big Ledge is so important and for a big 


stretch of the bottom up to about the time you get to here, the Big Ledge is still pretty much in 


existence. 


 


Then it breaks up and it stays that way for 20 something miles also, so we have various rocks 


between 26 and 32 fathoms that we normally fish for shallow water groupers and snappers.  That 


is all, whatever it is.  We won’t be allowed to anchor anymore.  When I did fish the Steeples, to 


be able to catch the speckled hinds and big snappers, that was always having to anchor up. 


 


Now we won’t have that ability once this expansion takes place.  I think that overall; I heard 


something about ESA listings that potentially will be occurring for coral.  I wanted to be able to 


look at Jennifer’s presentation from yesterday a little bit more to be able to see it and just make 


sure that there is nothing going to come and bite us in our area, because Roy Crabtree told us we 


didn’t have a whole lot to worry about there.  Now to wind it all up; we have also been opposing 


the acoustic arrays with the seismic testing by the oil companies, particularly the fact that they 


want to do stuff from Jersey to Brevard County, and that is the Cape Canaveral area.   


 


We would like to not see that happen, and there are two reasons why.  One is that every time in 


the past, back in the seventies when they did come in, the CPUEs would just drop off the map for 
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everything.  Chris Koenig explained to me the fish get their ear bones blown out and stuff like 


that when they are in the array, and they just run that grid fashion and stuff. 


 


I believe it probably has like an air gun; the air guns have a dynamite effect that even affects 


your coral.  The second is if they do go and put some of those oil rigs into those depths with the 


west edge of the Gulf Stream, as powerful as it gets, 3 to 5 knots and stuff like that; if anything 


busts lose like the Deepwater Horizon disaster over there; all that oculina, if they put the 


dispersants right at the base, if it is occurring like it was which we watched on the video; then 


your oculina is going to be covered.  I don’t know how you will ever clean it up. 


 


You would almost have to make sure that if they are going to do oil rigs, it is going to have to be 


north of here; and that way you’ve got a vectoring effect that takes place down here at the Cape 


Canaveral area.  The Gulf Stream starts vectoring up and out, and it winds up coming back in up 


at Hatteras; whereas, the coastline of Florida vectors off to the northwest and that is the 


difference. 


 


That is why we have a huge shelf with a lot of benefits.  As you can see from what I just told 


you, the number of snapper grouper commercial vessels has declined significantly in the last 


couple of decades.  Part of it is the two-for-one; part of it is just the reality of the effects of 


overfishing; but we have turned a lot of that around. 


 


And particularly since ’92 when we started logbooks and other types of management measures, I 


have got to do an “Atta Boy” for a lot of the folks that are involved on the council level.  They 


have done a great job, but unfortunately some of the science has not caught up with our realities 


at the side of the boat.  We’re still working on that.   


 


We show up at all the science meetings, we show up at all of the management stuff, and we try to 


work with everybody at the table.  With that said, that is my public comment.  I hope that you 


can take that to heart.  I’m sorry if I ran over five minutes.  Thank you. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Thank you very much, Rusty.  We are going to turn it over now to Roger and 


Anna, who are going to provide an overview of Amendment 8. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, what we would like to do, I am going to give you a background of the 


actual amendment; the alternatives, the management measures that we have in the document as 


sort of a review.  Then we’re going to get into some of the specifics with the vessel monitoring 


system analysis and some of the spatial representation for these alternatives that you’re about to 


see. 


 


Hopefully everyone has had a chance to take a look at Coral Amendment 8 before this meeting 


this morning.  This does consist of regulatory actions that focus on conservation of deepwater 


coral ecosystems.  We are talking about three specific areas in this amendment, the Oculina Bank 


habitat area of particular concern and transit through the Oculina Bank; the Stetson-Miami 


Terrace Coral HAPC; and the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC.   


 


The Habitat and Coral and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panels have seen these actions and 


alternatives before.  We held a joint meeting last fall in Cape Canaveral where many of you 
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participated in the discussions. Progress was made towards developing consensus in these 


recommendations to the council for how these areas should be modified. 


 


What you see now and I guess the difference from what you saw at your meeting in Cape 


Canaveral in October of last year and now; we do have the complete VMS analysis.  Previously 


we only had VMS data representative of 2007 to 2011.  That kind of only showed you a snapshot 


of the rock shrimp fishery impacts associated with these actions and alternatives. 


 


Now we have the complete dataset going back to 2003.  That was when VMS was first required 


for the rock shrimp fishery.  At the December council meeting last year they did do a little bit of 


cleaning up, a little bit of housekeeping with this amendment.  You will see that we don’t have 


the large number of alternatives that we previously did with some of these scenarios for 


expansion of the HAPCs. 


 


As far as timing for moving forward and developing this amendment; the council has asked for 


your input, which is the reason why we’re here today, once again and final AP input as a group 


before they consider selecting preferred alternatives for these actions at their next council 


meeting, which is in June. 


 


They are potentially also going to be approving this document for public hearing at the June 


meeting.  Public hearings would then be held later this summer; and as you know that is just the 


next step in the process.  The council is also tentatively scheduled to finalize this amendment in 


September. 


 


They wanted to bring the APs together to provide additional discussion on these areas and 


recommendations before they take this up again at the June council meeting.  That gives you a 


little bit of background on why we are here and timing for this amendment, which is important to 


know as we move forward. 


 


Action 1 pertains to the Oculina Bank.  Representatives on the Coral Advisory Panel presented 


findings of discovery of habitat north and west of the existing HAPC.  When this was presented, 


they presented it as these are areas that are a continuation of the original reef track depicted in 


the NOAA bathymetric charts. 


 


These were bathymetric charts that were used by the scientists to determine where to select sites 


for further mapping.  We’ve already projected that image where it shows that the mapping and 


the ROV dives were conducted off of Daytona and Titusville.  They indicated that the high-relief 


features were indeed oculina bioherms. 


 


The observations resulted in these recommendations for modification of the Oculina Bank.  


Again, it is something that the Habitat and Coral Advisory Panel have seen before.  Alternative 2 


and the subalternatives under Alternative 2 apply to a northern extension of the Oculina Bank 


HAPC. 


 


Alternative 2A is the original Coral Advisory Panel and Habitat Advisory Panel 


recommendation.  This is based on the multibeam mapping off of Daytona and Titusville, and 


incorporating probable extent of habitat.  Alternative 2B was developed during the joint advisory 
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panel meeting last fall by both the Deepwater Shrimp AP and the Coral AP, and the 


representatives from the Habitat AP and Law Enforcement AP that were at the meeting.   


 


The groups were in agreement for this particular scenario for northern expansion at the meeting 


last fall.  The coral scientists that were at the meeting discussed that predominantly the high- 


relief coral mounds do occur between 70 and 100 meters.  Establishing this northern extension 


along these boundaries would incorporate most of the deepwater coral habitat presumed to occur 


in this particular area.   


 


We did have quite a number of other scenarios for a northern extension, and like I said the 


council kind of removed a lot of those options to the considered but rejected list for northern 


extensions.  These remain the only two options right now for a northern expansion.   


 


MS. STILES:  The area in the map with the green boundary; is that showing the extension and 


not the current Oculina boundaries?  Okay just checking. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes; I’m sorry, I should have clarified.  What I was displaying here in the 


charts, the green polygon is the extension that we are talking about.  In the very bottom right 


corner you can see the yellow box there; that is the existing Oculina Bank.  The other area we 


will be talking about today for extension of the Oculina Bank is the western boundary, and this is 


Alternative 3 under Action 1. 


 


This area proposed modification lies primarily between the two existing satellite sites.  Again, 


the recommendation is based on analysis of the multibeam bathymetry data and observation of 


high-relief habitat in this area west of the existing HAPC.  Again, the yellow polygon here is the 


existing HAPC.  These two fingerling structures are the satellite sites of the existing Oculina 


Bank; and the blue line there indicates the area of proposed expansion of the western boundary. 


 


Moving on to Action 2; because of the large swath of area that is proposed for expansion to the 


northern boundary under the previous action, the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel has 


recommended that the council consider a transit provision through the Oculina Bank.  They did 


express concern because they would not be able to access traditional fishing areas off of the 


eastern boundary of the HAPC and recognizing that it is not realistic for the rock shrimp vessels 


to motor all the way around such a large area for the northern extension. 


 


The concerns are primarily safety-at-sea issues and fuel efficiency.  As you know, currently rock 


shrimp vessels cannot possess rock shrimp on board within the HAPC.  Action 2 considers a 


provision that would allow these vessels to transit through the HAPC in possession of rock 


shrimp on board their vessel with some specific provisions in place. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Did you want to take comments as you’re going through this or how did 


you want to do that? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  If you have some general comments, I think now is a good time.  We’re going to 


get into the specifics with the VMS and the spatial representation with the presentation that 


Roger has prepared.  I guess it depends on the type of question. 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, I just wanted to know when the best time is because there is a slight 


modification to 2B.  In general, 2B looks really great but there is a slight modification that the 


Deepwater Shrimp AP is going to recommend, and I guess I can just bring that up later. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Sure, so Action 1, the northern extension of Oculina Bank; is that what you’re 


talking about?   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Yes. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I think after Roger goes through his discussion; then we’ll open up for 


discussion and new recommendations.  I think that would be the appropriate time.  Alternative 2 


here was originally recommended by the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel.  This alternative 


references the transit regulations that are currently in place for the marine protected areas in the 


South Atlantic.   


 


This alternative would require rock shrimp vessels to maintain a minimum speed of 5 knots.  


Vessels must disconnect their trawl doors from the nets and stow and secure them on deck.  That 


is what the snapper grouper vessels are required to do within the marine protected areas.  


Alternative 3 was developed during the joint advisory panel meeting that we held in Cape 


Canaveral last fall.   


 


This alternative stipulates four things in a transit provision; one, that gear and rigging can be in 


the doors; they do not have to be disassembled.  Representatives from the rock shrimp industry 


were at the meeting and discussed the amount of time that it takes to disassemble the doors from 


the nets.   


 


As you all know, the turbulent conditions around Oculina would cause some safety-at-sea kind 


of concerns there.  The second clause here; vessels must travel at a minimum of 6 knots.  


Trawlable speeds were identified by the rock shrimp fleet as 3.5 knots at most.  Mike, correct me 


if I am misstating something that you all brought to the table.   


 


The third stipulation is that a ping rate must be five minutes in order to detect transit.  Right now 


these vessels are pinging hourly.  The transit clause would be going through the HAPC they 


would be pinging every five minutes.  The fourth stipulation is a call-in specification in case of 


mechanical failure or emergency. 


 


MS. STILES:  I was wondering if you could share more detail on the Law Enforcement AP’s 


comments on transit.  I know in general I don’t think they like transit, but I wasn’t there for the 


discussion; so if you had any more detail about the conversation, that would be helpful. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Let me respond to that.  One thing I think that is really encouraging is that 


there has been a very significant change in perspective in the law enforcement in the ability to 


use the VMS for what it was intended; to be able to really know where vessels are and use it in a 


refined way to be able to allow something like the transit. 


 


I think the fact that they can adjust the system so that they can actually characterize a vessel 


when it drops into a trawling speed; Office of Law Enforcement is a lot more amenable to it 


actually functioning and being able to use to be able to ensure that there is not an issue.  Two of 
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the reasons that have driven that is the fact that some of the control and ability at the regional 


level to be able to use the information has been shifted from the national level to the regional 


capabilities, which makes that a lot more hands on.   


 


The techniques and capabilities are just a lot more effective in being able to use the information.  


There has been a revelation that this can actually be used for something.  Before there was a lot 


more apprehensions that you could even use it to be able to do this kind of fine monitoring of 


vessels; so I think that is a real big plus and a real positive from Office of Law Enforcement. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Also, Margot, the Law Enforcement Advisory Panel was involved in the joint 


AP session that we had in Cape Canaveral last October.  They were involved in the discussion 


for developing Alternative 3.  They did discuss increasing that ping rate from hourly to five 


minutes while transiting through the HAPC would be a good, enforceable aspect for them in this 


transit provision.  Coming from the Law Enforcement AP, they have been involved certainly. 


 


Again, we’re moving further offshore now, talking about modifications to the Stetson-Miami 


Terrace Coral HAPC.  Fishery impacts associated with this action are dealing primarily with the 


royal red shrimp fishery.  Alternative 2 was the scenario developed during the joint AP meeting 


last fall. This was what the Deepwater Shrimp and Coral Advisory Panels came up with 


collectively. 


 


The Habitat AP; obviously, you are familiar with endorsing this alternative at your meeting in 


November of last fall.  This alternative releases the sandy bottom in the southern region of the 


HAPC where royal red fishermen are currently operating.  This scenario incorporates the area of 


known habitat while opening up this area of sandy bottom based on the VMS data. 


 


Roger again is going to get into the spatial representations for all of these alternatives in more 


detail.  Alternative 3 really is no longer applicable to this scenario.  This may be something that 


we recommend the council consider removing from further consideration.  This was developed 


by the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel after the Coral and Habitat Advisory Panel’s original 


recommendation for expansion of this area. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Is it fair to ask which one of all of these alternatives did Dr. Reed propose at that 


November meeting?  Is that a fair question? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Sure, I think so.  John was instrumental in providing the rationale for the 


Oculina Bank Expansion; talking about Action 1.  Steve Ross and Sandra Brooke provided the 


initial data and observations for expansion of the Stetson-Miami Terrace HAPC.   


 


MR. MIKELL:  All of these alternatives have come out of that November meeting? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes; not all of them; but at least one for each action, there was an alternative 


that was agreed upon at the October meeting. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Jenks, actually that alternative is what we had brought forward.  The Habitat 


Advisory Panel, Alternative 2, was the first to see this reconfiguration and the comparison to 


known information on VMS at our November meeting.  Really, Habitat had the first ability to 


actually look at the refined information.   
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This came to the council and where we are now.  I will state one other thing – I was going to 


raise it when I go through the detailed discussion – is one of the other significant players really in 


this was the navy in providing their very high-resolution detailed information on mapping and 


characterization.   


 


I think that provided the ability to do this tweaking especially in that southern area.  That is some 


of the most comprehensive mapping and characterization of benthic habitats ever done.  I do 


applaud Carter’s and the Navy’s participation and the ability to get this into our forum.  A lot of 


this is being integrated into our broader habitat and mapping information.  That was a major 


player in getting that fine adjustment, too. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Before we get into the specifics, the other area that is included in Coral 


Amendment 8 is expansion of the Cape Lookout Coral HAPC.  This is the deepest of the HAPCs 


in waters off of Wilmington up in North Carolina.  This was originally recommended by the 


Coral Advisory Panel. 


 


Steve Ross on the panel brought this forward with a recommendation to extend the northern 


boundary by approximately 8 miles.  You can see here where this came from; the multibeam 


bathymetry data observations of lophelia mounds in this northern extension here; so the green 


polygon is the proposed extension to the Cape Lookout HAPC.  Steve also provided museum 


records as a basis for this proposed extension. 


 


This is an action that really doesn’t have impacts associated with managed fisheries in the South 


Atlantic.  The only alternative we have is Alternative 2 under this action.  It has been endorsed 


by both the Habitat and the Coral Advisory Panels.  That is a very quick-and-dirty snapshot of 


the amendment actions and alternatives.  Now we are going to get into some specifics with the 


VMS data. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I’ve got a presentation.  What I’ll do is I am go ing to run through the entire 


presentation and then drop back and drop out of it.  Then we can actually zoom in and out if we 


want to look at any specifics of the maps or areas.  Let me just run through the overall discussion 


and information that we’ve updated and added. 


 


It has been integrated into the latest draft you all have for Coral Amendment 8.  What I want to 


do is touch on the spatial presentations of both the fishery operations and habitat.  The fishery 


operations are relative to the vessel monitoring information; the most refined fishery information 


we have in literally the southeast region because of that capability. 


 


In order to look at this, one of the things that we did was look at the footprints of both the royal 


red and rock shrimp fisheries.  On the original analysis I actually had split the difference in terms 


of the operation areas of the penaeid fishery and the offshore fisheries.  What I did here was I 


was able to really kind of zoom down and get in a lot tighter to both the royal red and the shrimp 


fishery. 


 


Some of it is a wash; because if you really look at a fishing trip, the transit from the inshore to 


the offshore is part of the trip.  What this did is it really focused the area, but the analysis really 


went beyond here, because it gets into actually the operations, the 2 to 4 knots.  While this shows 
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this, any of the transit areas on the inside are eliminated in the analysis; but it does at least give at 


least an operation.   


 


This is important to have, because when we get into things a lot further beyond what we’re 


working on this; having some characterization of where the fishery operates in the southeast is 


going to have a lot of other implications for other non-fishing activities, so these are important.  


We probably will follow up and do a characterization of penaeid relative to what we know on the 


VMS. too.  But that gives us a footprint.   


 


Now this is the overall snapshot of the entire vessel monitoring information that we have.  Now 


this includes everything from transit to actual fishing operations.  It is a very great image, 


because what it shows is a very distinct three fishery occurrence.  You’re looking at the penaeid 


inshore fishery, you are looking at the rock shrimp fishery and the footprint of the existing 


HAPC area, and then the royal red fishery; that tight band in the offshore area.   


 


It is the best information we have on fishery operations and on specifically our shrimp fisheries.   


What this brings us to then is the alternatives that have been in discussion, the original 


alternative; that 60 to 100 meters that had come out of what was the entire bounded 


understanding of the distribution, how far inshore and offshore in that area, the oculina and deep 


coral ecosystem, because that is one thing that I think needs to be continually emphasized. 


 


When we’re looking at these areas, it is just not the pinnacle, it is not just the coral head; it is the 


entire system, the HAPC that includes hard bottom and all the other habitats as a complex.  That 


is how the council has managed these HAPCs.  As a followup, these have also been designated 


as habitat areas of particular concern so that we cover all those combined habitats as part of a 


functional deepwater ecosystem. 


 


This gives you the snapshot of the original proposal.  Now what are the deliberations as Anna 


has indicated over time has worked with the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel, Habitat and 


Coral to come up with something that acknowledges moving in – acknowledging some of that 


area may be impacted already on the western bound and what habitat mapping we have, and 


capture also the eastern bound, which limits the – it really does not eliminate much of the fishery 


on the eastern side right at the Hundred Meter Contour. 


 


Now one thing I will note is that these maps were used to really characterize the habitat 


bathymetries as well as the detailed mapping.  The actual lines, we use line bathymetry at 10 


meter resolution to come up with the functional 70 or 100 meter contour lines; but this was 


adjusted to capture high-relief additional habitats in response to the approved motion to council. 


 


The information, we had as Anna indicated earlier, was originally I think it was August 2007 


through September of 2011; I was able to do the original analysis.  We wanted to – there was 


concern about knowing what the historic area is, and at the same time the opportunity to look at 


maybe some of the more recent; integrate it all and look at the entire footprint of the fishery.   


What we did, I was able to capture the information and be able to provide the – what you see 


here is the footprint of what vessel VMS points actually occurred within the area.   


 


Now the image that you see here is actually all the VMS points.  What it comes down to, the 


analysis actually is tied directly to – and the same with the present alternative that is under 
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discussion 2B, what the analysis really focuses on of these points; the ones that is actually 


involved in fishing, which we defined a little liberally with the 3.5 knots as being – now it is just 


4 knots, so we kind of go bound on the upper end, 2 to 4 knots as being the areas. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Did you say that is all VMS points or is it within that range? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That is VMS points in the boundary, both transit and fishing. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Okay, so it doesn’t have the speed? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Not on the image, but on the analysis it does.  As we move forward in the 


continuation of the Oculina Extension; the additional area is the western extension, and what you 


see in terms of the information we have here is the high resolution.  Again the bathymetry is 


some of the most distinct high-relief pinnacles and combination of habitats occurring between 


the two satellite HAPCs. 


 


To some degree, the reason the satellite HAPCs were originally adopted is that is all the 


information we had for those areas originally.  There has been mapping actually done along the 


line of some of those pinnacles showing and reaffirming that those high-relief habitats do occur 


within the areas. 


 


Again, the same situation in terms of taking this alternative, looking at what VMS information is 


within there, parsing out the transit versus the fishing activities and coming up with the analysis.  


In total context, what it does show is the alternative that is under consideration, which is green to 


the north and then the western extension is the blue, in combination with the Oculina Bank 


HAPC and Experimental Closed Area. 


 


That brings us to actually what is identified as fishing associated with the areas.  What I’ve got is 


the two alternatives for the extension of the northern area.  The original alternative – and this is 


what raised some of the discussion about the ability to modify or adjust that alternative.  Through 


the entire time series, between 2003 and 2013, the partial on both ends; you are looking at about 


12.3 percent of what are fishing points within the area.  Those are the points that were identified 


as the 2 to 4 knots.   


 


There has been discussion about there had been some higher activity in the earlier end.  If you 


look at the more historic component of it, 2003 to 2007, there had been about 13.9 percent in that 


area.  There was a significant amount of area captured or reduced by going to the next one, 


which is Alternative 2B.   


 


If you look at Alternative 2B through the entire series, what it does identify is that it drops it 


down to 5.5 percent of VMS points between 2 to 4 knots.  Again, that may be a little liberal with 


some of the comments.   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Just some context there, too, what you really have there is about a four- 


year section at the top, a four-year section in the middle and a two-year section at the bottom.  It 


is two four years and then two years at the bottom, because there has really been nothing done in 


’13.  This year it is not even rock shrimp season yet so there is no activity out there.  That kind of 


puts those numbers into a four, four and two-year perspective. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, I think the most important is looking also at the total.  That is really  


we’re looking at the fishery operations.  Yes, you can see some variation, and it is lower in some 


of the – but, I mean, we’re talking about a percent difference in between some of those.  It does 


increase it from what we had talked about earlier on. 


 


The bottom line is overall the impact being at the 5.5 percent versus 12.3 percent for Alternative 


2B versus 2A.  Moving to the western extension, this area we had identified as having fairly 


limited amount of activity in very few VMS points in the area to begin with, let alone fishing 


activity.  What it did show is that the historic actually was less than 1 percent.   


 


The overall ended up being 0.8 percent, so it is 0.8 of 1 percent of activity within the entire area.  


It was interesting to me that there had been some effort to try to move into some – I don’t know 


if there is some exploratory fishing going on or whatever, but again those numbers are very low.  


We’re talking about 80 points for the entire, 90 points for the – so you have to look at that 2.8 


percent in relationship, too.  The bottom line is it is less than – in terms of operation for the entire 


fishery over the time, it is less than 1 percent. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  My comment to that would be that is probably the result of some of the 


upwellings that have pushed the shrimp inshore of the Oculina as opposed to offshore. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  In context of all these, the reality is that the percentages, while modified, I 


think the biggest thing is that there has been a significant reduction by going to the new 


alternative that had been selected by the Habitat and Coral AP with input from the Shrimp AP to 


be able to get that revision that has reduced the impact to 5.5 percent to the northern extension 


and 0.8 percent for the entire time series for the western extension of the Oculina. 


 


Moving on, I was going to move into the Deepwater HAPC consideration in the Stetson-Miami.  


What I wanted to do was reshow one of the things that helped provide the foundation for 


discussion.  While Steve provided some of the recommendations on where to go, I think they 


were very specifically using some of the Navy information to identify this bounded area. 


 


This was where we originally kind of started.  That is the biggest footprint of what the HAPC 


originally was looked at to try to capture a broad area.  We had the high-resolution imagery as 


well as some of the characterization work very specific, and finer resolution characterization.  


Out of the original scoping and collaboration with the industry, we came up with that alternative 


that had been shown earlier that provided that kind of a tongue all the way down; but it also 


extended to the entire northern part of that original one.   


 


It was acknowledged that there had not been any mapping in that northern portion, and the fact 


that the area south of the mapped habitat really didn’t necessarily have types of habitat that really 


were going to be needed to be protected within this region, which brings us to that Alternative 2, 


which provides a movement up – you have a drop-down in the northern component, you have a 


move up in the southern, and a tweaking around.  What is interesting to me is again this is going 


to the revelation of our VMS partners at the Office of Law Enforcement.   


 


I assumed that we were going to have some issues when we started talking about this kind of 


interesting adjustments, but the bottom line is that they are a lot more confident in the ability to 
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use the VMS to be able to accurately have finer resolution designation.  This is something that 


ultimately was developed and is the standing position. 


 


Now with regard to the impact on this area, the one thing that changed also in the last analysis, I 


was able to get the entire time series and get the fine point information.  Before we were using 


the historic kind of collapsed royal red shrimp fishery information, which didn’t give us 


percentages.   


 


It just said that at the top end of the fishery; which if you go back and look at the Coral 


Amendment 8, it does show the range of that fishery; and if you remember that I showed the 


entire VMS points; this is right at that top little cap, which ultimately shows exactly what we see 


here. 


 


On the two alternatives, the one that presently is being considered, Alternative 2; it is about 0.7 


percent of VMS actually being identified; so again less than 1 percent.  Given the fact that it is at 


the absolute top of the fishery, it is there.  Now, the alternative that was looked at before, again it 


had really extended further.  It was down to 0.1, but I think the desire was to try to compensate 


some of the impact on the fishery and add in some of the other habitats and remove areas that we 


didn’t map. 


 


The bottom line is that Alternative 2 shows 0.7 percent for the entire time series; so less than 1 


percent of all VMS for the – and this is specifically for royal red, because what I did is I didn’t 


do it for the entire fishery; so it focuses only on those VMS points that are occurring in deep 


system.  Before I had it collapsed, I had it for the entire fishery, for the deepwater fishery and for 


the royal red.  This is very specifically just for the royal red. 


 


It is less than 1 percent of the overall royal red and far less than that of the entire fishery.  Now 


that brings us to where we are.  On Cape Lookout HAPC, I think with regard to the mapping 


information, Anna had made it clear that a lot of this was being driven by the high-resolution 


bathymetry that was created. 


 


There had been some concern at one time about the configuration being not quite aligned; but I 


think the bottom line was it is intentional, because it is the best track that captures that – if you 


see how that habitat kind of veers to the north and west; that little variation.  Given OLE, it 


doesn’t have as much problem with being able to do some slight adjustments.  This is where we 


stand with that recommendation.  That is the habitat information.   


 


There is no fishing information associated with this area that we have that we know of.  This is 


the standing proposal and recommended from all APs so far.  With that, those are the things I 


wanted to show.  What we can do is if you want to zoom in at whatever, we can go and look at 


that.  Are there any specific questions on the alternatives, on the analysis, on where we are? 


 


MS. STILES:  I really love seeing the maps; it makes a big difference.  I was going to ask 


because – and it might be you or it might be Mr. Merrifield, but I don’t have the experience to 


know.  For the Oculina Bank; how long does it take to cross at 4 knots the width of the area that 


we’re talking about?  Is that like an hour or is that 10 minutes? 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  It is a pretty narrow area.  Mike can clarify, and it is going to be probably 


relative to the sea conditions, too. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Yes, it is definitely going to be relative to conditions, but also at the 


southern end it is much wider than it is at this new expansion end.  It would take a lot longer 


down there than it would here.  There are places here where it is going to be a relatively short 


period of time.   


 


What you are talking width-wise, it is not going to take very long.  That is why they wanted to 


increase the ping rate to every five minutes or whatever it was, because that way they have the 


ability to know speed and direction.  But down at the southern end, it is a lot wider and it would 


take a lot longer to get across. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Margot, just as a point of clarification; that 4 knots is going to be what they are not 


allowed to do anything slower than that.  They will mostly be transiting at speeds above that to 


try to get across the area. 


 


MS. STILES:  That is helpful.  I was trying to put it in context of the ping every five minutes to 


understand what that really means. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  One of the things – and Mike can go to this as well.  During the conversations 


associated with developing this; the Deepwater Shrimp and the Law Enforcement AP 


representatives discussed aspects of it.  Deepwater Shrimp AP individuals noted that a lot of the  


VMS are capable of modifying or changing the ping rates at specific preset latitude/longitudes. 


 


The intent I believe was to have it so that they would be able to have the geographic 


representation in the VMS; so that as they crossed into the boundary of the areas, it would go 


from a once per hour ping rate to a five-minute ping rate, so that they could get that more intense 


ping rate during the period that they were transiting the area to validate their speed.  Do I have 


that right, Mike? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Yes; and that is a crucial component of that is that equipment is capable of 


doing that.  We’ve been assured that there is equipment out there.  There are five approved 


vendors for VMS today, and I think of those five only two or three that will actually have that 


capability.   


 


We are going to get into that further probably tomorrow in our meeting with a presentation from 


Pat; but that is a crucial component of this transit because with the length of this thing; to be 


blockaded to one side of it and have to either go around to the north or the south would be a 


safety hazard as well as economically not feasible. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  One additional point to that; the benefit of being to actually be able to do the 


transit is great enough that the present recommendation is that actually if they drop below 6 


knots, is that correct, so I mean they intentionally kind of put in somewhat of a buffer so that it is 


very clear that these vessels are moving.   


 


They’ve added in a little bit more of a speed higher than actually the fishing.  It is the benefit to 


do that so that they can have that; because right now, as indicated, there is no possession allowed 
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in the southern in the Oculina area itself.  The law enforcement felt again that some kind of 


insurance, that you have – if they’re moving at that speed, then if they drop below that; then it 


helps the case to be able to ensure that they are actually transiting versus fishing. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  Can we get an answer to Margot’s question in something other than not very 


long; maybe some units like minutes, an hour. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Time to transit; I mean in the northern portion there, I’d say an hour or 


less, yes. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right now they are pinging hourly and they are trying to decrease that because 


depending on the conditions takes them likely less than an hour to transit through. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Were there any other questions on the information we’ve got on habitat or on 


the operation? 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Since there are no streetlights out there, is it inside or outside the hundred 


fathom curve; the box? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Hundred fathom curve?  This is a hundred meters so this is 330 or whatever, 


so it’s inside. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  Is it inside? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Right at the outside is at the 50 fathom line.  As you can see, the biggest 


impact is at the southeastern portion of that box there, which is to the offshore of that reef.  There 


is a soft substrate bottom in about 50 fathoms or 100 meters.  That is the area that traditionally 


where the rock shrimp fishery has existed. 


 


There is an issue that we’re going to be talking about tomorrow.  I think I sent some coordinates 


to Roger and Anna last year about possibly moving that border in a little bit.  According to some 


of the stuff that I have and talking with some of the fishermen, there is an issue as to whether that 


line sits at the 100 or the 110 meter.   


 


If you look at the southern half of that eastern border, there are a lot of dots in there.  That is area 


that is being cut out of the fishery.  There is a request of ours to basically move it in just slightly 


to what the fishermen consider to be that 50 fathom line.  They know they don’t fish inside the 


50 fathom there, because that is where the bottom gets harder.  It starts that incline where the 


Oculina starts. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Just for kind of reiteration and clarification; it is the intent for it to be at the 100 


meter mark, and that is how it will be described in the alternative. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I’ll follow up with that.  Yes, and I think some of the – and I’ve talked to 


Mike about this.  We can get into the deepwater shrimp further, because I think the point is if 


there is a desire to move inshore of the 100 meter, because right now that line from the beginning 
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has been used in multiple alternatives.  The difference is I think, Mike, you’re looking at the scan 


bathymetry which we have here.   


 


Most of what we used the scan bathymetry for was to really document that high-relief habitat and 


where you could see the pinnacles and different things.  When we developed a line, we used the 


10 meter line bathymetry, because I went back and I was double checking.  This entire area, I 


was looking at how closely that tracks that 100 meter.   


 


It absolutely tracks that 100 meter right – especially on the eastern boundary; that area is so 


distinct.  Those lines are almost from I’d say 100 to 140 are almost absolutely parallel all the 


way up.  That 100 meter line is exactly that.  We can look at it further.  I think the distinction is 


going to be whether there is a desire to go inshore of that with other information.   


 


I think that is what it really does come down to, because right now this accurately represents the 


hundred meter contour.  I’ve worked with John Reed and worked with the NRDC – I can’t 


remember – the CRM 10 meter NAD 83 data to get this line as close to what the 


recommendation from the Coral and concurred by the Habitat AP was.  We can talk further 


about and look at that; but I want to make it clear that it is not an error in what we’re looking at. 


 


MR. MIKELL:  The bottom line in the box is that there is no bottom fishing? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Correct, no use. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, no mid and bottom trawl and anchoring are gear prohibitions. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Any bottom-tending gear.  Now, I think to make a clarification; it ties back to 


some of the comments Rusty made.  In talking with them further, there is motor fishing that goes 


on in some of these different areas; so I think it is not going to be impacted.  As long as they’re 


not using gear that is damaging the bottom, bottom longlines, mid-water trawls or bottom trawls 


or anchoring or grapples; I think there are still opportunities to catch species like amberjack or 


different things like that.  The bottom line is, yes, you cannot do any type of fishing that has 


bottom gear and potentially can impact any of those habitats associated with deepwater complex. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Any other comments or discussion at this time? 


 


MS. STILES:  Just briefly; is there a concern either technical or otherwise with having the VMS 


ping every five minutes just in general; because it sounds like if you have to purchase a new box 


to be able to put in the geographic specifications; that seems overly complicated.  I don’t know if 


there is a constraint on just having it ping more frequently in general. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Cost; you pay for every ping. 


 


MS. STILES:  So you pay for the data. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Every ping. 


 


MS. STILES:  Okay, that is a constraint. 
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MR. BLAIR:  Again, for some of these things, and Mike can elaborate, at least from what I 


remember at the October meeting, it was something that the Deepwater Shrimp AP members felt 


was something that would be a workable alternative to provide them this ability to be able to 


transit.  Obviously, I think it does have its benefits.  I am not sure if you have been able to do any 


cost-benefit type stuff for the impact on that at this time. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Well, it is going to impact the boats that fish the offshore side.  Those are 


the guys that are going to have to upgrade to a newer version or a piece of equipment that will 


allow them to vary the ping rate.  Those are the ones that will be most concerned with that.  


Honestly, the transit capability with product on board is just if you are going to make something 


this long and not make it crossable, it would be a huge problem.  The ability to transit is very 


important to them from that aspect. 


 


They will deal with that cost as far as that is concerned, but the variable ping rate seems to be the 


best answer for mitigating some of that cost.  Like I said, that is going to be really just the ones 


that will do the offshore side.  That is with the bigger boats.  The smaller boats typically 


probably won’t even worry about that equipment. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I’ll follow up and then Anna has a comment.  Also the focus; it is not just the 


northern area.  I think the big benefit is that they were talking about once they allowed the transit 


– and really some of this discussion came from the fact that there isn’t a transit in the existing 


Oculina Bank, which is a larger area and has a deeper component, et cetera.  I think that also is 


something that is provided in that.  I think again that adds to the benefit to the industry that had 


been acknowledged. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, I was going to make that same point.  That was clarified by law 


enforcement.  This won’t be just transit through the northern extension; it will be through the 


entire HAPC.  I recognize you are likely only fishing off of the eastern boundary of the proposed 


northern extension, but there is some going on off of the existing HAPC as well, Mike? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  There is no fishing on the eastern side of existing.  I mean it goes all the 


way out to great depths.  There is nothing out there.  The issue is that if someone is rock 


shrimping and then goes out red shrimping and then wants to come inshore, if they are in this 


area they cannot go through that box if they have rock shrimp on board.  It has been an 


imposition already.  This just gives them that ability to come across there.  There is no interest in 


dragging any of this bottom; it is not draggable at least on the northern portion of it.   


 


DR. FEDDERN:  Are these transit corridors or can you transit anywhere along that as long as 


you keep your speed up? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Anywhere, Henry.  There was the discussion of corridors early in the process for 


this amendment, but law enforcement said that is not going to work. 


 


DR. FEDDERN:  I don’t see why corridors would have been useful, anyway, because transiting 


you are not touching the bottom.  That is good for safety also.  If the storm comes up, they want 


to be able to get in as soon as possible. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Again to that point; again, the fact is that OLE really is figuring out a way to 


use the technology.  Before I think some of the discussion on transit; corridors was really trying 


to – well, if we limit it to these areas, we can monitor it more effectively and see this; the 


effectiveness of that with the ability to really use the VMS.    


 


Anybody that crosses the line, then it can acknowledge that and provide it to the system.  That 


made the corridors really kind of a moot point and really the overall monitoring, using the 


technology the way it can is what drove it to let’s just do it that way and allow the technology to 


be able to deal with the issue.   


 


Everything that I had in Attachment 2 for the habitat – and I’m not sure what number it was for 


that – talks about this analysis is exactly what I presented.  You all do have virtually everything 


that was in this presentation.  The only other thing is it had the larger coordinates at the end of 


that.  Everything has been covered that is included and that also has all been integrated into the 


Coral Amendment 8. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  I will defer somewhat to Roger and Anna.  Right now at this point both the 


Habitat and the Coral AP have made their recommendations relative to their preferred 


alternatives for these.  This will be going forward for consideration at the June council meeting 


for it to be approved for public in August? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, so the council again is looking for final input from these groups as a 


whole.  The council has not yet selected any preferred alternatives.  They were interested in your 


discussion once again on these areas before they consider preferred alternatives at their June 


council meeting; and approving this document for public hearings, which is the next step in the 


process.   


 


Those public hearings would then be held in August.  They would take public hearing comments 


into consideration when they take this amendment up again at their September meeting.  If we’re 


talking timing, they are looking at finalizing this amendment at the September council meeting. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, so this again was brought back because it did have the updates with the 


VMS data that we stated was going to be brought in.  If there are no other further discussions –  


yes, Anne. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I just have a question because I wasn’t at the last meet ing.  Which did 


everybody support; was it 2A, 2B or 3 for the Oculina? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  We can kind of go back through that just real quick if you wish, but for the 


northern extension – and I’m going to go ahead and pull it up to make sure that I don’t misspeak 


myself – 2B was the alternative that came out from the joint meeting with the Deepwater Shrimp 


AP and the Coral Advisory Panel in October of last year.   


 


It was further kind of tweaked and provided back to both the Habitat AP and the Coral AP has 


seen it as well so that 2B is the alternative for the northern extension.  Alternative 3 is for the 


western.  That is essentially relatively kind of unchanged from its prior format.  The 


implementation for the transit is Alternative 3; yes, Alternative 3 that includes the provisions for 


speed, ping rate as well as a call-in provision in case of mechanical failure or emergency.   
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The alternative for Stetson-Miami Terrace, the proposed extension for it is Alternative 2, which 


is the one that again is one that used more recent mapping information as well as discussions 


with Deepwater Shrimp AP to minimize the boundaries into the areas and points of concern.  


Then finally for the Cape Lookout; that pretty much has remained unchanged from its original 


orientation based on the mapping that was provided by Steve Ross and Sandra Brooke. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I guess my question was the 2B and 3, not either/or.  It will be both. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Correct, we are bringing forward 2B and 3. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right; and the council can select more than one preferred alternative for an 


action.  There can be multiple. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Quick comment.  Under the Stetson-Miami – Anna has already raised and we 


probably as staff were going to raise that; but the post scoping alternative for Stetson-Miami that 


had the big tongue and all that stuff; we’ve gone and worked with the Shrimp AP to come up 


with a refined one on that. 


 


We would probably recommend that the council remove that as an extra alternative.  Is there any 


concern by having that?  I was going to kind of go to Mike and ask him if he thought that the old 


scoping one that was put together versus what was kind of deliberated to come up with that 


newer version; was there any reason to keep the old in the hopper?  We’re at that kind of 


collaboration between all the groups that the subsequent one with getting that area refined, 


adding back in that area trawlable to the south of the mapped habitat was where we are. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think everybody was pretty much in agreement with that new one that 


was developed at the meeting.  I wouldn’t eliminate it until we talked to them tomorrow and 


make sure that everybody is in agreement.  As far as I know, everybody is in agreement with that 


one there.  There is not a problem. 


 


But my question is if we do develop another alternative for the northern extension because of the 


concerns of that southeastern border; these will not be presented to these two APs.  They will not 


have the opportunity to look at that to see if that would be a preferred alternative or not.  That is 


why my question all along has been when is the right time to give you this input as to what 


concerns we have?   


 


When can they be incorporated into an alternative that can be looked at by the other APs?  What 


happened was we developed a lot of these and we all said we all agreed on the 70/100 at our last 


joint meeting, and that was a great leap, and I think we made a lot of progress at that meeting.  


Then the task was to go from there and develop and refine that; which John and you did, and that 


was mainly on the 70 meter side.   


 


Then after we looked at that and saw the impact to the 100 meter side, there was a request to take 


a look at that boundary on that side.  I guess we’ll bring this up tomorrow, but these guys will 


never get a chance to see or hear any explanation as to why we want to present that. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  We’re still at the getting ready to go to public hearing process here.  I think 


the directive to these groups in the last round was to look at what the habitat implications were, 
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and really that last iteration was to make the adjustment based on habitat distribution in those 


areas.  As I indicated earlier, the eastern boundary accurately represents the 100 meter contour.  


If there is a desire to look at a different alternative based on fishing impacts or fishing operations, 


that can come out of tomorrow’s recommendations to the council.   


 


The APs are going to have opportunity to get this material as it goes to public hearing and 


beyond.  It is not as if whatever comes out of the AP recommendation tomorrow will go away.  It 


is going to go to the council in June for consideration as part of the recommendations that are 


coming out of this group as well as from the Deepwater Shrimp AP.   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  But not as an alternative; it just gets presented to them as a concern and 


then they can decide whether – I’m sorry, I just don’t understand the process that well since I 


have not been involved in it that long.  I’m just trying to get a handle on when things occur and 


when is the right time to put things in.  That would go to them and they would say develop 


another alternative based upon this input; is that how this works? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That’s right, Mike, that is how it works.  The advisory panels can make 


recommendations to the council.  The advisory panels cannot make an alternative.  The council 


would take your recommendations into consideration and determine in June whether or not they 


want to add that into the document for analysis as an actual alternative.  Pending the outcome of 


the session tomorrow, there might be a recommendation that they would consider another 


northern extension recommendation.  They would not make that an alternative until the June 


meeting. 


 


MS. STILES:  Mike, is it a real specific thing that you have in mind that you could just tell us 


about now so that there is some sort of anticipation of what might happen?  If it is not specific in 


your mind, then I don’t think we could have the discussion now.  But if you have a specific idea 


already of what is going to be talked about, I don’t see why we couldn’t.  I mean if we have the 


time to understand what that is going to be. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  There were a set of coordinates for the southeastern – it is basically from 


about the middle of the northern extension southward to the bottom of the extension.  There is 


just a movement westward with that boundary just a little bit that would release some of that area 


that is currently a fishery. 


 


I don’t want to get out of turn here if this is something that needs to be done tomorrow and then 


go through the process.  That’s fine; I just needed to know where in the process this needs to go 


so that everybody has a chance to look at it and understand what the request is.  The request, 


whether it is 100 or the 110, whatever, there is a significant amount of trawling that is done.   


 


We have a situation here where adjacent to this Oculina reef offshore is a soft substrate bottom, 


which is prime rock shrimp habitat.  They coincide with one another.  That is an area that is 


fertile; in the right seasons it is fertile grounds for rock shrimp.  That has been an area that has 


traditionally been trawled for rock shrimp.  We’re just looking to see if that border could be 


moved to release some of that track area that they have traditionally trawled. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  It sounds as though at this point it would probably be best to see what the 


Deepwater Shrimp would like to make a recommendation for.  It will be made available so that 
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we can look at it and get comments back on it as well.  It will be considered.  I think that we can 


make it so the APs are able to review it, see it and have their general comments and so forth 


made on it so that by June meeting it can be brought to the council for their consideration as an 


inclusion if they desire it as an alternative. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  We do have one council member here; I neglected to introduce him earlier.  


Tom Burgess is a representative from North Carolina.  Did you want to say something, Tom? 


 


MR. BURGESS:  Yes, Mike, just to make sure that I understand and that the group understands; 


that is in that bottom corner on the east side you feel that the 100 meter curve or the 100 meters 


is not represented accurately with what you’re looking at on the map.  If you look into it as you 


have with your people that you do not want to come inside of 100 meters, but you just don’t 


think it is represented there; is that correct? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I don’t know that for sure, because Roger says that he’s got – and he 


probably has the latest data so he probably has better charts than I do.  The charts I have show it 


a little bit differently.  The guys that are trawling out there, this is the one that they’re using; and 


just the general knowledge out there is that you don’t trawl inside the 50 fathoms.   


 


That is where everything slopes up to harder bottom.  There is no rock shrimp habitat there.  I’m 


just basing it off of that and off of their concerns that it is moved out into the softer substrate 


bottom where they have trawled in the past.  I have all the track data that kind of shows that 


history; but the VMS also does a good job of depicting that as well.   


 


I don’t know if it is the 100 or the 110.  Roger has got it drawn at the 100 according to his data, 


and I have to take that; but there is this question as to – I mean where they are dragging and 


where there is productive bottom is soft substrate bottom, so that is what they’re looking at.  I’ve 


asked guys to go out there and groundtruth that for me and I haven’t gotten any results back yet 


from that. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  Okay, thank you.  I just wanted to be clear on what your thoughts were. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  We’ll get a chance to get into it deeper in the Deepwater Shrimp AP 


discussions tomorrow.  Just for a quick clarification; the high-resolution bathymetry maps are 


what you – when we were dealing with this and crafting it; that is essentially the lines that you 


are looking at on it. 


 


I think that was the point I was trying to make is that these high resolutions are good for looking 


at the habitat distribution: but when it came to the actual use of the lines, those are based on the 


high-resolution 10 meter bathymetries, and so it is an accurate representation.  I guess going 


back to when you get to the Deepwater Shrimp AP, especially since it hasn’t been groundtruthed; 


if you are just using this, if their input is that we don’t fish inshore of 100 meters, then that is 


something you need to consider, because right now that is at 100 meters.  I just want to kind of 


put it into context.  We can have and get into kind of more of the nitty-gritty when we get into 


the AP meeting. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Okay, are there any further comments? 
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MS. STILES:  I’m not hearing a big substantive like concern or disagreement there.  It sounds 


like the maps need to be aligned and it sounds like a communication issue.  I’m not concerned if 


this comes up between now.  If the chairs of the APs have a chance to sort of review and make 


sure the concept is the same; I’m not hearing a big conceptual change in the alternative.  That is 


just my opinion. 


 


MR. BLAIR:  Right; if it turns out that this is more towards that end, then we’ll communicate 


that.  If it turns out that the Deepwater Shrimp AP does develop a different alternative, we’ll 


come back to all members of the APs.  Are there any other final comments on Amendment 8?  


Okay, I believe we’ve just completed the agenda. 


 


MS. STILES:  Do you need us to suggest preferred alternatives? 


 


MR. BLAIR:  As we have stated, both the Coral and the Habitat have already done it.  This again 


was the last opportunity for the two APs to have any input on aspects that have been modified or 


care for modification.  We brought it back because there was a statement that it would come back 


to the APs with a new VMS data.  There really haven’t been other changes other than the 


information associated with the new VMS data.  Okay, is there any other business to come up 


before the Joint AP?  Hearing none; I will ask for a motion to adjourn. 


 


AP MEMBER:  So moved. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Second.  All in favor; aye.  We are adjourned. 


 


(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 10:00 o’clock a.m., May 8, 2013.) 
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April 20, 2012 


 


 


The Joint Shrimp and Deepwater Advisory Panels of the South Atlantic Fishery Management 


Council convened in the Hilton Garden Inn, North Charleston, South Carolina, Friday afternoon, 


April 20, 2012, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Fred Dockery. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Good morning.  I’m Fred Dockery; I’m Chairman of the Shrimp AP.  I’d like 


to welcome you to the meeting and call the meeting to order. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I’m Anna Martin.  I’m council staff and I am facilitating the Shrimp Advisory 


Panel and the Coral Advisory Panel.  I’m working on development of the council’s shrimp 


amendment.  I’m one of the reasons why we’re here today.  It would be great if everybody could 


just introduce yourselves.     


 


State your name when you’re talking today.  We don’t have a transcriptionist here, but 


everything that we talk about today is being recorded.  It will be helpful for when the 


transcriptionists get to the minutes for them to be able to say who was saying what.  That would 


be helpful.  When you introduce yourself, just speak on behalf of which advisory panel that you 


are representing here today.   


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  John Williams, Southern Shrimp Alliance, Tarpon Springs, Florida,  


Deepwater Shrimp AP. 


 


MR. VENDETTI:  Richard Vendetti, Southern Shrimp Alliance, Shrimp AP. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Mike Merrifield, Cape Canaveral Shrimp Company, Deepwater Shrimp 


AP. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  Laurilee Thompson, Dixie Crossroads Seafood Restaurant, Deepwater 


Shrimp AP. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Roger Pugliese, Council Staff. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Fred Dockery; I already introduced myself. 


 


MS. THOMAS:  Janie Thomas, Fernandina Beach, Shrimp AP Vice-Chair. 


 


MR. JONES:  I’m Bob Jones, Southeastern Fisheries Association on the Shrimp AP. 


 


MR. COOK:  Scott Cook from South Carolina on the Shrimp AP. 


 


MR. DENNIS:  Fred Dennis, Deepwater AP on the shrimp issue. 
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MS. MARTIN:  Okay, I just wanted to find out one other thing before we kind of jump into the 


agenda items here.  It is up to you on how you would like to proceed today.  It would be helpful 


to have – If it is your intent to make motions, to have motions from the Deepwater Shrimp 


Advisory Panel separate from the Shrimp Advisory Panel simply because we include all of the 


recommendations from the APs in all of our amendments. 


 


You can also discuss these through a recommendation as a group or a consensus statement.  It is 


to your choosing how you would like to proceed today when we get into discussion on the 


amendments and the other agenda items.  Laurilee Thompson has generously offered to serve in 


the role of the Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel Chair, so we’ll defer to the Chairs for guidance 


when we get into that discussion later today. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Before we start, this is a very important process we’re going through here.  


This is some very serious issues we’re dealing with.  I’d like to thank staff for putting this 


together and finally say to both Shrimp APs were fully engaged in this process and it means a 


lot.  I appreciate that and I’d also like to thank Chairman Cupka who is here participating in this 


and gives assurance that this process will mirror the successful CE-BA 1 process we went 


through.  I very much appreciate that.  Thank you. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  I’d also like to thank all the AP members who took long trips to be up here to 


be part of this, and I hope the council will take that serious effort into consideration and listen to 


the recommendations.  I assume now we are ready to try to approve the agenda and see if there 


are any additions to the agenda.  Has everybody gotten a chance to look at the agenda up there on 


the screen?  Does anybody from either panel have anything they would like to add to the agenda? 


 


MR. JONES:  Mr. Chairman, I’d just like to make a motion that the agenda be approved. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Do we need to get a second?  Thank you, seconded by Richard Vendetti.  Do 


we go ahead and take a vote or just approve?  All in favor, all opposed.  The ayes have it.  It 


looks like the next agenda item is the approval of the past minutes.  I don’t know if everybody 


got a chance to read them.  They’re pretty long; I read them last night.  Are there any revisions to 


the minutes from the September 2011 Joint Panel Meeting? 


 


MS. THOMAS:  Motion to approve. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I’ll second it. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  All in favor of approving the previous minutes; all opposed.  Seeing all in 


favor, the previous meetings minutes are approved.  Now I’ll turn it over to Kim Iverson for an 


overview of the process and advisory panel’s role. 


 


MS. IVERSON:  Good morning, everyone.  I know everyone from previous meetings, but my 


name is Kim Iverson, and I’m the public information officer for the council.  I have a little bit of 


a cold so please bear with me.  Thank you all for being here this morning and taking the time to 


travel and for some of you that have come very long distances.  One of the things that  we had 


talked about at some of our staff meetings is the need to kind of just go back and do like a 
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refresher course for some of our newer APs and our newer AP members and for some of our 


veterans. 


 


One of the things that was said during a recent meeting that kind of stuck with me, if you don’t 


get away from the basics, you never have to go back to them.  I think that’s really important in 


fisheries management and making important decisions.  One of the things that we had talked 


about at the staff meetings was the need to kind of just go back over the council process; what’s 


involved here, take a look at the big picture and the role that the advisory panel members play in 


the process.   


 


For some of you, this may be a statement of the obvious; for others it could be a refresher.  For 


me it just helps to know that I’ve done this presentation with some of the other advisory panels 


and I will continue to do that and just kind of give a refresher course on the management process, 


and to be here to help answer questions. 


 


I don’t have answers to all of them, but we can certainly find them if necessary.  The councils 


were formed back in 1976, as you know, under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 


Management Act.  There are eight regional councils in our country and the job – the entire 


tagline for the South Atlantic Council is to conserve and manage. 


 


Basically, the Fishery Management Councils are charged with development of fishery 


management plans and amendments to those plans.  This is a map outline and you see the eight 


regional council jurisdictions with the area pointing to the South Atlantic Region.  You have the 


New England Council, the Mid-Atlantic, the South Atlantic, the Caribbean Council and the Gulf.   


 


Then when we go over to the west coast, we have the North Pacific Council, which really 


represents all the federal waters off the state of Alaska; the Pacific Council, which is the west 


coast of the U.S.; and then out as those little islands are indicating, the Western Pacific Council, 


which includes the Hawaiian Islands, American Samoa, the Marianas, and the other territories 


that are in the U.S. 


 


Sometimes we complain and think, boy, I know we have to go back to Florida again, but if you 


live at the Western Pacific and the Northern Pacific Council, my goodness, their council 


members have to travel very, very long distances and to hold meetings in the various locations 


where they have jurisdiction. 


 


Getting back to the South Atlantic, our have federal jurisdiction area is running from the North 


Carolina/Virginia Line all the way down through the east coast of Florida and down on to the 


Dry Tortugas.  Then you have the Gulf Council jurisdiction that starts off there at the Tortugas; 


and state waters from shore out to three miles and then range from 3 to 200 miles. 


 


I always say it ranges, and people say why do you say that?  Off the coast of South Carolina, 


you’re out in there and you go straight out 200 miles; but if you’re out in South Florida you 


would run into Bahamian waters, and that creates a whole other jurisdictional area.  We have to 


deal with that cluster of areas as well.   
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For those off of Florida, especially out of the Cape area and farther south, you know what we’re 


talking about there.  Management plans for the South Atlantic Council; their Coastal Migratory 


Pelagic Plan is a joint management plan with the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council, 


and that includes king and Spanish mackerel; the Coral Plan that you’re very familiar with; 


Dolphin Wahoo, Golden Crab, which is a very small commercial fishery; habitat Plan, our 


Sargassum Plan – we have a Sargassum Plan; however, there has not been harvest of sargassum 


in the recent past, but there was a harvest of sargassum off the coast of North Carolina at one 


point.  The council has developed the Sargassum Plan and there are harvest limits in place – the e 


Shrimp Plan, which all of you are very familiar with, which includes the Penaeid and the 


Deepwater Rock Shrimp Fishery; Snapper Grouper Fishery Management Plan, which is our 


largest, or the council’s largest; Spiny lobster, again a joint management plan with the Gulf of 


Mexico Fishery Management Council and working very closely with Florida Fish and Wildlife 


Conservation Commission; and then our fishery Ecosystem Plan. 


 


Who are these people, who are the council members and how is it set up; where do they come 


from and how are they appointed?  They represent recreational and commercial fishermen 


throughout the southeast.  Generally speaking each state has a commercial and a recreational 


representative.  Each of the state-run agencies has a representative from each of those.   


 


Then we have several partners.  They are not voting members; there are 13 voting members on 


the council; there are 17 members total.  The non-voting members include the U.S. Coast Guard, 


the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, and the 


Department of State. 


 


Deirdre Warner-Kramer is our Department of State Representative, and she’s never been to a 


council meeting, but I happened to be in Washington D.C. on vacation with my mom and we 


went by the State Department.  I said, “You know, I’m just going to pop in and see who she is.”  


I really did, I went and visited her.   


 


I went up to the front and signed in, and she was very gracious.  She does follow the council – 


actually being with the Department of State as a representative in the Caribbean Council and 


East Coast Councils, as well, and was very gracious and we talked quite a while.  She is an active 


member as far as following our policies, but is more involved in international issues with the 


Canadian border and also down in the Bahamas and the Caribbean.  But we do have a 


representative from the Department of State. 


 


Our council members are obligatory and at-large members.  They are nominated by the state’s 


governor and appointed by the Secretary of Commerce.  The members serve for three-year terms 


and can serve three consecutive years or three consecutive terms and then they are no longer 


eligible to continue to serve. 


 


Our current council chair is here at the meeting, David Cupka.  Then our Vice-Chair, Ben Hartig 


– I couldn’t find a close-up picture, but I did have a nice picture of him catching a Spanish 


mackerel.  He is from Hobe Sound, Florida.  David Cupka is from Charleston, South Carolina, 


and served as a representative for the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources before he 


become an at-large member.   
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How does it work?  You have these council members and who does the work?  The council 


committees; each of the council members serve on various committees based on their expertise 


and knowledge.  Some of the committees represent the individual species, snapper grouper, 


mackerel, you are familiar with our Shrimp Committee, dolphin wahoo, and then you have 


committees like Law Enforcement Committee, Advisory Panel Selection Committee, Executive 


Finance Committee that help as far as providing expertise and input.   


 


For Law Enforcement that’s fairly obvious;, but with AP Selection, Executive Finance, they help 


keep the council process and the administrative part of things going.  The role of the committee, 


most of the work is done at the committee level.  When you’re talking about management 


options at the beginning of the management process or development of more specific 


management alternatives, most all of that work is done at the committee level. 


 


Then during the council meeting week, the committees then make recommendations at full 


council and they’re responsible for the final decisions.  The committees are made up of the 


council members.  The council operates under policy mandates under the Magnuson-Stevens 


Act.  That is the umbrella governing policy for the council. 


 


There are a set of ten national standards, and most recently the Magnuson-Stevens Act was 


reauthorized in 2007.  That is the reauthorization that requires the implementation of annual 


catch limits and accountability measures to end overfishing that you’re familiar with.  There are 


other policies that require that the council has to operate under; The National Environmental 


Policy Act or NEPA. 


 


Their again mandates and management alternatives are included in the process.  There is never a 


time when the council can say we are just going to do this, and this is what we’re going to do for 


management.  There are always alternatives that have to be considered, including a no action 


alternative.  Then other mandates are the Marine Mammal Protection Act, The Endangered 


Species Act and other policies. 


 


Things that have to be considered when the council is developing management plans and 


amendments are the biological needs, the economic impacts, and social impacts.  Biological data 


is collected in two ways, fishery dependent and fishery independent.  Fishery-dependent data is 


taken from logbook data from the commercial and charter sectors and port agents that are on the 


docks.  


 


Then recreational data is collected through the Marine Recreational Information Program.  


Fishery-independent data is collected through research surveys, including things like our 


MARMAP cruises that go out and sample independently.  The MARMAP program is based out 


of South Carolina Department of National Resources out of Charleston and covers the Southeast 


Region. 


 


Economic and social impacts; when you look at a fishery management plan or an amendment, 


the amendment has to consider what are the economic impacts, are economic assessments ever 
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included in the amendment, in the draft amendments, and how will measures impact the fishing 


communities.   


 


There is also a Scientific and Statistical Committee that is involved in this management process.  


They review the fishery management plans and amendments for the scientific information that is 


included.  They set the acceptable biological catch and overfishing limits in which the council 


has to operate. 


 


A lot of the information that’s reviewed comes from Southeast Data Assessment and Review or 


SEDAR stock assessment process.  Dealing with shrimp fisheries, you don’t have that input as 


much as far as the acceptable biological catch and the annual catch limits.  I just wanted you to 


be aware that process is in place, and that there is a Scientific and Statistical Committee that sets 


these formats that the council must follow. 


 


Public participation is key.  When Congress implemented the Magnuson-Stevens Act back in 


1976, it was set up so that there would be representation at the table.  Not only do the council 


members represent the interests at the individual sectors and their state agencies and federal 


agencies, but the public is invited and participates at all levels of the council process. 


 


There are 11 advisory panels that the council has.  Many of them are species-specific.  You are 


familiar with the Coral AP.  There is a Dolphin Wahoo AP, Golden Crab, Habitat, and the 


Habitat AP sometimes moves in conjunction with the Coral AP.  There is an Information and 


Education; Mackerel, here again that is king and Spanish mackerel and coastal migratory 


pelagics; Law Enforcement, the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp AP that you are a part of, 


Snapper Grouper, and Spiny Lobster. 


 


We just had a meeting of our Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel yesterday for a two-day meeting.  


The advisory panels are made up of people that are involved with the fisheries and the fishing 


management process at the grassroots level:  recreational fishermen, charter, commercial 


fishermen, business owners, fish house operators, representatives from non-governmental 


organizations, which are environmental groups and other organizations that may represent 


fisheries interests, scientists and just other people that are interested in fisheries issues. 


 


I think also people that maybe recently moved into the South Atlantic Region, they retire; they 


have fished there many years ago and want to come back and get back involved with the process.  


There is no one size fits all when it comes to who the advisory panel members are.  I went  back 


and wanted to back and see what our SOPPs, our standard operations procedures policy say 


about the advisory panels.   


 


This is the language that was pulled directly out of the council’s SOPPs.  I won’t go through and 


read everything that is up there, but the point is that the council’s advisory panels offer 


continuing advice on the assessments and specifications in the FMPs in regards to the capacity in 


which fishing vessels will harvest; the effect of measures on the local economies and social 


structures; how will this impact your fishing operation, your business, and your social or 


economic impacts at the local level; conflicts or potential conflicts between user groups. 
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It’s not always biological issues.  Sometimes the different councils have made decisions, 


management decisions based on social – or conflicts between user groups and social issues, and 


enforcement problems; or quite often from the public like what are the needs at your local level.  


You would represent as an advisory panel member the knowledge that you bring to the table, the 


knowledge of these various issues.   


 


Again, the advisory panels meet, provide recommendations.  In most cases we’re really trying to 


get advisory panels to make motions so it is very clear as to what the intent is at your advisory 


panel meetings. Those reports are given to the council committee.  When the council meets – the  


council meets four times each year.  The council meets in Georgia in March, in Florida in June, 


in South Carolina in September, and then in December the council meets in North Carolina.  We 


try to hold these meetings in various locations.  The upcoming meeting is going to be in Orlando, 


Florida, in June. 


 


At that meeting the report from the advisory panel will be given to the Shrimp Committee, and 


the committee will review the recommendations from the advisory panel and then make their 


recommendations to the council.  It is at the Full Council that those final decisions are made.  


The AP members are an information source to the council members, to the committee members, 


to the public.   


 


When you leave here and you go back and work within your industry at home, you can discuss 


with your peers what was discussed here at the meeting.  All of our meetings now, our advisory 


panel meetings are accessible via Webinar online; so if you have a computer and can’t attend the 


meeting, you can listen online. 


 


You are also very helpful.  I don’t think you realize, you are very helpful to me.  As a public 


information officer, I get calls and I get requests for information.  I can go to our advisory panel 


list, and I can say, hey, down in Florida, for instance, off of Cape Canaveral, we have an 


advisory panel member that represents the industry and rock shrimp and is familiar with that and 


owns a restaurant, and can give you that input; or Mike Merrifield from Cape Canaveral Seafood 


can give you input and represent the viewpoint of the industry. 


 


If I have a reporter, for instance, that wants to do an article on gear impacts, on habitat, or is 


interested in finding out more about rock shrimp and how the industry is prosecuted, I can go to 


my list of advisory panel members and say, here, this is the person that you need to talk to.  I’ve 


sent people – Janie knows, I’ve worked with Janie for a long time.  We’ll use you guys as a 


source of information. 


 


It is important to have that, and I appreciate having that opportunity to turn to our AP members 


and use you as the experts in various subject matters.  There is additional input.  As you are 


aware, the council holds scoping meetings at the beginning of the management process.  That’s 


when the council has options on the table.  


 


We have options papers that is very early on in the process.  Once those scoping meeting are 


held, the council will try to refine that scoping document and look at the management options 


and create a public hearing document.  That document will contain management alternatives that 
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are further refined and more specific.  During the process, the council is always taking written 


comments.  You can submit written comments via e-mail or in hard copy to the council office.   


 


This is just an overview and none of this is etched in stone in particular, and there are variations.  


But once the management process begins its identification of the management issue – and that 


can either be a new stock assessment for some of the fisheries or it can be a user conflict in some 


cases where we have gear conflicts with areas or whatever the management issue that comes to 


the table; the council sometimes hears from advisory panel members about these issues and they 


begin to develop an amendment, or look at developing an amendment, and that is when the 


scoping process begins.  The public scoping, as I said, is where you take options back out to the 


public.   


 


Our options papers used to be a single page, where it’s like, hey, this is the problem, these are 


some of the actions that are on the table right now, what do you think?  Then you get input from 


the advisory panels.  I put an asterisk there because I wanted it to remind me that the advisory 


panel process or the input doesn’t just stop within that slot or list of management items and 


processes.   


 


There is in from the advisory panels throughout that process.  You may meet one time before 


scoping, one time after scoping, one time before public hearing, and another time after public 


hearing.  The SSC may provide input during that process.  There are no particular rules or 


protocol for how the advisory panels meet and when they meet, but they are an intricate part of 


this process.   


 


Again, if there is a public hearing document that outlines the management alternatives and goes 


out to public hearing and begin taking written comment, then the amendment or the fishery 


management plan would be approved by the council for submission to the Secretary of 


Commerce.   


 


Once that amendment is submitted to the secretary, it goes through a review process by the 


NOAA Fisheries or the National Marine Fisheries Service.  Again, there is a whole public 


comment period that is open throughout that review process through the secretarial review 


process.  Once the amendment is approved by the Secretary of Commerce, the regulations are 


implemented through NOAA Fisheries. 


 


Now once an amendment goes up to the secretarial level, it can be approved, partially approved, 


or disapproved.  The council has had amendments where part of the amendment was not 


approved by the Secretary of Commerce for that review process.  A great deal of that has to do 


with the public comment that’s received. 


 


It is a very open process from the beginning when an issue is identified all the way to the 


approval of the regulations or implementation of the regulations by NOAA Fisheries.  I wanted 


just to take a real quick look at what’s on the table right now.  You’re all familiar with the blue 


sheets, the fishery bulletins that used to be mailed out by NOAA Fisheries and NMFS Southeast 


Regional Office. 
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We forward those as we receive them from our office.  This is one on Amendment 18A for the 


Snapper Grouper Management Plan dealing with black sea bass and black sea bass pot 


endorsements and modifications to the commercial fishery; and also increases in minimum size 


limits.  The council’s intent there with that amendment is to try to help extend the black sea bass 


fishing season. 


 


Right now on the table the council has a public comments open for these MPA workshops.  A 


workshop was held last night.  These workshops get public input on data that can be used to help 


us address bycatch mortality for speckled hind and Warsaw grouper.  You’re familiar with this 


and I know Anna will be talking about this a little bit more today under the Comprehensive 


Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3.   


 


These MPAs are being discussed as a way to address this bycatch mortality for the two species.  


The council is taking public comment. You can go online and get an overview of what is coming 


up as far as the workshop and the expert workgroup meeting that will be held on May 16 down 


in Pooler, Georgia.  If you have questions about that or if you want more information, all of that 


is available on our website right now.  It’s in our press release. 


 


All of you should get the news releases from our office.  If for some reason you’re not getting 


information from me, please let me know and I’ll make sure that we’ll get you on the e-mail list 


or the hard copy list at the very least.  Some other documents that are open right now for public 


comment, as I mentioned, Amendment 18A, which is involving the black sea bass fishery; and 


Amendment 24 to the snapper grouper fishery management plan addressing red grouper, and 


Amendment 20 addressing the Wreckfish ITQ. 


 


All of those are amendments that the council has approved and now are at the secretary review 


level and the National Marine Fisheries Service is taking comment on those.  I have copies of 


those fishery bulletins and the hard copies if you’re interested.  The reason I wanted to get 


through that is just to show you how the public comment process continues even after the council 


has approved the amendment and it is to the secretary review process. 


 


It can drive you nuts as far as trying to keep up where things are in the process and how the 


process is done.  Things don’t happen quickly within the fishery management process.  There are 


reviews, there is input, there is public input, there is advisory panel members input, and 


sometimes it can be frustrating if you are talking about an issue for a long period of time.  But at 


the same token, there is a lot of review, a lot of input and a lot of discussion before these 


decisions are made. 


 


Again, I thank you for being here this morning.  I thank you for your participation in the advisory 


panel process.  There are open seats right now on the Deepwater Shrimp AP, so if you know 


someone that is interested in serving, please, refer them to me.  Even if you know someone that’s 


not just deepwater shrimp pot fishing but shrimp fishing in general or that is part of the industry 


that may be interested in serving on it, I’d sincerely appreciate their application form and that 


can be considered when the council selects brand new applicants.  We are always open to that.  


When  someone fills out an application, it stays on file for two years, and that can be renewed at 


any point in time by just calling me and I can activate it.  Please let me know if you know of 
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people that are interested, and may be interested at sitting at this table with you today.  I 


appreciate your time this morning.  I’ll be glad to answer any questions and I’ll be here for the 


meeting. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Does anybody have any questions right now for Kim about the presentation?   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I just had kind of a general question, I guess, about how this process works 


especially with like the CE-BA 3 that we’re in the midst of now, because it is kind of an 


expedited process.  How do we get to where we are today?  Basically, we have a whole Coral AP 


that is probably more specific to the process we are in the midst of right now, but the Coral AP 


has put in a request to the council to say we have a management issue here, and that’s what 


begins the process or what begins the process?  Where did we start bringing the APs, getting the 


APs involved in this whole thing; what starts that process? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, I can answer that.  For the issue in the Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based 


Amendment 3, this is a mouthful so we call it CE-BA 3, this is a management issue that came 


from the Coral Advisory Panel during their last meeting, which just so happened to be September 


of 2011 last year.   


 


As will be the case with the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panels, when we review 


any recommendations that come from the meeting today; the council reviewed recommendations 


from the Coral Advisory Panel during the December council meeting last year.  At that point 


they approved – the council members collectively decided to approve further development of 


some of the measures to expand the Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern as they were 


recommended by the Coral Advisory Panel in this amendment. 


 


The vehicle just so happens to be CE-BA 3.  During the December meeting, they were at a point 


where they were – like Kim was talking about, the public scoping process in many ways initiates 


the start of an amendment.  I don’t know if David wants to comment further about why they’ve 


decided to do that, but they did and they made that motion at the December council meeting. 


 


It came directly from the Coral Advisory Panel meeting.  Something may come in a similar 


situation today from Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp APs.  The council will have an opportunity 


to review your recommendations in June.  At that point they may make some additional 


decisions.  It’s up to them.  I was hoping Kim kind of touched on the process.  Does that explain 


about your question? 


 


MR. MERRIFIED:  Yes, it does.  I guess what I want to also point out to these committees, too, 


this kind of seems to be the starting point for what we have in the Atlantic Fisheries as well, 


whether it be artificial reef or the way certain things come down; this is the opportunity to bring 


those up to the council; so when they start checking formally, that we start getting any of these 


things addressed, correct? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That is right; and like Kim said, in many ways you all are the experts providing 


some recommendations and guidance here to the council.  They heavily rely on input from all of 


our advisory panels.  This is the perfect forum for any additional management issues you may 
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feel a need for council to consider or have some attention to.   If you have any that you want to 


bring to the table today, I think we can build that into the recommendations list and certainly 


we’ll be reviewing all of them at the June council meeting. 


 


MS. IVERSON:  Mike, to that point, in the last three to four years the council’s attention has 


been on the Reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens Act.  And the mandates that they were operating 


under, all of the eight regional management councils, have been passed to end overfishing for 


species that are identified as undergoing overfishing, and that had to be done by the end of 2010; 


and by the end of 2011 they had to have annual catch limits and accountability measures for all 


species that were under their jurisdiction.   


 


That has been a monumental task not only for the South Atlantic Council, but for all of the eight 


regional management councils.  The focus is then on meeting those mandatory deadlines and 


those mandates.  Not to say that the council hasn’t been doing other things, because they have, 


but there are times when the workload with staff and with the council has to be directed on where 


those mandates come from.  That has been a guiding force for the past two years for the council 


as far as management decisions that they’ve made. 


 


In a way, and as Anna pointed out, I was trying to show with this process the advisory panel, you 


are at this table and you discussed issues that you would like for the council to consider, that’s 


the beginning of that management or the amendment process; not to say that is the only way it 


gets done.  


 


We’ve had public hearings where we had user group conflicts between gear users that come up 


and people discuss that and the council says, well, that’s it, let’s develop what would give 


directions for staff to take, let’s develop an options paper, let’s look at options, what are the 


issues and let’s take it out to public hearing.   


 


Sometimes with CE-BA 3, there were several management options that were taken out to public 


hearing; everything from changing the size of hogfish, which came from Snapper Grouper 


Advisory Panel.  One of the advisory panel members said they’re may be a problem with hogfish 


here, we’re not sure.  We don’t have an assessment right now, so why don’t we look at 


increasing the size limit? 


 


The council took that out to scoping back in January and February and got public input.  The 


majority I would say of the public said there is really not a need and the council looked at the 


stock assessment schedule and said, well, we have a stock assessment coming up for hogfish, 


why don’t we wait until we have that assessment and then we’ll determine what the needs to be 


forwarded.  They took that issue out of CE-BA 3. 


 


There was an issue with powerheads, the use of powerheads here.  When we start out with an 


amendment sometimes like CE-BA 3, you’re going to have a lot of options on the table at the 


very beginning.  But the council needs to focus; they are like, well, we need to narrow it down, 


and we need to look at these things that are on the table, look at the public input that we received 


during that scoping process and determine what actions we want to move forward to in this 


amendment.   
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It’s narrowed down now to three actions within the amendment, and I don’t know the numbers 


that started out with everything; like I said, from the use of powerhead gear for harvesting 


snapper grouper species, size limits, bag limits, lots of different things that came to the table at 


the last scoping.  By all means, when you’re having your discussions here keep that in mind; that 


as an advisory panel you can certainly begin that process with any issues that you may have. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Do you have another question, Mike, or do you want to let Richard?   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Is there sometimes where it wouldn’t make sense to bring two of these APs 


together before we get into this process with them?  I’m kind of new at this stuff.  I know 


sometimes – I don’t know how the groups get along.  I think that it would have made sense to 


have the Coral AP and the Shrimp AP get together and look at this before we got into – save a lot 


of time. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, some of these situations and the fact a lot of it generates from the Coral 


AP, so there was almost no – it was the discussions on the expansion and the movement toward 


conservation of the area approved was really generated in the discussion at the last AP meeting, 


so there wasn’t really a step forward.  Similar to this, you were talking about some measures we 


may want to address for the Shrimp AP being generated here that is the origin of those and then 


we forward as consideration for council consideration, scoping and the whole process.  That is 


why we kind of already were in terms of technical input on one side and we’re getting the 


fishermen’s input through the other side.   


 


Actually we did a lot in this case in advance to be able to get the VMS.  When fisheries have 


some very detailed information to work with, to be in advance of even having to sit down with 


the fishermen, so we’ve been trying to do that and in that case I can see that kind of ability to 


kind of merge it.   


 


Plus you’re getting some different – you’re getting very specifically technical input on the 


distribution of these resources and then you’re going to get the fisheries interactions.  At times 


there may be an opportunity to merge those and have future deliberations, but the way this is 


evolving it is kind of started with one and then being able to get to the point where you’re at. 


 


MR. VENDETTI:  I just sort of wondering here, I think some of what Mike was talking about, I 


know that probably your report, Kim, emanated from some of the comments that they were 


surprised.  We were a little alarmed, a little upset that we weren’t included in the beginning of 


the process.  It was explained to us that it’s just scoping; it’s not that big of a deal and that sort of 


thing. 


 


I looked back at the CE-BA 2 process, which as John mentioned was very successful and went 


really well,   That started – there were reports that started in about 2004 the best I could tell.  


There were some alternatives; it was somewhere in between 2004 and 2006.  The shrimp 


industry was well aware that this was something coming and we helped participate.  We 


participated and helped for a long time. 
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It’s like you say, the rule-making process purposely is a lengthy process, as you said.  It should 


be a lengthy process, because there isn’t any data – and this is a huge and complex issue, the 


ocean is and all the different factors are very complex, and so it needs to be.  But this, with this 


Amendment 3, CE-BA 3, it’s been fast tracked.   


 


It seems like things have been streamlined.  In fact I think – I forget who made the presentation, 


but it was sort of with the advent of this ecosystem management process or sanction.  Fisheries 


are not being managed by a single fishery where you just keep track of – do you see the word 


shrimp somewhere or am I going to show up in little shrimp?  Now there’s an ecosystem process.   


 


It was touching on anything from fork lengths of fish to bag limits, and somebody made 


comment on that.  There was a process described where, hey, we’ll get these recommendations  


handled in December, and then we’ll scope.  We’ll talk about it again in March, we’ll bring in 


whoever we need to and get some information and research input by the industry and outside, 


and hopefully by the end of the year we’ll have a rule.  That is alarming to us.   


 


That is a scary process for us.  That’s what I’ve heard.  I think that’s why at the very beginning 


of this we worked as hard as we could for that lengthy CE-BA 2 process or CE-BA 1 – I get 


them mixed up – anyway to get the results, and I think we did.  This just seemed sort of out of 


the blue, and it seemed really fast and alarming. 


 


MR. JONES:  An observation from the people that I represent, there is a natural conflict between 


the Coral Committee and the Shrimp Committee.  The Coral Committee would seem to be in a 


position to close as much of the South Atlantic as possible from any type of bottom trawling that 


they could.  They have a world where they could ever expand this area that they would want to 


close.   


 


On the other hand, the shrimpers are already relegating, as you would, are in a position where 


they’re not expanding.  They are in the areas that have been approved based on good VMS data, 


on good means with everybody to try and protect what they had and to stay as a viable entity.  


You’re always going to have the coral people over here and the shrimp people over here.  


 


 I was going to come up and say someone should look it over these more areas, because I believe 


areas were closed based on option error, areas were closed based on law enforcement ease of 


running straight lines.  I believe a lot of things were done just to make it easier on everybody 


other than the shrimpers.  I’m wondering how we got to where we are.  Maybe we’re not 


anywhere.  Did the council vote to accept what the Coral Committee said or did they just accept 


the recommendations and use them as options instead of taking the offer we talked about? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, Bob, your point is accurate.  When the council reviewed the 


recommendation list from the Coral Advisory Panel during the December meeting, they 


essentially approved including them as alternatives, which are essentially options in this 


developing amendment.  They haven’t made any decisions.   


 


There is certainly no preferred option that has been made at the council level.  That is one reason 


why you’re here today.  The council needs your input on these measures.  It is certainly one- 
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sided at this point.  Roger and I, after the series of scoping meetings, we took a lot of the 


comments into consideration to develop an additional range, because at the time we really only 


had the recommendations from the Coral Advisory Panel. 


 


We can certainly seek additional recommendations.  If you have new alternatives you want to 


make today, we can add that to the plate, and it will be up to the council to decide what to do 


with all of the groups’ input at the next council meeting.  Another point I wanted to make to 


Richard and to Mike’s comments, we do have species-specific advisory panels that I mentioned 


to you, Mike, earlier in the week. 


 


Perhaps it would be helpful to have some industry representatives from the shrimp or deepwater 


shrimp communities to submit an application for the Coral Advisory Panel.  That is certainly in a 


close association with your industry.  I think it would be certainly considered and warranted for 


members of your associations and industries to be interested in submitting an application for that 


panel, just an idea. 


 


MS. IVERSON:  Also to add to that; if you are familiar with the process or not, and especially 


Bob has been involved with the process for a long time, there are different viewpoints at the 


table.  We sat through our two-day Snapper Grouper Committee meeting and Mike Merrifield sat 


through that.  I mean our advisory panel meeting, excuse me. 


 


You have different opinions all the way around the table.  It is my job, as the public information 


officer, I try very hard to make the public aware that there is no consensus oftentimes at the 


table, that there are opinions and there are representatives from different viewpoints on whether 


you are a Coral Advisory Panel member or a Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel member or a 


for-hire charter captain on the Snapper Grouper Advisory Panel. 


 


Everyone represents their interests.  Certainly, you can at this table today make 


recommendations to the Shrimp Committee.  One of the things that the council has also done 


more recently is to say that the chairman of that advisory panel can come and will be invited and 


the expenses paid to sit at the table when that report is given. 


 


If the committee has specific questions, there would be a representative from the Coral AP, there 


would be a representative from the Deepwater Shrimp AP and from the Shrimp Advisory Panel.  


You have not only representation at this meeting today, but you have representation at the 


council meeting for the advisory report and recommendations.  Oftentimes the council or the 


committee members would have questions. 


 


Also, I will point out that as far as the meetings are concerned; just as the council meetings are 


planned a year in advance, because we have to have the meeting space and rooms and 


availability, the advisory panel meetings are planned sometimes a year in advance because of 


that same thing.  You look at the different schedules. 


 


In this particular case it just so happened that the Coral Advisory Panel met and had these 


recommendations and this meeting was scheduled to follow it.  It could have happened the other 


way around where you as an advisory panel had recommendations that the Coral Advisory Panel 
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had not had an opportunity to review.  It’s a continuing cycle; it’s a process.  Richard, you did 


point out there are times – (recording stopped here).   


 


(Whereupon, a recess was taken.) 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  We’re back from recess.  If there are no objections, we are going to go ahead 


and keep the order for the time being and go right into Shrimp Amendment 9, so I’m going to 


turn it over to Anna.  That way we will wait to do CE-BA 3 when another panel member gets 


here. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  What I would like to do is walk through this amendment with you, so Shrimp 


Amendment 9.  There is nothing new in this amendment that you haven’t seen on the advisory 


panel before.  This is just something, as I was just discussing with John, it has been a little bit 


dormant for a little while and the council has had to prioritize and focus on some of the other 


amendments, primarily snapper grouper.   


 


Now at the March meeting they came up with a set of priorities for developing amendments this 


year, and Shrimp Amendment 9 is on the list and it is one of them.  What I’m showing on the 


screen is a revised document than what I sent to you in your briefing book, and that’s simply 


because once we started working on this amendment again we convened our planning group that 


develops analysis for all of the management measures and all of our amendments. 


 


They have come up with some recommendations for revising the language, trying to streamline 


how the actions and alternatives are structured.  I’d like to show you the most revised version for 


what we have to present to the council in June.  These are a couple of issues here but there’s 


really only two.  Overall this is an amendment that we’re taking a look at improvements and how 


a couple of issues are currently being developed. 


 


As you know, the process to request a concurrent closure in federal waters adjacent to state 


waters due to a severe cold weather event is quite a lengthy ordeal.  It currently requires a state to 


provide data to demonstrate that there is an 80 percent decrease in abundance of the 


overwintering white shrimp population. 


 


That request is vetted through the council’s Shrimp Review Panel, which essentially serves in the 


capacity of an advisory panel.  It is composed of a group of technical biologists and experts at 


the state and federal level.  They get together and talk about the state’s request for a concurrent 


closure of the adjacent federal waters off of the state.  


 


They then make a recommendation to the council and that is not raised to the council until the 


next council meeting.  At the next council meeting they review this Technical Review Panel’s 


recommendation for whether or not the adjacent federal waters should be closed based on the 


state’s request. 


 


Then the council deliberates and either approves submitting a letter to the Regional 


Administrator at the regional office requesting such a closure based on the criteria having been 
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met and the Technical Review Panel having agreed to the recommendation; at which point it is 


approved or disapproved.   


 


It is quite a process and the intent for protecting the biological resource, oftentimes our council/ 


committee finds that it is not being met.  In the amendment we’ve got an action that’s trying to 


streamline the process here and make it a little more effective and to justify the intent of 


protecting the biological resources, so making sure there is a measure in place before the shrimp 


have been overly affected by the cold water weather. 


 


This is primarily an administrative issue.  I’ll walk through the language for the action and 


alternative that we have in a minute.  Like I said, there are two issues in this document.  The 


other one is revisiting the overfished criteria for pink shrimp.  Again, this is something that you 


have discussed in some capacity before. 


 


Currently the SEAMAP survey, which is one of the fishery-independent surveys that Kim 


pointed out earlier; the SEAMAP survey is used to determine a proxy for developing this 


overfished level for pink shrimp.  The issue that we have is that the SEAMAP survey has some 


geographic limitations for where they actually go to sample.   


 


Primarily pink shrimp, as you all know, they are north of Cape Hatteras and down south of Cape 


Canaveral, and so there are some limitations with the SEAMAP survey for actually sampling in 


those areas to be able to provide an accurate estimate for what this overfished level should be.  


This is something the council is kind of deferring to its Shrimp Review Panel, again that 


technical group of experts, to develop some recommendations for how can we better estimate 


this overfished level.   


 


We’ve got a webinar scheduled with this Shrimp Review Panel at the beginning of May.  I would 


encourage you all to register and join in if you’re interested in this particular issue.  But, again, 


I’ll talk about the specific language of the actual alternative when we get to that one.  What we 


have for Action 1 in Shrimp Amendment 9 is to specify additional criteria that triggers the state’s 


abilities to reflect a concurrent closure of the penaeid shrimp fishery in the adjacent federal 


waters during severe winter weather. 


 


I believe that during the last joint AP meeting there were some recommendations made for kind 


of additional criteria that could be used to determine that.  Alternative 1 is what is currently in 


place, and that is what I mentioned is based on population abundance strictly.  The state must 


demonstrate an 80 percent or greater reduction in population of overwintering white shrimp. 


 


Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 are based on temperature threshold.  That is an additional criteria that’s 


been added to the mix here.  The council could select more than one criteria that a state would 


have to demonstrate here, just to give you an idea of the options that they do have.  Alternative 2, 


which is an option for them, a state can request a concurrent closure upon providing information 


that demonstrates an exceeded threshold for water temperature.   


 


The temperature must be 7 degrees Celsius or below or at least one week.  Alternatives 3 and 4 


are the same nature, based on water temperature threshold.  Alternative 3 is 8 degrees Celsius or 
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below for at least a week, and Alternative 4 is 9 degrees or below for at least a week.  This 


measure is coming primarily from South Carolina Department of Natural Resources.  Robert 


Boyles is currently our representative from that agency on the council.   


 


His state agency has requested a concurrent closure through this process.  I think back in 2011, 


certainly not this year, and again back in 2009 I think have been the most recent times that 


they’ve had to initiate the process.  This is something that has been on the table for a while; it has 


been idle.  It seems as if every time it is initiated they remember that it is an inefficient process, 


and so we’re finally kind of moving this forward and trying to better address how the process 


works.  


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Anna, can I ask you should we comment on which of those alternatives we 


prefer? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That would be helpful.  If you find it something that you would like to comment 


on, the council certainly looks to the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panels for 


guidance and input on all of the measures.  This is certainly one that pertains to the shrimp 


industry.  If you have any recommendations or suggestions to make or additional alternatives 


even, now would be a great time. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  It seems like if we don’t suggest one of those alternatives, they are going to 


pick one.  I know for us I’ve always thought that 46 was the magic temperature.  I don’t know 


that for a fact, but  I don’t know if anybody else has any opinion on whether any of those criteria 


is better than the other.  John. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Being from the Deepwater Shrimp AP, I don’t know if this is more inshore or 


more from the Shrimp AP.  I’d certainly like to hear from the folks from South Carolina and 


Georgia on their opinion.  We submitted comments, or Southern Shrimp Alliance committed 


comments, and I’m pretty much going to stand by the interest of the Shrimp Deepwater AP.  I 


would defer to the state and the council and agencies to decide what to do with this bigger thing. 


 


MR. COOK:  The 45 would probably be the 1 and 2 alternatives together.  They have to come to 


the first one.  Again, if it goes to the 45 for a week being closed or whatever, the first one is the 


80 percent for that stock? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That’s right; that is the current criteria that’s in place.  Temperature has been 


introduced as additional criteria that would be considered or a replacement criteria to be 


considered in place of the current criteria.  I will say when South Carolina DNR initiated the last 


request back in 2011, they did state that the 8 degree Celsius, the 46 degree level was kind of 


their threshold for monitoring.  Again, the AP can make any type of recommendation here if you 


feel that – 


 


MR. COOK:  I think that’s what Mel Bell was talking about. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, it came from Mel.  I think he may have presented this during your last 


meeting. 
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MR. COOK:  Yes, the last meeting.  That is good to use good criteria.  I agree with probably the 


3 and 1 would be my preference, too, I guess. 


 


MR. DENNIS:  What’s our problem here?  For 30 years or 35 years I’ve been working, this 


worked out good.  Last year Georgia didn’t want to close offshore there; South Carolina did.  We 


had one of our best seasons ever.  I mean, what’s the problem with what we’ve got now? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  The only issue is the length of time that it takes to actually put the closure into 


place.  The council has an interest here in streamlining it and expediting the process.  Once the 


state can meet the criteria, the council has a better mechanism in place for putting the closure, 


actually implementing the closure.  It would have to come through the Regional Administrator at 


the National Marine Fisheries Service. 


 


Essentially we are just trying to stipulate what the criteria should be and recommend an 


expedited process for actually – once the state requests a closure, being able to do that quickly.  


What they have heard from you I think during the last AP meeting and along the way during our 


public scoping meetings, that this is something that would be of benefit to the industry.  I think 


that a more efficient process for being able to put into place this closure would be helpful.  


That’s what the council members have heard. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  If I could speak to it today, I remember the whole process of how it was two 


years ago we closed state waters and we weren’t able to close, it is like a three-week delay for 


being able to close federal waters adjacent to the state waters.  There was a bunch of South 


Carolina shrimpers who were unhappy that people were still able to go out and shrimp for those 


three weeks in federal waters.  That’s the issue.   


 


I can only speak for myself and for people who have spoken to me.  People from South Carolina; 


the shrimpers who have spoken to me about it like the idea of the state being able to request for 


federal waters adjacent to be closed in a quicker timeframe than the existing mechanism.  That’s 


the issue. 


 


MR. DENNIS:  Well, we’re always getting on something.  This is just for each state or is this for 


the whole area 


 


MS. MARTIN:  This would be initiated once an individual state makes a request, so it’s state 


level.  South Carolina certainly wouldn’t be able to speak for Georgia and vice versa.  This is 


kind of state level. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, just for clarification; when the request was made that year, you’re 


talking about when they wanted that federal closure quicker, shrimpers were shrimping there; 


was there any biological impact in the following season from that event? 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  I don’t know how you’d separate the biological impact of what happened in 


cold winter from the biological impact of someone continuing to shrimp. 
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MR. JONES:  Just for clarification; did you say that Georgia cannot affect a closure off of 


Florida or did you say that if a state – any state comes in and says this is what’s happening and 


we request that that closes the whole zone? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, so if Georgia were to put in a request, it would be to close federal waters 


off of Georgia alone. 


 


MR. JONES:  Okay, let me move to the next question.  Maybe this amendment isn’t the right 


place or maybe it is.  We have a law enforcement problem.  I’ve been getting complaints for 


several years that there is no enforcement of the state line.  In other words, when the state is 


supposed to be closed in Florida, we have people coming in where they shouldn’t shrimp, and 


then there is not much being done to the ones that are going in there and stealing the shrimp. 


 


It seems like if we have a partnership that make the federal – I hate to go to the federal, but 


maybe the federal people can help.  If it’s a joint thing, why can’t we get more help in enforcing 


the law?  I guess that’s what I’m trying to say.  There are just a lot of laws and they’re not being 


enforced and it is hard on the people that want to live by it. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Any other comments?  If not, Anna, do you want to continue? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Just to follow up with you, Bob, I think that’s something that has been heard in 


all across fisheries.  I’ll be happy to carry your concerns forward.  We have a Law Enforcement 


Advisory Panel and our Law Enforcement Committee.  I can discuss your other concerns with 


them.  I guess just to backtrack; did you have a specific recommendation you wanted to make 


here?  I know, Scott, you had mentioned Alternative 2, or 3 rather; in fact, a motion or a 


recommendation from the Shrimp Advisory Panel. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  It didn’t sound like we had a full consensus in the panel.  I think Scott was in 


favor of Alternative 2, I was in favor of Alternative 3, John was in favor – well, he’s on the 


Deepwater but on the joint AP of deferring to council.  Does anybody want to put a motion forth 


for a recommendation?  Janie. 


 


MS. THOMAS:  I don’t have a motion but I want to make a comment.  You guys in South 


Carolina and Georgia have different people that go out and take water test scores and everything 


like that.  We don’t have people in Florida that does that.  I don’t think our water temperature in 


federal waters or in the state waters ever get down to 46 degrees.  I asked Bob Jones if he agrees 


with me on that, and I just don’t see any type of a closure off the state of Florida at all.   


 


MR. JONES:  But it wasn’t a question about Florida; it wouldn’t even come up, is that right? 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  That’s correct.   


 


MR. VENDETTI:  Yes, everybody understands this I think correctly.  This is really a localized 


issue.  It doesn’t come up in Florida typically.  It doesn’t come up for North Carolina typically.  


It is mainly in South Carolina and Georgia.  What this is trying to do here, there was just a 


continuance whether you’re for or against or have a position, but in either state when there is a 
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freeze, somebody says you might as well go ahead and close it right now, and it takes a while to 


do it.   


 


In Alternative 1 they have to – there is only one way to do it.  The state first has to demonstrate, 


they have to look at their numbers and say, okay, 80 percent mortality on what’s out there 


compared to other years, and all the states do it differently.  Then they have to take that data, 


give it to a review panel.   


 


The review panel then has to send that information to the council and the council has a process to 


go through.  It’s a fairly quick process, really.  It’s worked okay in the past.  But there are those 


out there who have a different opinion and want it to go fast, because during that time period you 


do have some guys who are still fishing.  What 2, 3 and 4 are doing is just adding another way 


that the state designee, the state person that can recommend closure.  Another way they can 


document this kind of closure, instead of just the mortality, 80 percent mortality; you can also do 


it by water temperature. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Actually I think they replaced one.  I think those are the 4 alternatives; and if 


you go with, for example, Alternative 3, then Alternative 1 will not be anymore, if I’m 


understanding correctly. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  That could be your recommendation from this group.  If you see that the 


temperature thresholds are an additional criteria in addition to what’s currently in place, then this 


could be restructured in that way. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  I think the difference between Alternative 1 and Alternative 2, 3, 4 is the 


amount of documentation that has to take place for the state to make a request.  That’s the 


difference.  Demonstrating 80 percent mortality is not something you can just do instantaneously 


whereas showing that the temperature has been low for a week is easy. 


 


MR. CUPKA:  The main problem here is the timing, the amount of time it takes to implement it, 


because it has to be reviewed at the next council meeting and we only meet four times a year.  If 


you have a problem develop in early February, it is March before we can even consider it.  


That’s what the main problem was, the amount of time that potentially could pass before you 


take action on it.  That’s mainly what we’re trying to do through here.  You’re still going to have 


to document it all, but the real problem is the amount of time that potentially is involved before 


the next council meeting.  That’s what we’re trying to cut out instead of going through the 


council, let the states go directly to NMFS without having to wait for the council meeting. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  In this case I think the council would use South Carolina Department of Natural 


Resources as the manager of state fisheries as the authority here.  South Carolina DNR would 


have to demonstrate, and I don’t know how they select and obtain water temperature.  I’m not 


sure what their current critical is and things for that.  Essentially the council would be deferring 


to the states; South Carolina DNR, Georgia DNR or Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 


Commission.  However, they can demonstrate that water temperature criteria would be left up to 


the states to develop that methodology.   
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MR. DENNIS:  We’re expected to make a recommendation but we don’t have all the 


information. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  You certainly don’t have to make a recommendation.  We are just kind of 


updating you on what is going on right now.  I would encourage you to speak to your 


representatives at the state level if there is a concern about how they’re obtaining water 


temperature.  It could be addressed at that level.   The council wouldn’t have any type of say in 


how the states are collecting water temperature data. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  I can speak for South Carolina that they already take a temperature for 


regulating our state waters.  The impact of this would be to basically allow the state to regulate a 


little bit further or across the three-mile line.  I guess not seeing a consensus for a 


recommendation, I would ask Anna to move on with the presentation. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Moving on from criteria, Action 2 would modify the process for each individual 


South Atlantic state to request a concurrent closure.  Alternative 1 again is what is currently in 


place, and this is addressing the timing issue.  Alternative 1 describes the lengthy time the state 


must demonstrate that 80 percent decrease in abundance and, two, at the Shrimp Review Panel, 


which again is that technical review of experts. 


 


The panel’s recommendations are reviewed at the next council meeting.  After approval by the 


council, the letter has been sent to the NOAA Fisheries Regional Administrator requesting the 


federal waters adjacent to the state be closed to penaeid shrimp harvest.  Action 2 essentially is 


linked to Action 1 in that a state must first be able to demonstrate the criteria first to be able to 


initiate the process for requesting a closure.   


 


Under Alternative 2, a state requesting a concurrent closure would send a letter directly to 


NOAA Fisheries Service with the request and the necessary data that was identified in Action 1 


that demonstrates the criteria have been met.  The only difference we have here under Option A 


and Option B under Alternative 2; under Option A the data would be submitted to the Shrimp 


Review Panel who would review the data and make their recommendation to the Fisheries 


Service.  Under Option A the council doesn’t have a goal.   


 


A recommendation doesn’t have to be vetted through the council/committee process.  Option A 


involves the Shrimp Review Panel as a reviewer of the state’s data.  Under Option B a state 


would submit the data directly for a review by NOAA Fisheries Service.  Those are a couple of 


scenarios there for how to modify the process. 


 


MS. THOMAS:  Yes, for discussion, I want to talk about Florida.  Say, for instance, they had 


requested a closure.  Maybe they should also – instead of just the Shrimp Review Panel; they 


should notify the people on the Shrimp AP Panel in Florida.   


 


MR. VENDETTI:  This is what I think the folks in Georgia; it hasn’t really been that much of a 


problem.  It is mainly in South Carolina, it’s colder up here.  This is what they’d like to do.  


Basically what they’re looking to do is take the council kind of out of the process.  Instead of 
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your DNR recommending, their sending – you know, waiting for this meeting.  The council 


meeting comes and you have to go through the process. 


 


They just want to allow the person to take the council out of the process, go straight to NMFS 


and let them close it.  If we happen to have it fast, you could use this – I’d just leave it to NOAA 


if it was me; Option B.  If they want to use the Shrimp Review Panel, they can.  It is certainly 


there. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Isn’t there a conference call that takes place usually?  When these 


occurrences happen, there is a conference call, they get on and everybody is talking.  I’ve been 


on that conference call all the time just out of curiosity.  I think whatever the states want to do, I 


think that’s their prerogative here, because we’re not doing anything to plan for Florida.   


 


Usually there is a conference call and everybody gets on and they’re all talking about all the 


different factors involved and trying to decide.  With the problem they have is there is a long 


period of time.  If this group that’s participating decides they want to close it, by the time they 


get it closed it’s too late.   


 


I think the whole motivation behind this one here is just to try to expedite the whole process.  If 


that’s what they want to do, that’s fine, but I think they need more on this panel, at least, we, in 


order to have a – I mean, I’ll go with whatever those states think that they want to do, I’d support 


it. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  I’m in favor of that as well.  We’ve got South Carolina’s point of view.  I 


agree with Richard that Option B, which would actually even bypass that conference call, 


because it would go straight from the state to NMFS.  I would love to see a motion from the joint 


panels saying they’re supportive of Option B. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I would support Option B also, but it doesn’t make sense to vote Option B in 


if we don’t have the data from Alternative 1.  I mean, what data are we going to send them?  If 


we make no decision on the first action, what data are we going to send through Option B?  I 


think we need to go back and readdress Action 1, which we decided we didn’t have a consensus 


on.  I think we need to have a consensus on Action 1 to make Action 2 relevant. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Before I turn it over to Mike, I guess as chairman I am hesitant to push too 


hard for some; I’m in favor of something from Alternative 3, for example.  I guess I agree with 


Laurilee, and this impacts mostly South Carolina.  It would be great to have the APs support 


some kind of action set up.  Mike or Richard, do you have – 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Let’s go back to one for a second.  Are those temperatures being taken by 


DNR or somebody so then when they get to a certain level, it just triggers an automatic closure 


or is the shrimp industry involved in that decision at all?  Does this hand that decision 


completely over to DNR or whoever is taking these temperatures? 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  I’ll defer to Anna, but my understanding is that for state waters this is all 


handled by DNR.  I would assume it would be the same.  It would just allow DNR to take the 
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mechanism that currently exists for the state and use that to request an extension of the state’s 


closure.  They already take a water sample and have these trigger mechanisms. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I think if it happens that the states have to look at that, then that’s fine, I 


would support that.  If they’re happy with the way that goes down, you want that to 


automatically occur, then I could support that.  I’m not impacted by any of this so it is hard for 


me to – if someone here says that is what we really want as an industry in the state of South 


Carolina, absolutely. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Well, John made a comment at the beginning basically saying that he was 


supportive – I don’t want to word it for you – but in support of giving the council – deferring to 


the intent of the proposal.  Could you make a motion to that effect that we could support? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, I could, but I want to say one thing before I do.  I can certainly make a 


motion, but I’m just not comfortable trying to make this kind of decision for the state of South 


Carolina, in federal waters off of South Carolina when I kind of refer back to what Fred said, 


what has happened in the last 35 years is everything is still the same.   


 


We don’t have any evidence whatsoever – apparently we don’t have any evidence that this has 


been impacted by anyone here whether there is cold weather or not, and it looks like we’re trying 


to change something that we don’t have the evidence that says that we need to change 


something.  Who’s requesting it, for what reason?  If we had supporting evidence that shows that 


some sort of biological impact because of the boats working in federal waters during cold 


weather, that would be different.  But I don’t think we have; I haven’t seen that here. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  You do have South Carolina shrimpers who were unhappy about not being 


able to close the federal waters when the state waters were closed.  That is not a biological 


impact but that is – and they are not here today, but we all know it’s really hard to get South 


Carolina – I mean anybody to come to these meetings.  We do have one here, Scott. 


 


MR. COOK:  Well, I don’t know that they were unhappy about the closure.  The way I 


understand it is all we need is 1 percent to replenish crop from year to year.  They didn’t close it 


last year.  I don’t know that withholding when the roe shrimp came in and replenished, we had a 


great year last year.  It was good times.  I don’t know if that was from the closure, for the closure 


or what.    


 


I’m not a biologist.  It’s the biologist more or less pushing this closure.  The way it is now the 


fuel these days, the cost and expenses go – I can understand their point of view that they are 


trying to save the crop for us every year.  I think usually what they call the coldwater line is 


about the Savannah River.   North Carolina, they never close the season, and they always have 


caught, but it’s mostly brown shrimp there.  I don’t want to change it.   


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Can I ask you a straightforward question?  If the state closed the South 


Carolina waters, do you feel like the state should be able to close the waters across the federal 


line with that or do you feel like they should not be able to? 
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MR. COOK:  The question about that is what the biologists say.  If you close it, I finally came to 


that, if you close it close it, but let us know you will open it.  But you need to have somebody 


patrol it and keep make it to a legal level.  You’ve got to keep it – just like you went over your 


territorial line, provision line in South Carolina, which Georgia has three miles, we have 


provisional lines, they cut some of the line off, territorial line.   


 


It makes it kind of a flat three miles, condenses it.  Two weeks of that; two or three weeks the 


ones that do it get big drags, they steal them 90 percent of the time.  They know what’s going on, 


because they don’t have enough enforcement or untended.   I just don’t understand it.   


 


MR. DOCKERY:  From that point of view, it seems like being able to close federal waters 


would help with enforcement because you wouldn’t have to worry about whether they were on 


this side of the three-mile line or that side of the three-mile line. 


 


MR. VENDETTI:  We’re real close on this I think.  I’m not comfortable; I wouldn’t want to 


make a recommendation seeing this should come from somebody in the most affected state in 


South Carolina.  It sounds to me like we’re moving towards a recommendation for Alternative 3, 


Option B.  They can determine their own criteria and they’ll send their best to justify it.  If they 


can send out and say, hey, we had a coldwater event, we want it closed here.  This would be – 


every state should be able to do this now if they want.  It should really come from I feel like 


South Carolina. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I agree with Richard; I would defer any motion to Scott at the very least 


because he is from South Carolina.   


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Scott, would you like to make a motion or would you like me?  I would be 


glad to make a motion also being from South Carolina.  I would make a motion that the Joint 


AP supports the Option 3 and Option B of the proposed amendment.  Do I have a second? 


 


MR. VENDETTI:  Richard seconds. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Is there any discussion before we vote?   


 


AP MEMBER:  I just had a question.  Where are they setting into that?  Is it inside; is it the 


three- mile line?  I don’t understand that part of it.  Is it from Charleston where they take the 


temperatures or is it from Little River?   


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Dr. Cupka, can you speak to that? 


 


MR. CUPKA:  I can speak now to what we used to take them and I assume they are the same, 


but we had a station in Charleston Harbor.  Obviously, it was inside, it was a deepwater station.  


All our stations are in deepwater.  There was one down in around Edisto, there were three or four 


among the states, but there weren’t any out in the federal waters, but they were in deepwater 


areas inside.  That’s where we were seeing a lot of mortality.   
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We were trying to do it based on that.  I think Roger would probably know.  He had been talking 


earlier of the activity here in SECOORA, which have a number of offshore buoys that would 


probably be ideal for monitoring offshore temperatures on a real-time basis if we want to 


incorporate something like that down the road. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and to that, David, yes that is something I’ve raised before is the 


opportunity to integrate.  This is the Ocean Observing Regional Association.  They are connected 


in to not only having the buoy information but also building a model capability.  There is an 


opportunity I think to expand the state monitoring with adjacent offshore monitoring and really 


build collaboration there.  I’ve raised it a number of times and I think with this moving forward 


maybe that will enhance the opportunity to do that.  That means you get a lot more accurate 


capabilities at the state level and to proceed with anything that might be affecting the industry. 


 


MS. THOMAS:  Well, for instance, Florida, if somebody comes up with a temperature and they 


think that it needs to be closed, that we run it by the AP people, because they’re the ones that 


does shrimping, and let us pass our opinion on it.  I don’t know how to put it or how to say it or 


anything.  I’m just afraid that the wrong people will get the idea of saying the temperature is cold 


and they want to close us down.  I just don’t compromise. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  The issue would defeat the purpose of trying to speed up the process, though.  


The process now doesn’t come to us, but it goes through three different organizations.  


 


MS. THOMAS:  Okay, but it ought to be left up to each individual state. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  That’s what this is. 


 


MS. THOMAS:  We need to be made aware of it and not just in an overnight timeframe; the 


shrimpers do.  That’s all I have to say about that. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  How is the conference call that takes place?  Who was in on that 


conference call, because I believe industry is involved in that as well as state resource managers. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, this is the Shrimp Review Panel, that technical group.  That’s their 


permanent process currently and it’s comprised of state and federal level biologists.  There are 


representatives from all of the state agencies, North Carolina DMF, South Carolina DNR, 


Georgia DNR and Florida FWC. 


 


There are a couple of biologists and economists down at the regional office and the lab down in 


Miami.  Essentially they get together as necessary to talk about the criteria and whether or not 


they want to endorse a recommendation to the council.  That’s the current process and I think 


one we’re trying to modify here. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  But we may not need them where this bypasses them? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, we have a couple of options there under Action 2.  Under Alternative 2, 


which is what we’re talking about, how the process is going to work; the state sends a letter 
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directly to NOAA Fisheries Service; and under Option A, in addition to sending a letter directly 


to the Fisheries Service, the state’s data would be submitted to this review panel to talk about the 


state’s criteria having been met.  Under Option A, it still involves the recommendation from the 


Shrimp Review Panel before the Regional Office would be able to implement an adjacent 


closure.  Under Option B the Shrimp Review Panel isn’t involved in the process. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  And declared by the motion that I proposed went with Option B, which 


bypasses the Shrimp Review Panel. 


 


MR. VENDETTI:  As I understand it, though, Option B just does not require that they be 


involved in the process.  They could be.  If Fisheries Service wanted to use them, they could.  


That would still be an option. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, of course. 


 


MR. VENDETTI:  I only have one more question.  I should have had this clarified I guess at 


first.  Alternative 3 states that it will let them go directly to NMFS with a request and necessary 


data to demonstrate that criteria have been met.  What criteria have to be met; are we clear on 


that? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, the criteria is what are being addressed at our Action 1; the water 


temperature and threshold at or below, or below for at least a week, and the 80 percent or greater 


reduction in population of overwintering white shrimp.  Essentially Action 1 is linked to Action 


2.  A state has to be able to demonstrate the criteria that are stipulated under Action 1 in order to 


be able to initiate the process that is being addressed under Action 2. 


 


MR. VENDETTI:  I understand it so I don’t think anybody – there were some opinions here at 


the table, but I don’t think anybody thought – wanted you to make that call.  Could we change 


that sentence to read NOAA Fisheries would send a letter directly to them with a request and 


necessary data to justify their request?  Then we won’t have to have criteria.  Criteria don’t have 


to be met; they just have to submit whatever data they want.  They can say mortality is X and 


water temperature has been Y and because of that we’re requesting a closure. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  You could certainly make that recommendation.  The discussions that council 


has had thus far have been trying to address what criteria should be involved and also to speed up 


the process for implementing the closure.  If it’s something that you would like to recommend as 


an additional alternative for consideration, by all means. 


 


MR. VENDETTI:  No, we don’t have to do that, but if we’re not going – because that’s what I 


thought we were doing, and I’m sorry.  But if we’re not, then we do have to specify to take a 


temperature, right, you’ve got 80 percent mortality and the temperature; that they both go along 


with the recommendation.  Criteria have to be met. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  The 80 percent mortality is no longer there; is that right? 
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MS. MARTIN:  Well, that’s currently in place.  If the advisory panel would like the current 


criteria to be in place in addition to water temperature criteria. then I can carry that 


recommendation forward, too.  Right now if the council were to select just one of the water 


temperature alternatives, then what’s currently in place would no longer be considered a criteria. 


 


Essentially they could choose both, the 80 percent or greater reduction of overwintering white 


and/or demonstrating the water temperature threshold below for at least a week.  I just want to 


also clarify; we do have state representatives from all of the South Atlantic states in a council 


seat.  It’s anticipated they are going to discuss this a little further at the June council meeting, as 


far as the individual alternatives.  They haven’t really had that opportunity yet.   


 


MR. DOCKERY:  I’d like to go ahead and take a vote on the motion that I made.  I’d be glad to 


do the motion again.  The motion is in support of Alternative 3, which would make the 


criteria for the state to be able to request an EEZ closure be 46 degrees for 7 days, and in 


support of Option B, which would allow the state to go straight to NOAA to make that 


request.  All in favor, all opposed.  The ayes have it.  Anna, if you want to go on. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Okay, that takes us to the second issue that is included in Shrimp Amendment 9.  


This is the action that would revise the overfished status determination criteria for pink shrimp 


throughout the South Atlantic.  This is something that you have discussed before and the 


council’s intent here is for the recommendations to come from this Shrimp Review Panel. 


 


As I mentioned, they have a conference call webinar scheduled for May the third to talk about 


this.  The council is looking for some additional alternatives here from the Shrimp Review Panel.  


As I mentioned, Alternative 1 is what’s currently in place.  The overfished proxy, which is 


basically a status criteria determination for how the pink shrimp stock is doing in the South 


Atlantic, is dependent upon the SEAMAP survey, which is that fishery-independent sampling 


program that has somewhat of a limited geographic range.  


 


The issue here is that the overfished level, the threshold has been below capacity for the past few 


years.  With this measure, the council is trying to determine a more accurate approach for 


establishing that overfished criteria level.  As you know, under the Magnuson Act once a species 


has been determined to be undergoing overfishing, the council has to take certain actions under 


the Magnuson Act to address an overfished species.   


 


It has been raised that the pink shrimp stock in the South Atlantic isn’t overfished or undergoing 


overfishing, but perhaps the sampling program isn’t providing an accurate enough estimate for 


the pink shrimp stocks.  Alternative 1 is what is currently in place.  This is the SEAMAP survey 


serving as the method for determining that overfished proxy.  It is 0.461 individuals per hectare. 


 


These alternatives here; really the council is looking for a refinement here, so I hesitate to review 


that with you.  Essentially they are carried over from when this was first introduced and that was 


Shrimp Amendment 6 back in 2003.  These simply are carried-over alternatives from that 


previous amendment.  They are based on landings, catch-per-unit effort data. 
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Again, the Shrimp Review Panel is being asked to develop some more accurate 


recommendations here for what the language for these alternatives should state.  You are 


welcome to comment on these measures if you choose to do so, but the intent here is to kind of 


speak with the Shrimp Review Panel to provide a little bit of guidance for determining a better 


estimate. 


 


MR. JONES:  I’d like to comment on this whole issue.  I’ll ask a question first; is pink shrimp 


classified as overfished in the South Atlantic? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, that’s the issue according to the level that has been set for the overfished 


proxy. 


 


MR. JONES:  Can I just assume that it is not overfished now. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  It is not overfished. 


 


MR. JONES:  When Magnuson was being prepared and passed and debated and everything, I 


don’t recall any species that only lived one year really being considered for something like this.  


I mean when you have 100 percent mortality in months, whether it’s 13 or 15 months, you really 


can’t overfish that stock.  There is no way. 


 


Some verbiage or some type of narrative needs to be in the plan saying this critter is a little 


different than a grouper or a snapper or a codfish or whatever.  What happens to us in the 


industry, if you declare pink shrimp overfished, you take us out of Publix and Whole Foods and  


all of the people who set their value practices on not buying anything that is overfished. 


 


What’s always concerned us is happening.  You could come up with enough scientists with 


biological data to say that the pink shrimp is overfished.  All I would offer is that I hope that 


consideration is given that the shrimp really is different and that you really take extreme care 


before you determine that it is overfished and overfishing.  I’m sure that’s been stated before but 


it needs to be discussed.  Thank you. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Actually that sounds like a great comment from the panel.  In terms of 


looking at the alternatives, I think he hit the nail on the head that the panel might want to suggest 


that overfishing doesn’t apply to an annual crop, and so the sustainable yield should not be 


considered for this.  Does that sound like something the panel would be in favor of as opposed to 


trying to dig into the details of how they are trying to figure out what overfished is for pink 


shrimp? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I’m not sure that we could go there.  I’d love to see that but I’m not sure that 


the council would even consider not having any MSY on any managed species, whether it is 


annual fish or not.  As it currently stands, the pink shrimp in the South Atlantic are considered 


overfished because of poor science, because of the SEAMAP data.  The council recognizes that 


this is the case.  Well, if it shows overfished, they know it is not overfished because of the 


shrimping effort.   


 







  Jt Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 


  April 20, 2012 
  N. Charleston, SC 


 


30 
 


I think we should try to address changing the SEAMAP data that something reasonable shows 


that it’s not overfished, it is more environmental factors or some other, or get better data to show 


that it’s not overfished where we don’t have supporting facts. We submitted comments to this 


fact, and I think our solution is that we were supportive of a couple of things here with the five 


caveats we have in our comments that we submitted on this issue.   


 


MR. JONES:  I’d like to respond.  John, in his wisdom, has stated the best way to go forward 


under the process, but I don’t think we’re strong enough.  I think that at some point in time they 


need to discuss do you really treat MSY and OY and all those other biological attributes on a 


critter that lives one year.  I think that the shrimp is a significant enough resource in its 


productivity, in its value and everything else that somebody should pay attention to it for what it 


is.  If the council decides we’re going to have to do it overfished, well, they are certainly capable 


of doing that.   


 


But if on the other hand they can look at it and say, you know, I don’t know whatever happened 


to the biological data, the sampling, size and everything else; but if we have to put enough 


pressure to make  that determination because we are going to close it if they freeze, we’re going 


to close it; mainly, I guess that’s the only reason is to protect the juveniles.  I just think that it is 


an important enough subject that hasn’t received enough discussion.  At least I’ve got it into the 


record.  It will be in the minutes.  If nobody else wants to, that’s no problem, but it is stated and 


the people I represent feel real strong about what I’m saying. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, I agree with you 100 percent, Bob, 100 percent.  I just don’t know how 


we can get there, but I agree that getting it on the record is certainly important and for the record 


I agree with you.  I just don’t know how we will get there, but we certainly want to try, there is 


no doubt about that. 


 


MR. VENDETTI:  Is there a reason that prevents us from making a recommendation that, first 


and foremost, for all the reasons that shrimp don’t need an annual catch limit, we feel like they 


should also not be subject to the MSY scrutiny.  That’s first and foremost.  In the event that it’s 


just too bad, they have to still do that, they have to still look at MSY and determine what’s going 


on with this stock through that, then can we suggest a second set of recommendations that would 


be based on the recommendations that John referred to, five recommendations; can we do that? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I don’t know if this is in the right order, what Richard was talking about, I 


think we have a deal at hand that if we don’t deal with we may be getting in further trouble 


before time to address the MSY issue.  I’d like to deal with this issue at hand and make sure that 


we have something in place that will define whether it is overfished or not; and then go maybe to 


the MSY/OY issue is my opinion. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  Isn’t part of the problem that the pink shrimp is not a targeted species.  It is 


like mixed in with all the other shrimp.  If everybody was rock shrimping or everybody was 


white shrimping and there is not a lot of landings in pink shrimp, then it just kind of slips through 


and we don’t have any data.  You have no landings; therefore you have no data; so then it 


appears that it is overfished, but in actuality it’s not.  I think that is the dilemma that we’re faced 


with here.  If you set an MSY but the species isn’t targeted and there are not enough landings, 
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then you’re at a level where it appears that it is overfished.  I think that’s the problem, so how do 


we address that? 


 


MS. THOMAS:  To what she was saying about landings, I think it’s despicable that on the South 


Atlantic that we don’t have access to who is reporting what and how many landings is what.  But 


I can tell you from the Florida FMRI in the year of 2010 were 8.7 million pounds of pink shrimp.  


The data for 2011 is not complete, it was just through September, and that is 5 million pounds.  


That sounds to me like that’s pretty good information.  I think this overfishing pink shrimp just 


ought to come off the agenda. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Janie, isn’t the bulk of that the Gulf of Mexico fishery? 


 


MS. THOMAS:  That’s all of the state of Florida. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That’s the Gulf.  I think the lion share is the Gulf. 


 


MS. THOMAS:  I can give you – but on the Atlantic side, well, let’s tell them hoppers instead of 


pink.  All right, I’ll put that in my vocabulary, thank you. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  I think Laurilee brought up an issue that maybe we shouldn’t skip over this so 


lightly either, because if it is not a targeted shrimp, if it triggered some kind of action in terms of 


protecting it, it might impact people who are shrimping for brown shrimp and are incidentally 


catching pink shrimp.  It might be nice to have some kind of opinion from the panel about this.  


Is there anybody who would like to propose an opinion from the panel?   


 


MR. VENDETTI:  I wish I had looked back at these five points that John was talking about in 


our comments.  I think that they encapsulate everything that we’re trying to do.  One of the five 


points is in fact – I’ll read it – consider whether the current definition of MSY for pink shrimp is 


appropriate and if the revision of the MSY definition should be part of the process to redefine 


MSST.  I think that says what we’re talking about.  That’s the first thing, look at that.   


 


But if it doesn’t, you still have to do it, and then look at these other four points as guiding 


principles – it’s kind of what they are – in deciding what the process should be.  We don’t have 


to decide the process, that’s the council’s job, they can decide it.  I will send these to Anna.  Will 


you be able to get them right now, can you put them up, if you want to do that.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  I can; you can have them copied and put that up there for everybody to talk 


about it and view. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  What Richard is talking about are the Region 2 recommendations that the 


Southern Shrimp Alliance turned into its board and it’s based on these five caveats.  It’s very 


brief.  One, we shall support the development by the Shrimp Review Panel and other experts as 


appropriate of the new MSST definition for pink shrimp; two, the identification of additional 


sources of shrimp abundance data to either supplement or replace the SEAMAP curve; then it 


continues on these five caveats.   
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We think that is based on what our analysis and everything that would fix this problem.  We’re 


going through the same problems with pink shrimp, hoppers, whatever you want to call them, on 


the Gulf side.  They’re determined to be overfished and overfishing occurring currently because 


of bad modeling.   


 


It’s actually the lack of effort and the model didn’t pick up lack of effort, so all of a sudden pink 


shrimp – they ain’t overfished and overfishing occurring, but it’s called lack of effort modeling.  


They have developed a new model to fix that problem.  It might be they could use that same 


model on the South Atlantic side for shrimp and for hoppers, whatever you want to call them.  


That’s the problem we’re facing is bad science, bad data, that SEAMAP data, and limitations and 


restrictions on this.  We have to find a way to fix this problem so we could go. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Anna, did you get that?  Has that come in; did you put it up? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I did.  I will say Rick Hart with the Science Center at NOAA down at the 


region, he I think was involved in developing that new model for Gulf.  He’s on the Shrimp 


Review Panel and he’s going to be talking about the new model to the review panel during the 


conference call webinar in May.  It may be a recommendation that comes from the panel to the 


council to consider such an effort that better estimates environmental criteria and other factors 


aside from simply landings and fishery-independent data.   


 


MR. JONES:  Anna just said something that triggered a thought.  You said it will consider other 


environmental data to determine the overfishing criteria of shrimp; did you say that? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, I did.  That’s what’s currently included in the model that the Gulf is now 


using for some of their assessments for the shrimp populations in the Gulf.  It’s not currently 


used in the South Atlantic.  Rick Hart, who was instrumental in developing that model for the 


Gulf Shrimp Fisheries, he’s on this review panel and he’s going to talk to the other members of 


the review panel about that model and how that could be used in the South Atlantic. 


 


Now, it’s kind of not up to us whether or not the decision is made about developing a new model 


for assessing South Atlantic shrimp stocks.  It’s kind of up to the council making a 


recommendation to the Science Center for making this a priority.  I think I am not that familiar 


with the Gulf’s new survey.  I think that for the new model Rick is going to talk a little further 


about that during the conference call in May.  This seems to be a better estimate of how these 


populations are doing, considering environmental criteria. 


 


MR. JONES:  My question is was would the otter trawl be considered an environmental factor; 


would the gear now be an environmental factor? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I can’t answer that; I’m not sure. 


 


MR. DENNIS:  We’re talking about the amount of production.  This fuel crisis is taking our 


production away.  If it continues to rise, it’s going to take the amount of production in 


everything.  This doesn’t mean it’s overfished, it means that we just can’t afford to drag on  
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them.  I mean the shrimp are still there but the fuel has gotten so high.  We’ve got to them for 


production, we can’t just go out there and drag like we use to when fuel was 80 cents, 60 cents. 


 


Fuel could cause inflation in this study.  It could inflate it to where we’re overfishing but we’re 


not.  We’re underfishing.  We’re just going out there; it would seem like in the landings that it is 


overfished.  I mean, it is underfished.  It could be underfished and it would reflect that it was 


overfished.  It could be underfished because of our lack of catch effort.  This is screwy; just like 


some little thing that could reach out and bite us and not be true. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I agree with Fred; it’s sad.  If we can’t go, we certainly can’t overfish 


anything.  But the problem is when they go and they don’t find anything, like SEAMAP, it 


triggered a statutory requirement to rebuild that fishery whether we’re there or not.  That’s the 


problem here and that’s something we have to address with this new data, if you will, to try to 


prove that species is not overfished. 


 


As long as they have the SEAMAP, that is for show and this has been for the last three or four 


years up there and they keep putting it on up, recognizing that it is something else, that it is not 


overfished, it’s just bad data, so now we have got to the point where we have to have something 


to show that it’s not overfished.  Your right, I agree with you. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  John, if you look up there, does this look like something like what your 


motion could be and we could have a second of it and vote on it? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I think if I made a motion it would certainly be the two reasons I may want to 


go with these five caveats.  I could do that. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  I think that would be great. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I’ll just read it the two conditions.  I make a motion that the  Joint AP support 


the development by the Shrimp Review Panel and other experts as appropriate of the new MSST 


definition for pink shrimp; and, two, identification of additional sources of shrimp abundance 


data to either supplement or replace SEAMAP survey.  We will support these two actions 


contingent upon the five caveats listed. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Is there a second for that motion?  Any discussion?   All right, all in favor of 


the motion from John.  If there aren’t any comments; all in favor of the motion or would you like 


to take a second to read it?  Okay, I’ll wait a second. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I can read it for everybody here.  The motion says that the APs 


recommend the development by the Shrimp Review Panel of additional definitions of the 


overfished level for pink shrimp, as appropriate, and supports the identification of 


additional sources of shrimp abundance data to either supplement or replace SEAMAP 


survey. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Any discussion of the proposal?  All in favor of making this recommendation 


to the Shrimp Committee; all opposed.  Okay thank you.  Anna, I don’t know what time we’re 
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planning on recessing for lunch, but we have about ten minutes to twelve right now.  Is there 


something we can cover in that time? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Yes, I think we could go ahead and introduce the next agenda item which is – 


well, skipping over the Comprehensive Ecosystem Amendment 3; I’d hate to start that and then 


break for lunch.  If you want to go ahead and address Agenda Number 5, the review of the royal 


red and rock shrimp fisheries and options for latent permits and that type; if you want to have 


that discussion before lunch, then break for lunch and then we can focus on CE-BA 3 after lunch. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  I guess I would defer to the Deepwater AP.  Do you guys want to try to start 


something before lunch or break early for lunch and start back early? 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I’m for breaking early so if we get into it we can stay into it. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  If nobody is opposed we’ll recess for lunch and meet back in half an hour.   


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well we do have a number of things to cover and we’re scheduled to run 


through four o’clock today.  I’d hate to shorten any of the items on the agenda, the discussion.  


Importantly, I guess if we can prioritize for CE-BA 3, the council is certainly looking for input 


on all of the measures in CE-BA 3.  Perhaps we can address that when we come back and then 


get into the other discussions on the agenda as we see fit.   


 


We do have a webinar planned with Andy Herndon, who is Protective Resources Division staff 


down at the regional office and he just kind of wanted to review information about the listed 


status under the Endangered Species Act for Atlantic Sturgeon.  That’s certainly something I 


would like to get to with you today as well.   


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  It doesn’t matter to me, whatever it does to get through this agenda is fine 


with me, whatever you decide. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  It sounds like there is a lot to cover.  I think we should keep it to half an hour.  


Why don’t we split the difference and make it 12:30 for a nice round number.  We’ll reconvene; 


try to be back a little bit before then so we can start right at 12:30.  We’re in recess now. 


 


(Whereupon, a recess was taken for lunch.) 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Before we start back up, because this is already evolving in a discussion, 


Laurilee has graciously accepted to step in as the Deepwater Chair since the chair and vice-chair 


aren’t here.  I’m going to turn over the chairing of this whole process to Laurilee. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  Thank you, Fred, and I believe Richard has a question. 


 


MR. VENDETTI:  Roger, to Fred’s point, this goes back for five years, which is a good time 


period and I can understand how you might have chosen that at first, but can we go back all the 


way to look at all the VMS data that’s available.  These fisheries, the species move around, the 


concentrations of them move around, the species move around and so over time there is a longer 
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period.  If you’ll look over here, you’ll get a better picture of where the fishery exists from year 


to year.  I would just ask that you do that. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That’s fine; actually we can go further back into this.  I think the pattern is 


probably it.  You look at the numbers, the pattern i probably fairly simple I would think, just 


because of how low these numbers really are.  But let me get to the end of this entire thing and 


look and plus I think there are only a couple more years.   


 


This was trying to get to capture a range.  You all know there is as a pretty big difference in all 


these.  This block had a difference in the years.  At least talking to people at the scoping meeting 


about the shifts between inshore versus offshore of the area we’re proposing within even this.   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Would you prefer we went to the end of this or are we going to ask 


questions as we’re going through?  I know you want to get through that. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Why don’t I run through these because it will keep everything kind of at least 


of what you see and then we can get back to it, and then plus it gets to the end of kind of the 


question about what this is and then the step down to actually operations and what that meant.  If 


I can get to that point, I can probably then work with you on this.   


 


If I can do that, at least I’ll kind of step through the mechanisms to understand what we’re 


looking at.  This is the first one.  I was trying to identify this was that with this time series 


limited to the 2007 to ‘11, it did show that about 2.2 percent of the VMS points existed within 


this area. 


 


Again, in response to the discussions at scoping, we looked at bounding both the offshore area 


and the inshore area, moving into the 70 meters on the inshore area, moving into 90 meters on 


the offshore, offshore to 70 meters, the inshore bound is this polygon.  I’m coming up with this 


one option that would be the 70 to 90 meter area. 


 


When you do look at the 70 from 90 meter out of the time series of over 300,000 VMS points, 


about 0.69 percent of those points existed within this area.  Then stepping it and kind of moving 


in different directions, underneath, looking at that standard area, you’re looking at about just less 


than 1 percent, 0.99 percent, one occurred within the proposal.   


 


Then the last one was the 60 to 90 where you’ve got the inshore moving further – staying at that 


60 but moving again the offshore back to 90 meters.  That actually came up to about 1.89 percent 


of all points.  Now again these are all of the VMS points.  Then as you look at them in context of 


one thing I tried to do, not with this laying here, was to layer  -- and it’s pretty obvious what 


you’re doing is you’re seeing both a shifting right and left boundary of this area as well as a right 


and left eastern and western boundary giving.  You’re getting all of them in kind of in 


combination. 


 


That moves it to the western area and its showing again – when you looked at this you looked at 


the VMS information relative to the entire area in the western bound.  This one is showing high 


resolution and it was giving a foundation for establishing this as an expanded area in the area.  
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As it turned out in this case it was like 0.07 percent of all points occurred within this entire area.  


That’s like  200 points out of 300,000 points for the extension proposal. 


 


That’s all of it in combination of the multiple alternatives for the northern extension, the western 


extension and the existing HAPC and the experimental closed area.  Now this is what I wanted to 


get to is it acknowledges what I talked about before in terms of what we know about the vessel 


operations used in different areas, and that was kind of a third area, gave me those numbers to 


identify. 


 


But I took it one step further and looked at those individual areas and then flipped it down to 


where I was looking at operations using 4 knots.  Now this was what we used when we dealt 


with the operating characteristics of the deepwater shrimp fishery so that we could refine this 


down.   


 


When we did that and then you really have vessels that were probably fishing in some of those 


areas, you end up looking at – in the original proposal, 60 to 100 meter proposal, it is 0.8 


percents, basically less than 1 percent; in all cases between 0.8 percent in the 60 to 100 meters, 


0.15 percent in 70 to 90 meters, 0.31 percent – this is 1 percent in 70 to 100 meters and 0.07 of 


one percent in 60 to 90 meters. 


 


In all cases, when you look at the actual fishing operations, they are all less than 1 percent 


occurrence with this.  Many of the fishermen at the scoping meetings were acknowledging the 


hard boundary on the western side was very distinct that you really could not pass physically 


unless you unloaded gear.  Then you have the same type of characteristics.   


 


There were a lot of physical barriers that really have provided access to the edges but really did 


not, unless you want to lose gear, allow a lot of ability to access again.  This provided us at least 


a scope of what we know of this area relative to the fishing operations and the VMS information 


for this timeframe.  Let me jump back and leave this up.  I guess this is a chance if you want to 


have some questions or comments or discussion on just the northern western extension.   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Basically I just wanted to kind of find out a couple things.  One is that total 


VMS points.  Even though you’ve taken it to the 2 to 4 miles, it is not representative of rock 


shrimp specific effort because it also includes red shrimp, white shrimp, and any type of – is that 


correct – community so basically it’s not an area specific.  If it’s talking about percentage points 


at that speed of anything on this point; it could have been trawling for white shrimp. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, that’s the percentage at that speed within that area. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  But pertaining to this whole community, white shrimp, red shrimp, rock 


shrimp; that’s what’s present. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  It includes other efforts. 
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MR. MERRIFIELD:  It’s important to know that is just not saying that is 0.8 percent of rock 


shrimp effort that’s inside that box.  It is 0.8 percent of all effort with the VMS going at that 


speed, right? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Anybody that has a VMS and a deepwater shrimp permit; this is only for 


deepwater shrimp permits. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Correct, but those guys that are doing that also red shrimp and they’re 


white shrimping throughout the year as well.  All I’m saying is that percentage of effort put that 


into a percentage of effort within that box, correct; the double work, isn’t that what you’re kind 


of looking for?   


 


But you have to know that is not just – what we’re impacting here by this change and creating 


this Coral HAPC is the rock shrimp effort, not the white shrimp effort and not the red shrimp 


effort, which we’re going to talk about next.  But this specifically impacts rock shrimp effort.  


But the total VMS points from the ’07 to ’11 are for white shrimp effort, rock shrimp effort, and 


red shrimp effort.  See, it’s not a direct comparison; do you understand what I’m saying? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, because the way it is right now it is tied specifically to the permit ; older 


stuff, the deepwater shrimp permit, rock shrimp permit. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  But the total points, all VMS points include other effort besides rock 


shrimp effort.  Just so it’s clear that we’re not talking about just eliminating 48 percent of effort 


on rock shrimp.  It’s a much larger percent of rock shrimp effort, because we’re including all 


these other things, too.   


 


 I just wanted to go off of what was stated earlier and that is that in the last five years the largest 


amount of rock shrimp ever was down at the south end.  It’s important that we know that effort 


does change from place to place.  You’ve have to be careful just to look at one five-year period,  


because in which case there is not as much effort and the area may have entered the previous 


problems.  It’s really not hard to – the fishery moves; it’s not in the same place every year.  


That’s I think all I had to say. 


 


MR. DENNIS:  Everybody that has a rock shrimp permit is in deepwater.  We spend probably 70 


percent of our time on the white shrimp, 80 percent probably, some years 100 percent.  You’re 


gathering all that data while we’re not even rock shrimping.  This is what you’re trying to say 


isn’t it, Mike?  Because, you know, the effort some years is nil.  In fact, I think it was a year or 


two during this period the rock shrimp didn’t show up.  You go out there and you know one year 


we just had a week but you’re out there during the winter.  All our boats were white shrimp. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I’m just saying it because we just need to know what that number reflects.  


Now, there is certainly a pattern that says you can see the different text of variation so you can 


obviously see where your least impact is, because it does show that, but it’s not a good reflection 


of rock shrimp effort, impact on the rock shrimp fishery, because the total number includes so 


much more.  The only way you can deal with it is relate that directly to the rock shrimp effort. 


What you need to know how much of your time is spent rock shrimping versus not. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, we could further refine that, I think, looking at this and maybe look at a 


depth contour or a line that cuts off that maybe inshore component or whatever and that would 


capture most of that. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I’m not saying that you’re not valuing it, I just want people that don’t 


know what those mean to make sure they understand that we’re not talking just about 0.8 


impacts on rock shrimp; it’s not that simple. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, but I think that in terms of context, if you’ve got between 400 and 2,000 


points total for five years, it is going to be greater, but I think just at least right now it would still 


get in – when we do that, then your score would be fairly low relative to the broad area, but we 


can look further in origin. 


 


MS. SOLÓRZANO:  Can I ask a question?  I just want to make sure I’m understanding. In this 


0.015 that you have, that is overall what is in this box, but you’re basing that on all VMS data; is 


that correct?  You’re taking all the white shrimp and everything and saying – so you’ve got a 


much larger percentage of rock shrimp being taken away than the 0.015.  Unless I’m 


misunderstanding, you’re getting all VMS data and taking these little bitty tracks from there and 


saying that’s it; or you all have me confused, one of the two; is that correct? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  There is more in here and I guess what I was raising the fact is again you’re 


talking about 478 points in five years.  As we look finer into this, I still think that’s going to still 


be a – it may not be that low but it probably will be very small relative to the overall.  This whole 


data set, even if it’s half, it still ends up being pretty small. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  It’s a lot more relating – all of what you’ve got, those little marked VMS 


tracks that you have, those are going to be all rock.  It’s going to be a lot more than 0.15; it’s not 


large enough for – some of these year we didn’t have any rock shrimp one year.  We didn’t fish 


it; one year it was very late, November.   


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Just to kind of put that – all I’m saying is that it is validated 478 points is 


good there.  It’s within that box so it’s good data.  It’s a good data to have there at these different 


ranges, that’s great.  I just don’t want somebody to misconstrue those percentages as to rock 


shrimp. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I know exactly what you’re saying, and like I said we can look at it closer; 


and again if two sites relative – as you’re saying it could also be relative to the total and still I 


think the bounds are going to be greater than what we’re looking at probably. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Yes, it’s like what Marilyn said, it’s going to be small; it will just be bigger 


than what it is.  Using Fred’s example, just 80 percent of that effort, about 313 hits are 


somewhere else, then instead of dividing that 2,500 hits, using 60 not 100 into 313,000 you’ve 


got to divide it into about 60,000.  Then you’ll have a fairly higher shrimp pattern. 
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MR. REED:  My name is Richard Ruby.  I remember distinctly that 1981 rock shrimp out there 


in Fernandina, 100 percent of our effort was in the area we called Offshore Ledge and that would 


be excluded in that 60 meter area closure.  One hundred percent of our effort was in that area 


then.   


 


Now, there was a fleet of boats working way down shore.  They worked inshore but at times and 


certain years we worked in completely different places.  That’s my concern is how it changes 


over time.  If we do something just for the space of the last five years, the next five years is 


probably totally different than it was back then. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I think Roger was supposed to say here he’s certainly supposed to have a 


little better representation of the effort in that area.  But I want to back up just a little bit here and 


based on what Richard just said about things change, which they do; do we have or do you have 


or the council have detailed observations on the coral, and would it be possible to put it on an 


overlay with our shrimp effort to see if this much of a closure would be you warranted. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Well, I think what you’re seeing is what I showed.  You’ve got high 


resolution and multi-beam mapping that has been done, characterization of the area, but it’s also 


defined with what was done.  Part of the work on CE-BA 1 was looking at where there was high- 


resolution bathymetry that was almost guaranteed that it was going to be the same type of 


habitat. 


 


I think that is a combination of right now.  This entire area has not been mapped throughout that 


area, but if you look at that high-resolution bathymetry, the pinnacles occur throughout that 


range from top to bottom.  In discussions with the fishermen, they know that area is so hard and 


structured that you really can’t even fish in most of it.  I mean, it is a combination of areas that 


they had mapped in addition to the high-resolution bathymetry. 


 


What you’re seeing is really some of those areas.  Other information that we used in the past 


were information from geological sources in terms of hard structure; because when you look at 


these areas, it’s the combination of habitats, too.  It’s not just an individual coral head or an 


individual coral pinnacle.  That’s what was really done through the entire deepwater complex, 


both the coral systems.  It had everything from the coral on the flat bottom area to pinnacles to 


hard structure associated with that and really interspersed with the habitats that the species are 


using that whole area.  It’s under the coral area, but the deepwater habitat is where we dealt with 


this and how the council is viewing that whole system. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, I get what you’re saying.  The coral standard that is drawn out pretty 


much describes that habitat in that box over there. ?  That box contains all of that habitat; is that 


what you’re saying?   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That’s been somewhat understood from the beginning is that it’s not as if the 


entire area is just covered with coral from top to bottom.  It’s a complex of deepwater coral 


systems, coral hard bottom and all the combined systems that makes up that deepwater area.  


That’s how the deepwater Coral HAPCs were designed.  That’s how originally we looked at it 
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and really that’s where this is going to try to look at that.  When you get to the ecosystem side, 


that is really what you’re looking at, deepwater ecosystem conservation of that area. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, I’m just trying to make sure that we’re not reaching too far and we’re 


not reaching to far to the sustainable bottom for the deep stuff.  I think it ran into a similar 


problem in CE-BA 1 where it showed certain habitat that could be recommended because of 


coral and come to find out that it wasn’t or we had tracked them.   


 


I see the same thing.  I see some of the same things happening in this where we have traps or 


VMS get in that area inside that box that we’re talking about closing.  I just want to make sure 


that we would not reaching too far to close areas that we shouldn’t have. 


 


MS. SOLORZANO:  To go back with Fred, when we put VMSs on the boat, we were told we 


wouldn’t have anything else closed off; the Oculina Bank was done.  Now you’re going back on 


your word and telling us you’re going to close what we’ve already been told what we could do.  


You’re optioning that to close something that we’ve been patrolling ourselves and paying 


monthly for VMSs to do.   


 


That’s the problem we’re all having with it.  You’re going to go back five years.  Why can’t we 


go back to where you told us we wouldn’t have to close if we put the VMSs on us like we done.   


Don’t close any of it.  That coral, we know where it is, where there is probably some coral there 


but we’re not dragging it.  We’re not destroying our nets on it; we’ve got all this in public 


comment.  I’m just reiterating on what Fred said. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  All right, in the interest of time, in our meeting brief we have, there was a 


collection of maps that showed the habitat and fishery operations that are associated with the 


proposed extension.  There was like different depths.  There were also some polygons that 


showed the different depths, like 60 to 100 and 70 to 100, 60 to 90.  Roger, I don’t know if you 


want to run through all of those or if in the interest of time you – 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I kind of walked it through.  I pulled some of those out that are in the 


Attachment 8 and the 8A that you all received.  I do have them here so we could look at them 


again, but those ones that define that were a step away from bathymetries and were directed to a 


polygon so they gave you a bounded area, and I think that’s where you are working from is using 


those and having a more generalized simplified polygons of representations of those four 


different alternatives. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  Well, I knew that Mike has prepared a presentation that he would like to 


show you the AP.  Is that okay if we go right into that?  Anna. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  I was just going to clarify Roger basically just gave you a presentation of 


Attachment 3 and 4 that were included in your briefing books.  Those were done in two separate 


attachments to go into detail, each of the charts.  His presentation summarized the attachments.  


It wasn’t specifically that attachment he was reviewing, just for clarification there. 
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I guess I defer to Mike; basically what we have left to talk about is the Stetson-Miami Terrace 


potential expansion; and actually before we move off of Oculina, we have an alternative that 


considers an transit provision.  I guess I would defer to you, Mike, as to when you would like to 


present your information. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Let me ask you at this point you’ve presented displays of different; are 


these the different options that is going – the options we have, the 60/100? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Right, that’s right.  We kind of ran through and detailed the alternatives.  Under  


Action 1 in the options paper which expands the boundaries of the Oculina Bank Habitat Area of 


Particular Concern, we just kind of reviewed with you the northern boundary extension 


alternatives, which are 2A through 2D.  


 


Essentially they are all representative of different depth contours on the east and west boundaries 


in the northern zone.  Then we also talked about modifications to the western boundary, and 


that’s Alternative 3 under Action 1 in the options paper.  The other alternative under the Oculina 


would be consideration of a expansion provision.  Those kind of in sum are what we have to talk 


with you today about in regards to Oculina specifically. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I think we probably ought to keep them separate.  Let’s go ahead and let 


Mike do his presentation so that we can make some kind of a recommendation on the Oculina 


Bank.  Then we’ll go over I guess the transit provision, and then we’ll talk about the Stetson-


Miami Terrace, because I don’t want to mix up Oculina and the deeper water, Stetson-Miami.  


Let’s finish up with Oculina first.  Mike. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I guess what we did was we looked at what Roger presented and based 


upon – I’ve got a bunch of track data from some of the captains and talked it over with a lot of 


captains and looking at this and looking at their track data, which pretty much mimics the VMS 


data, which it should, hopefully, and so basically looking at that 70/90 up in the north end is 


pretty – there is a little bit of track loss because some people have actually eked out some tracks 


in the middle there .   


 


But for the most part, what that does is it leaves the inshore and offshore above that ledge, those 


tracks do track, which looking at your percentages shows out in those percentages, so basically 


you’re leaving a lot of that stuff intact.  Then what we did was we went further on down and took 


60/90; I’m sorry, 70/90 all the way down from the north end to the south end of that reef system 


and said that this is a good opportunity here to create a Coral HAPC that encompasses all the 


coral within this system, and also at the same time releases some of the sloped soft substrate 


bottom that is in the Oculina that’s closed today.  I don’t know if there is a way for you to bring 


up any of this data that are just tracking the information that we have here or if you want to do it 


in this forum or not, but I think you have coordinates for that, so basically – 


 


(At this point there was a pause in recording.) 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  We couldn’t get that presentation to work and so we’ll just go into what was 


the next item on the agenda to use our time, which was the review of the – yes, Laurilee. 
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MS. THOMPSON:  I’m not sure what we do.  It looks like they’re going ahead with the sturgeon 


listing.  I don’t know whether they wanted like feedback from our committee on sturgeon 


encounters or exactly what they were looking for from us.  But when you read this letter, it just 


seems to me like they are bulldozing ahead with an ESA listing when they really don’t even have 


the data that proves that there is a need for it.  I guess the fact that it was on our agenda today 


means that it’s important.  Do we want to comment on it or what do they want from us, Roger? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think the council was looking for some input from you and in response we 


were hoping that this was actually going to work.  I think at least I found we did get Andy to 


send a presentation to us now and distribute it to the members so we’ll actually have the 


presentation and if nothing else possibly we could walk through.  Those are some opportunities.  


There is concern about the shrimp fishery in the South Atlantic because you have a pretty 


significant step forward with two species. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Roger, should we wait, or can we go ahead with Kari; and before we conclude 


today, we ought to at least make a point to make a comment about the sturgeon.   


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, Roger, do we know anything about the interactions with the sturgeons, 


how many are there in the South Atlantic, anything about IPS or jeopardy on any of them?   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, I think that’s what Andy is going to try to present to you at some other 


specific time.  Truthfully, I don’t have the details, so I think at a minimum we could get the 


presentation to us.  In between, I should be able to see if some of those determinations have been 


made, because I think there are some determinations for our region. 


 


MS. MARTIN:  The biological opinion that is up there has not been finalized.  Council staff and 


council members, we really don’t know what is in here.  Protective Resources staff will be 


presenting this information to the council for the first time at the June meeting.  At a minimum, I 


can try to get the presentation from Andy to circulate it to the APs here today. 


 


Then I guess recommend that you tune in at the June meeting when this is kind of formally 


presented and introduced to the council.  It will be during the Shrimp Committee.  They haven’t 


yet told us the timeline for this biological opinion, which management measures are  


forthcoming after a biological opinion is finalized.  We aren’t even sure when that will be. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I thought I saw on the board maybe a final opinion was already completed.  It 


must not be.  Okay. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  While we’re waiting to get I guess a hard copy of that, let’s turn it over to 


Kari and she will brief us on the review of the South Atlantic royal red shrimp fishery and rock 


shrimp fishery. 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  I’m Kari MacLauchlin.  I am council staff and this is a presentation that I 


gave at the last Shrimp Committee meeting.  They had requested just an update on the royal red 
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shrimp fishery and then of the rock shrimp fishery.  This is just to show you guys the 


information, and we can chat about it if you want. 


 


The council is not considering any actions that would affect the royal red shrimp fishery, but that 


they did have a few questions that we can talk about now if you want to or we can talk about at a 


later meeting.  I’m just going to go on for a little bit about the royal red fishery, not that I need to 


here probably.  Then I’ll talk about the latest in the landings trend and where they’re fishing and 


how many vessels. 


 


They are not included in the fishery management unit for the Shrimp FMP because when they 


developed that there were no management measures necessary.  There are currently quota 


landings only and most persons for this also fish for rock shrimp and a VMS is required for rock 


shrimp, so you have the royal red data. 


 


This is sort of the Florida east coast landings and value and they are in year to year.  I’m sure you 


all are familiar with this.  Then this is a chart actually in the document that was in the briefing 


book.  This chart is incorrect for pink shrimp.  This version that you’re seeing now is the updated 


version and I’ll make sure that you guys get a copy of this. 


 


But it just compares the five different species of shrimp, so we have the highest landings with the 


brown shrimp, and then pink shrimp are these little – it’s the purple and then the royal red in 


most cases is very, very, small compared to the penaeid.  Then the orange is the rock shrimp.  


The Gulf of Mexico has a royal red shrimp fishery, and so I also wanted to show a little bit of 


comparison with the Gulf states.   


 


The purple is Alabama and yellow is the Florida east coast and the gray is Florida west coast.  


You can see that Florida compared to the Gulf states is similar with royal red landings.  Then this 


is what you guys have been talking about because then it goes to the council to show them some 


of the information from the VMS data.   


 


A couple questions for you that came from the Shrimp Committee at the last council meeting.  


They were talking about some questions that because we don’t have a royal red permit, that the 


council would want us to work with you to figure out how many vessels are harvesting royal red 


without a rock shrimp permit and then how many vessels are harvesting royal reds without a full 


shrimp royal red permit. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  There are no vessels harvesting Atlantic royal red shrimp without a rock 


shrimp permit.  How many vessels harvesting royal reds without a Gulf shrimp permit; I’m not 


sure what you’re asking there.  So you’re asking of the ones that are harvesting royal reds who 


have a Gulf royal red permit and an Atlantic rock shrimp permit basically.  It covers all red 


shrimp. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I think the reason that they’re asking this question is because it came up by 


the LEAP Committee, the Law Enforcement AP, and it came up from the council at the last 


meeting.  Their concern was that there would be boats from the Gulf that came over and fished 


for royal reds that would not have a VMS on them.   
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Our answer is that all of the boats that come over from the Gulf have rock shrimp permits.  A 


smaller boat that’s fishing for whites is not going to go offshore and fish for red shrimp.  It takes 


bigger boats with more horsepower.  Those boats, the ones that can fish for rock shrimp – I 


mean, you can’t fish for reds if you can’t fish for rock shrimp. 


 


All of the boats that are coming over from the Gulf that would conceivably end up fishing for 


reds in the tide on the east coast, they are big enough to rock shrimp and they would have VMS 


on board because they have a rock shrimp permit.  That is our stance is that it’s impossible for a 


boat to be out royal red fishing that came from the Gulf that would not have a VMS on it. 


 


That was because there was concerns that somebody had been royal redding could come over 


and rock shrimp and then transit the reef.  They don’t want anybody transiting the Oculina closed 


area unless they have a VMS on it so they can track them.  I think that’s where all this relates to.  


I think Marilyn can verify that there are no Gulf boats coming over here to fish for reds that 


don’t have a VMS. 


 


MS. SOLÓRZANO:  That is correct. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I was just going to say the Atlantic red shrimp, when I target it, that’s not a 


target for any of the Gulf fellas.  If they come over to the Atlantic, it’s to target typically rock 


shrimp or white shrimp, typically rock shrimp.  I can’t think of the last time I had somebody 


from the Gulf come – well, maybe Brent, but I don’t think he has even gone.  I don’t think 


anybody has come over from the Gulf that goes red shrimping in the Atlantic. 


 


MR. VENDETTI:  The answer to the first one is zero, everybody agrees to that, right.  Tell me 


this was part of the royal red without a Gulf shrimp permit.  Did you mean without the VMS or 


did you mean without a Gulf shrimp permit?  All Gulf shrimp vessels do not have to have a 


VMS, right? 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  I think that was the underlying question from the committee was are 


there any boats harvesting royal reds that don’t have VMS.  We can just report these responses 


back to the council as part of the AP report; does that sound good?   


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Yes, go ahead.  


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Okay, this presentation is also similar with a few discussion points at the 


end that I gave to the Shrimp Committee at the last council meeting in March and they have 


requested an update on the rock shrimp fishery.  Really, it was to talk about rock shrimp limited 


access permits that are not in use, and this is something that had been a concern that had been 


raised by an AP, about that the number of our shrimp permits, the limited access permits was 


decreasing as people didn’t renew them and was there a way to like to get permits to people who 


wanted to fish it. 


 


They wanted me to get some information about the permits and how many permits are being 


used actively so I put those together.  All of this you guys know.  There is a rock shrimp dealer 
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permit and about 43 rock shrimp dealers.  Currently there is an MSY proxy and that’s primarily 


for the fishery. 


 


The limited access program was implemented in 2003 and it had a use or lose policy up to 2,000 


pounds in one of four consecutive years.  Then it also had this requirement where you had to 


renew your open access permit and your rock shrimp endorsement.  This had caused some 


problems.  


 


In Amendment 7 permits could be reinstated that were lost, either landings requirements because 


there had been some hurricanes or somebody had failure to renew.  Then they also cut three 


names out of rock shrimp endorsement as the rock shrimp limited access or RSLA.  Then there 


was a rock shrimp permit. 


 


This is just the east coast landings and value again, and then again this state chart that I’ll send 


out.  What I did with that is looked up the permit records and crunched some numbers so I could 


talk about these permits.  These are all the rock shrimp permit; you know, before they were rock 


shrimp and then a rock shrimp endorsement and then it switched to the RSLA and the RSTP.  


This is just all of it together. 


 


Down here, this orange is the number of Gulf rock shrimp permits.  These are primarily 


Alabama.  It’s the home port of the vessel that the permit is associated with.  That’s how I get 


another state.  The next one Florida and then North Carolina has a lot of the Carolinas in it.  This 


is how ports that are not 100 percent correct. It’s just stuff and information I have.   


 


These are limited issue permits so I took out all when it was an endorsement and then when it 


was an RSLA.  Again, you can see mostly – I’ll start here with Alabama.  The Alabama permits, 


they are pretty consistent all the way through 2007, but the number of reported permits has 


declined over time and in general all the South Atlantic permits have declined over time. 


 


This table I tried to kind of put together if there were any latent permits.  This is kind of tricky 


because there is not a logbook program for rock shrimp and so you have to use the state landings 


data.  But if they are latent in another state; like four of the Alabama dealer permit holders, 


maybe they are landing in Alabama, so we didn’t have that information and then landings aren’t 


always linked to permits. 


 


This was basically the best information I could get and I could tell you that at least 23 of the 


limited access rock shrimp permits have landings out of 104.  That is kind of the spotted row 


here where this is the number of active limited entry permits and then the bottom number are the 


permits that I could verify had landings.   


 


It looks right now that about a quarter to a third of the permits actually have landings.  I also 


tried another way to kind of get to this latent permit, to try to find some information about latent 


permits.  I looked up all the permit landings that I could get and associate with them.  It’s kind of 


a similar situation.  These are all the rock shrimps and the Carolinas aren’t included here.  Then 


these are the ones that I could verify having it. 


 







  Jt Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 


  April 20, 2012 
  N. Charleston, SC 


 


46 
 


I’m trying to pull from the Atlantic states data that compiles all the states data and then also the 


NMFS data base.  But, because there is not a central logbook program for rock shrimp, it is 


difficult to tie them to the permit.  Anna had sent out the kind of discussion paper that I had put 


together.   


 


We were chatting about just some ways that you could talk about how to deal with the rock 


shrimp limited access program, because it’s probably could stand to have some modifications 


and make sure it’s still serving its purpose.  We had talked about that and just some ideas so 


that’s one of your attachments I think 3B.   


 


It’s in your briefing book, but I just threw out some of the questions that were in there so I 


wanted you to think about how many vessels the fishery can sustain.  This is talking about that 


sort of limited access permit.  Then another question that came up when you’re talking about 


permits for vessels that are not actively participating at the time is they pay to have those latent 


permits.   


 


Right now there are 100 permits or 90 permits or something that are valid and can be used, but it 


would be okay if all 90 boats kicked in and started fishing.  I think there used to be, so probably 


it’s okay but it’s just something to think about when you’re thinking about permits that are not in 


use at the time.   


 


Then Mike and Laurilee had come up with a few ideas and I tried to brainstorm with people who  


maybe we can talk about that are here or you all can just talk about it later, some ideas for 


modification, some way to revert those unused RSLA permits and that would basically mean 


putting in another use or lose provision in some way or some kind of landings requirement to 


keep it; and then any of those that are taken away because they are inactive can be reissued to 


people who are interested. 


 


Then another idea was to making a minimum number of unlimited access permits; so once it dips 


down to 100, then reissue 25 so that there is always 125 or something like that.  Then another 


way would be some way to facilitate transfers, because you can’t transfer the limited access 


permits, and some way just to connect people who want to sell it, who are no longer using it to 


people who want to buy a permit.  I think that’s it.  Those were just my questions for discussion 


if you guys want to. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I guess I just have a question.  How do people feel about the transferability 


of those, because there are 90 something of them out there?  I know somebody that recently was 


trying to get a hold of one and she had a heck of a time trying to purchase one from somebody.  


The only way that you really have – there is a website that lists all of the rock shrimp holders, 


permit holders, but all it has is an address so all you really have an option to do is to snail mail 


blast and try to get somebody to call you back with one that’s available.   


 


There is also the issue that people are hanging onto them for potential value purposes but they’re 


not being used.  When we’ve got – you said 19 that is landing rock shrimp.  That’s probably all 


of Florida, including the west coast I would guess, because I can only think about 11 that were 


on the east coast this last year. 
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I don’t know what this – and then the concern that we brought up was that if you don’t renew it 


and it expires, it’s gone.  It is no longer available.  It doesn’t go into a pool that can be 


purchased, it’s gone.  At some point – and maybe now is a perfect time and maybe it’s not urgent 


at the moment but at some point in time we’re going to have to address how do people get back 


the fishery they’ve got.  How can somebody gain access to a permit if they can’t buy one from 


somebody and we get down to 20 permits? 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  Well, if there is 90 limited entry permits now, that seems like a pretty good 


number.  Say somebody sells a boat and it goes overseas and they just let the permit expire, 


could we set a cap at 90; and then if a permit expires, then it goes into the pool where it can be 


bought by somebody that wants to buy a rock shrimp permit.   


 


It doesn’t make sense to me to just let the number of limited entry permits just keep going down 


and down and down.  I recognize that somebody may want to hold on to their permit thinking 


that it might have value, but for the ones that are just letting it expire or their selling their boats 


and then the permit expires, there ought to be a way to keep those permits in the fishery.  


 


MS. THOMAS:  I thought that number was 150. 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  It’s Attachment 5B, the discussion paper that I put together for you, in 


Amendment 5 it noted that the Rock Shrimp Advisory Panel felt the rock shrimp industry could 


support at most 150 vessels and there were 155 original rock shrimp limited access permits.  


That was back when I know the council was working on Amendment 5, so 150 was the number. 


 


If we’re talking about maintaining some kind of minimum number like Laurilee is talking about, 


some of the questions that I was thinking about when you were asking the council  think what is 


the minimum number, what should it be based on and then who would be eligible to receive one 


of the limited access permits if there was like a reissuance; would it be like a first come, first 


served or a lottery.   


 


Then should there be criteria that would trigger a new permit?  If it goes from 90 to 89, then 


automatically that one goes on the block to be reissued; or, every five years you see how many 


you’ve lost and you put those on the block to be reissued; or, it’s in like ten increments so if it 


goes from 90 to 80, then we’ll put ten on the block.  These are the details of things that we would 


have to think about on how to define that number and have the rationale.  Then also who would 


you want to have access to those permits that are available. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  There are certainly a lot of questions here to be answered.  Just these two or 


three would generate several questions in themselves.  I think in the beginning, the graph you  


showed here or the numbers showed here a few minutes ago, 150 was determined to sustain the 


industry and sustain the infrastructure years ago.   


 


I don’t know how the rest of the panel feels, but I certainly think we ought to keep a minimum 


number available.  As to what we do with them, I could tell you how to do it to keep a minimum 


number.  I think a lot of this is gets not only market-driven but economic-driven.  When you see 
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there is not a lot of rock shrimp here, you are not going to see boat unloading..  They’re going to 


be catching your red shrimp.  Every one of those is likely to come into play; especially when you 


see such a stark contrast between 90 available and 19 unloading.   


 


That doesn’t tell me that they’re working because they don’t want to. They’re making more 


money somewhere else. Then the next week you are liable to see 75 or 80 to 90 unloading rock 


shrimp in one year.  I think we have to certainly take that into account also before you make any 


kind of decision.  Personally I think you should keep certainly a minimum number and then 


decide what to do with them.  I guess the minimum number should be close to what we voted on 


years ago to sustain the industry and the infrastructure. 


 


MR. DENNIS:  Okay, this grid is about a hundred.  If I try to maintain 150 that we came up with 


originally, because now we can take the boats and go out there now and fish and just a month of 


good production we can drop the price.  Rock shrimp, if we put 150 out there, then these people 


that do this rock shrimp and make a living, it’s going to hurt them.  I’d rather do a lot of work 


with these values, you know, what we’ve got now to maintain that. 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I don’t think you’ll ever see 150 boats out there on it, but what we have 


less than 10 percent, 20 percent working the fishery now, actually probably about 10 percent 


working the fishery out of that 90 that are out there.  We want to be careful not to – if we’re only 


going to have 10 percent participation out of a group that holds permits, I don’t know if you can 


logically say that or not.  But if you only have 50 permits left now, we’re going to just have five 


people working it.  


 


 I don’t know; I’m just saying you’ve got to have some number so that you don’t have to work it 


every year.  Not everybody is going to work it every year.  But I don’t know what that number is.   


I don’t want to basically give away so many that you don’t have enough people to work it.  I 


know this guy that wants to work it now but can’t find a permit. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  But it is possible that there are so few boats working it now, that is causing 


the market not to be there?  When there were 150 boats, there was a pretty good market there.  


The less boats that work it, the less market there is.  We can bring in that boat to work it, but 


that’s not specific. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  I’m going to add a comment to this which is if you went back to the 150, you 


would have an instant problem that you have 60 permits that are now all of a sudden available, 


which would decrease the value of any of the other 90 who are holding onto their permits.  If 


anything, you might want to think about a starting point with where you are as opposed to going 


back up. 


 


MS. THOMPSON:  I believe that the 155 permits that were issued initially, those were the boats 


that were working in the fishery at the time.  They were trying to accommodate everybody that 


had one that was currently fishing and had a recent past record of working on rock shrimp.  


Truthfully, the infrastructure, the fish houses, the peelers, there are not as many now as there was 


20 years ago or 15 years ago.  Maybe 150 are too many.   
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There ought to be a mechanism for somebody that wants to get into the fishery and participate in 


it to be able to do so.  We don’t want to keep seeing the permits go away.  My Dad was on the 


Rock Shrimp AP when they very first did all this.  He was stunned when I told him that the 


permits were going away.  He always was under the assumption that there was always going to 


be 150 rock shrimp limited access permits.  He called me a liar when I said that the number of 


permits was going down.  He said, no, that’s not what we voted on.  Janie was surprised today to 


find that the permits – they’re not there.  When that permit is not renewed, it goes away.  We’ve 


got to stop that process of the permits disappearing like that and continually going down in 


number. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Would anybody here be opposed to proposing to cap the number at 90?  I 


haven’t heard anybody say it should be lower than 90.  Would that be something that the AP 


could recommend? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  Can we just pick a number like that or say that if there is 90 that we want 


to stay at 90 or do we have to have some kind of justification for 90?  I’m asking the staff.  


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Well, the council will have to have rationale if they decide to have like a 


goal, a minimum number or a goal number of valid permits.  What you guys are talking about, 


like this is right now what you feel like the resource can support 90 boats right now and that is a 


rationale, even though there are only 20 that are actively participating right now. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Do you want to make up a motion that we recommend that? 


 


MR. VENDETTI:  I think where we are today under the current regulations, that’s what it is 90.  


If you don’t do it, it’s gone, and those are gone and that’s where we are.  Now I think the need 


today is try to figure out.  There are supposedly people out there who want to enter the fishery 


and have called around and can’t find a way to enter the fishery. 


 


That’s what I think the goal is here today; maybe do something about this small number that may 


be trying to get into the fishery.  I don’t think you should try to tackle trying to figure out what 


the resource can support or what the right number would be for infrastructure or anything like 


that.  That takes an economic analysis or a biological analysis or something like that. 


 


The issue here today is what we do about the few people who want a license and can’t get one.  It 


may be something about this connecting people with whatever you said, the last line there, 


something about facilitating transfers, you know, helping people understand there is a list out 


there.  I don’t know, but that is the issue here today, how to get a few people a license.  Let’s not 


try to decide on much harder questions to answer. 


 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I agree with Richard; that is certainly one issue, but I think another issue is 


like Laurilee was talking about that we’re continuing to lose the rock shrimp permits and these 


people not renewing them.  I think it wouldn’t certainly behoove us at least to consider a number 


to approach the council with that we would like to have this minimum number of permits remain 


in the industry.  What we do, though, is we could pick a number at a later date, but we’re 


continuing to losing permits of those not doing them. 
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MS. THOMPSON:  Is this going to require an amendment?  Will it take a shrimp amendment to 


set that cap or can we tag it onto Shrimp Amendment 9?  Is it too late because we haven’t got 


public comment or scoping?  Are we just kind of like breaking ground for something that might 


be included in Shrimp Amendment 10?  I don’t know if we can go around and change the rules 


like that. 


 


DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Some of these ideas like setting a minimum cap and reissuing it; that 


would take an amendment.  I don’t think that it could go in Amendment 9.  It’s too far down the 


road.  But this, facilitating the transfers, that doesn’t require a council action and anybody could 


really do it.   


 


NMFS could do that where they would just send out an e-mail to everybody or however they 


contact them and say if you want to sell yours, let us know.  Then somebody acts as a broker.  


That doesn’t require a council action and really you want probably as little interference from any 


agency in a market for tradable permits, anyway.  But these were just ideas of how this could go, 


but if you guys are interested in other things, you have to go through an amendment. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Before we go any further with this, I’ve got a little bit after four.  We were 


supposed to end at four.  I know some are tired.  Is there any desire to try to wrap this particular 


issue up or postpone it? 


 


MR. MERRIFIELD:  I would say we probably ought to move on because that’s why we’re kind 


of asking was it’s not as simple as your saying.  Let’s set it at 90 and anything that we lose 


beyond this point is now available; it’s not that simple.  It’s another amendment but let’s not 


tackle that. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Do we know if the stuff about the sturgeon ever came to us that can be 


distributed or not? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  We will have to get together with them and send this information out to the 


panels.  That’s not something that can be done today, unfortunately.  Sorry about the problems 


there, but, again, this is also going to be introduced to the council during the June meeting.  I 


believe they will have a representative presenting this information to the Shrimp Committee in 


June.   


 


That will be another forum to learn about the listing and the biological opinion, which again is 


under development.  That is essentially all we know about it at this time.  But if I can’t get some 


information from the Protected Resources staff to send out to the groups, I will certainly do so, 


and then follow up with everybody accordingly.   


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Is there any other business that anybody wants to bring to the attention of the 


APs before we adjourn?   
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MR. VENDETTI:  One thing is the membership on this committee.  Is there anything we need to 


do as far as – there seems to be several that aren’t here on kind of a regular basis.  I don’t know, 


is there anything we can do about that or is that just staff could handle that or what? 


 


MS. MARTIN:  Well, we do have a number of seats up for reappointments and I think the next 


time those will be considered.  Kim, do you want to talk about the process?  Our office staff will 


be sending out reappointment notices.  We have reapplications for seats.  Typically once those 


are reviewed during the Advisory Panel Selection Committee at a council meeting, it’s also 


discussed – attendance is discussed as far as previous attendance at the advisory panel meetings. 


 


MR. VENDETTI:  Nothing really to do, but if we know somebody who we could recruit ; if we 


know somebody that might want to do it, just encourage them to apply? 


 


MS. IVERSON:  That would be really helpful, yes. 


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Kim, did you want to add something? 


 


MS. IVERSON:  Just very quickly; the attendance records are looked at and anyone that has not 


attending a meeting for two consecutive meetings receives a memo from our executive director 


just asking them to give us a reason why.  There are extenuating circumstances sometimes, of 


course.  Everyone is aware of that.   


 


If they miss two consecutive meetings – and as Anna pointed out, the AP Selection Committee 


will review those attendance records when it’s time for reappointments.  Several of you will 


probably receive a reapplication letter.  We will be addressing those open seats between now and 


September.   


 


We do have an AP Selection Committee meeting coming up in June and again in September, but 


those reapplication forms should be coming to you following the June meeting.  Again, please if 


you know someone that’s interested in serving on the advisory panel, please send them our way 


and I’d be glad to talk to them about what’s involved and the importance of serving.   


 


MR. DOCKERY:  Well, if there is nothing else I would like to thank everybody who came 


today, made for many a long trip.  I’d like to thank the council staff for making this possible.  I’d 


like to say that we did make some proposals that hopefully will be paid attention to.  I’d also like 


to reiterate the comment from the Snapper Grouper AP about the importance of trying to get the 


different APs to be able to work with each other.  I think that was a real good statement even if it 


came at the beginning of the meeting.  With that, I adjourn the meeting. 


 


 


(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 4:00 o’clock p.m., April 20, 2012) 


 
 


Certified By:__________________________ Date:____________________ 
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  Jt Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel 


  April 20, 2012 
  N. Charleston, SC 


 


52 
 


 


Transcribed By: 


Graham Transcriptions Inc. 


May 2012 


 




























  


1 


 


 Summary Report 
SAFMC Coral Advisory Panel Meeting 


May 9 - 10, 2012 
Charleston, SC 


  
The Coral Advisory Panel (AP) met in Charleston on Wednesday, May 9th and Thursday, May 
10th, 2012.  The main items for discussion were the measures included in Comprehensive 
Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 (CE-BA 3) pertaining to expansion of Coral Habitat Areas of 
Particular Concern.  The AP received an update on the final version of Spiny Lobster 
Amendment 11, submitted for Secretarial Review in March 2012.  Additionally, the AP received 
a number of informational presentations by AP members on specific projects, reports, and 
agency updates.  Below is a summary of the APs recommendations, motions, and other business.   
 
AP Recommendations 
  
Spiny Lobster Amendment 11 update 


Recommendation 1.  Based on the knowledge of the spatial and temporal variability of 
the species of Acropora (especially A. cervicornis)., the Coral AP recommends the Spiny 
Lobster AP consider inclusion of a periodic (suggested 5-year) review and update of 
closed areas identified in Spiny Lobster Amendment 11, to allow ‘release’ of those areas 
that no longer support significant cover Acropora species, and inclusion of any locations 
outside of the presently identified sites that are found to contain significant Acropora spp. 
colonies. 
 
Recommendation 2.  The Coral AP draft, for Council approval and forwarding, a letter to 
the State of Florida requesting they identify and evaluate conservation measures similar 
to those indentified in the Spiny Lobster Amendment 11, for implementation in State 
waters. (AP point of contact:  Kate Lunz) 


 
Overview of Dept. Of Energy Report:  Protocols for Survey Methodology for  
Offshore Marine Hydrokinetic Energy Projects  


Recommendation 3.  The Coral AP draft a policy regarding appropriate assessment 
protocols for deepwater corals and benthic habitats, to be utilized during habitat and 
environmental impact assessments within Lease tracks and other areas with indentified 
Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (C-HAPCs) for submission to, and approval 
by, the Council.  Said Policy will be based on the recommendations in Section 9 of the 
“Final Report: Siting Study for a Hydrokinetic Energy Project Located Offshore 
Southeastern Florida: Protocols for Survey Methodology for Offshore Marine 
Hydrokinetic Energy Projects” (Vinick et al., 2012. Submitted to: United States 
Department of Energy; DOE Grant Award Number: DE-EE0002655.000).  Such 
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recommendations should include a ‘tiered’ approach which allows for methods suitable 
for evaluation of the activity needs and the anticipated habitat complexity, as well as 
provides for increased information needs associated with increased magnitude and 
complexity of the habitat found in the areas under investigation. 
 
Recommendation 4.  The Council forward a comment letter to the Bureau of Ocean 
Energy Management (BOEM); Docket No. BOEM–2011–0012 (Outer Continental Shelf 
(OCS) Renewable Energy Program Interim Policy Leasing for Marine Hydrokinetic 
Technology Testing Offshore Florida), prior to May 24, 2012, expressing that 
information available to the Council indicates significant deepwater resources exist 
within the areas of proposed activities for Lease Blocks (LB) 7003, 7053 and 7054, and 
the proposed anchoring and repeated deployments of anchors in those areas (excepting 
the northwestern portion of LB 7053), pose significant risk to deepwater coral and 
benthic community habitats.    


 
Shallow Jacksonville Lophelia site   


Recommendation 5.  The Coral AP draft, for Council approval and forwarding, a letter to 
NOAA (and appropriate other agencies) supporting continued efforts to provide much 
needed mapping and better coordination of information exchange among agencies.  
Better coordinated mapping efforts are intended to provide additional information on 
benthic communities and habitats (and associated linkages and distribution) within Coral 
Habit Areas of Particular Concern. (AP point of contact:  Steve Ross) 
 


AP Approved Motions 
 
Exotic Hard Coral Species 
 Motion 1.  The Coral AP deems the presence of Tubastrea in the South Atlantic region a 


threat to coral reef systems and recommends that the species of the genus Tubastraea be 
removed from the Coral FMP, and that the states within the Council (South Atlantic 
region) modify existing rules as necessary to allow for the take of the Genus in waters of 
the state and EEZ.  Take may be through a regulatory or non-regulatory process as 
deemed appropriate by the state.  Motion approved 9 “Yes” and 3 “No” 


 
HAPC Measures in CE-BA 3:  Action 1.  Expand boundaries of Oculina Bank HAPC 
  Motion 2.  Northern Boundary: Recommend Alternative 2a, as depicted in Figure 1 and 


Table 1 (Coral AP Briefing Book Attachment 6b: Simplified Polygons and Draft Lists of 
Coordinates) as the preferred Action for modification of the northern Boundary of the 
Oculina Coral HAPC.  Motion approved unanimously. 
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 Motion 3. Recommend Alternative 3, as depicted in Figure 3 of the March 2012 
“SAFMC OPTIONS PAPER for Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 (CE-
BA 3)” as the preferred action for modification of the western Boundary of the Oculina 
C-HAPC.  Motion approved unanimously. 


 
HAPC Measures in CE-BA 3:  Action 2. Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC to  
incorporate a Lophelia site off Jacksonville 
 Motion 4. Recommend modification of Alternative 2a, with the northern boundary 


reduced to 30° 37.0’ N latitude, and the southern limit modified to be bound by the 
following coordinates: 30° 0.0’N; 80° 13.0’ W, then east to 30° 0.0’ N; 80° 10.0’ W, then 
northeasterly to 30° 4.0’N; 80° 4.0’W. These modifications are made to include known 
(mapped) benthic habitat, and exclude those areas where habitat has not been found. The 
western limit of the expanded zone remains as stated in Alternative 2 (the 200m contour). 
Motion approved unanimously. 


 
HAPC Measures in CE-BA 3:  Regarding Action 3. Expand Cape Lookout Coral HAPC. 
 Motion 5.  Recommend selection of Alternative 2 as the preferred action.   
 Motion approved unanimously. 
 
 
Other Business 
Due to conflicting work schedule and time constraints, Dave Gilliam is stepping aside as the  
Coral AP Vice-Chair.  The AP approved two nominees for the newly vacant Vice-Chair seat:  
Jocelyn Karazsia and Sandra Brooke.  The AP is finalizing the election of the Vice-Chair 
remotely,over email correspondence with the AP Chair.      
 
 








CORAL ADVISORY PANEL REPORT 
MAY 7-8, 2013 


CHARLESTON, SC 
 
 


1. Update on Proposed ESA Listing on Coral Species 
 
Jen Moore with NOAA Fisheries Protected Resources Division presented via webinar on the 
proposed Endangered Species Act (ESA) Listing Determinations for 66 coral species.  Moore 
reviewed the Determination Tool that was developed to distill relevant information from the 
Status Review Report on the 82 coral species petitioned for listing under ESA.  NOAA has 
proposed 66 of the 82 species petitioned for listing under the ESA.  Seven of the 66 species 
are located in the Atlantic/Caribbean (5 are proposed to be listed as endangered and 2 are 
proposed to be listed as threatened).  Additionally, NOAA proposes to upgrade the listing of 
staghorn and elkhorn corals (Acropora cervicornis and A. plamata) from threatened to 
endangered.  A final listing determination on the proposed rule is due by December 2013.   


 
2. Update on Coral Nursery Restoration Work and Utilization 


 
Dave Gilliam updated the AP on the collaborative work among many agencies and partners 
to develop staghorn coral nurseries along the Florida reef tract.  The project initiated in 2000 
and being a recipient of American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funding from NOAA in 
2009 allowed for significant scaling up of project efforts over a larger geographic region in 
FL.  To-date, over 30,000 staghorn corals currently reside in FL nurseries on a variety of 
platforms with over 5,000 staghorn nursery-reared corals having been outplanted with a goal 
of enhanced reproductive capability and recovery.   
 
3. Update on NOAA Fisheries Habitat Conservation Division 


 
Jocelyn Karazsia updated the AP on NOAA Fisheries Habitat Conservation Division’s 
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) activities.  Project activities involved in an EFH consultation 
include the Port Everglades Port Expansion and Florida Atlantic University’s Southeast 
National Marine Renewable Energy Center’s planned hydrokinetic technology testing 
project.    
 
4. Coral AP recommendations in Coral Amendment 8 
 
The Coral AP met in a joint session on Wednesday, May 8th 2013 with the Habitat AP to 
discuss final recommendations for the alternatives under consideration in Coral Amendment 
8.  The APs received an overview of the most recent version of the amendment, and received 
a presentation on spatial information on habitat and fishery operations associated with the 
proposed CHAPC extensions.  The APs discussed that aside from incorporating the updated 
Vessel Monitoring System analysis, there were no significant changes to the document since 
review of Coral Amendment 8 during their last AP meetings.  The Coral AP reaffirmed their 
recommendations for preferred alternatives in Coral Amendment 8 that they developed 







during the joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP meeting in October 2012 in Cape 
Canaveral, FL:   


 
 Regarding Action 1, the APs recommend Sub-Alternative 2b and Alternative 3 as 


preferred alternatives. The Coral AP has stated that establishing a northern 
extension for Oculina Bank HAPC along the 70-100 meter boundaries while 
annexing obvious hard bottom features would incorporate most of the known 
deepwater coral habitat presumed to occur in this area.  The Coral AP was 
instrumental in developing Sub-Alternative 2b as a recommendation to the 
Council during their last meeting.  Alternative 3 was recommended by the Coral 
AP prior to public scoping for the CHAPC actions.  The AP’s original 
recommendation was the result of obtaining new data in areas surrounding the 
Oculina Bank HAPC satellite sites identifying high relief habitat in the area west 
of the existing boundary.   


 The Coral AP noted no objections to the transit provision specifications identified 
in Action 2, Alternative 3, which was developed by the Deepwater Shrimp AP 
during their joint meeting with the Coral AP in October 2012.   


 The AP reaffirmed their preferred recommendation, Alternative 2, for 
modification to the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC (Action 3).  In conjunction 
with the Deepwater Shrimp AP, the Coral AP developed Alternative 2 during 
their joint meeting in 2012.  Alternative 2 modifies the original Coral AP 
recommendation to minimize the area of productive sand bottom for royal red 
shrimp, while maintaining protection to deepwater coral habitat based on data 
from multibeam mapping and high resolution bathymetry.  


 Regarding Action 4, the APs reaffirmed their original recommendation for 
expansion of Cape Lookout CHAPC.  Alternative 2 was brought forward as a 
recommendation by the Coral AP prior to public scoping, to incorporate an area 
of Lophelia habitat north of the CHAPC that is based on bathymetric data and 
museum records.    


  
5. Other Business 


  
Jocelyn Karazsia was appointed as Vice-Chair of the Coral AP.  








 


Recommendations from the SAFMC Coral Advisory Panel to the Council, based on information and 
discussions of the October 25‐26, 2011 meeting of the Coral Advisory Panel (Charleston, SC) 


1. Recommend that the boundaries of the present C‐HAPCs in areas of Cape Lookout, NC, Oculina‐
Daytona, FL, and Jacksonville, FL, be modified based on information and research that has 
identified new areas of deep‐water coral resources.   Specific areas of C‐HAPC boundary 
modification recommended include: 


a. Oculina mounds off Daytona: John Reed is providing a proposed boundary revision map 
prior to the December Council meeting that will be a recommendation based on NOAA 
Bathymetric charts indicating probable extent of mounds which were ground‐truthed 
and mapped in part during the 2011 Pisces cruise (http://cioert.org/xcorals2011). 


b. Lophelia areas off Jacksonville, FL: area west of the existing Stetson‐Miami C‐HAPC 
bounded approximating by the 200 m depth contour between lat 30°45.0’ to the north 
and Lat. 29°52.0’ to the south (new boundaries provided by Steve Ross and Sandra 
Brooke) 


c. Cape Lookout areas off North Carolina:  extend the northern boundary to encompass 
area identified by the following coordinates provided by Steve Ross 
  Latitude  Longitude  
  34°24.6166’        75°45.1833’ 
  34°23.4833’  75°43.9667’ 
  34°27.9’  75°42.75’ 
  34°27.0’  75°41.5’   


d. Other areas where multi‐beam mapping and ROV surveys have indicated presence of 
deep‐water coral resources.  These areas would be proposed based on information 
provided by the NOAA Deep‐Sea Coral Team Working Group, whose Final Report on the 
progress and investigations associated with the Deep Water Coral Research and 
Monitoring Plan for work off the Southeast US will be finalized in summer 2012, and 
subsequently submitted to Council.  


2. Recommend re‐convening the Oculina Evaluation Team to review accomplishments of the 
NOAA Deepwater Coral Projects, accordingly update the Research Portion of the Evaluation Plan 
for the Oculina Experimental Closed Area that was presented to the Council in March 2007, 
review membership as needed, and develop plan for preparation of 2014 assessment report. 


3. Recommend to the Snapper‐Grouper AP to consider and assess vulnerability of the Black Belly 
Rose Fish to commercial/ recreational exploitation, inclusive of potential regulatory and 
protective measures for the species.  The Coral AP offers to work with the Snapper‐Grouper AP 
to provide specific background and support information relating to this concern. 


4. Recommend that the Council seek/provide support for continued investigations at the Snowy 
Wreck MPA (particularly on the Snowy Wreck itself) including: 
• Specific and targeted ROV/HOV investigation for mapping, biological and archeological 


surveys of the wreck 







 


• Environmental (i.e., CTD, currents, turbidity, dissolved oxygen) Monitoring to aid 
understanding of conditions favorable to observed deep‐sea coral development on the 
wreck 


• Passive acoustical monitoring for fish and vessel activity 
• Assessment of strategic and appropriate habitat enhancement activities in deep sand areas 


of the MPA 
 


5. Recommend that the Council seek and provide support for investigations to define the location 
and variation in the cold water (e.g., 8‐12 C isotherm, recognized as the thermal limit of 
Lophelia) along the western boundary of the Stetson‐Miami Terrace C‐HAPC.  Such 
investigations should include assessment (sonar surveys and ground‐truth observations) of 
areas not yet mapped. This recommendation accompanies the Jacksonville area boundary 
expansion noted above. 


6. Recommend that the Council coordinate with NOAA to: 


• Ensure the information as presented in, or reported through SEADESC and DSCRTP, be 
provided to the Council for inclusion in their IMS as appropriate, and, to the extent possible, 
continue support and cooperation with those projects 


• Ensure coordination with NOAA vessels that have multi‐beam sonar capability, to assist 
where possible, with mapping of un‐surveyed sections of C‐HAPCs 
 


7. Recommend that the Council work to have a single location, available and apparent on its web‐
site, for accessing information on all regulated areas and regulations for the protected areas 
within the SAFMC, including access to related information regarding their location (i.e., maps, 
shapefiles, GPS files). 
 


8. Recommend that the Council coordinate with federal agencies that review requests for 
usage/lease of areas within C‐HAPCs to ensure any approved activities have sufficient and 
appropriate habitat mapping and resource characterization, monitoring and assessment plans, 
and installation and removal plans that avoid deep‐water coral resources and habitats within 
the leased areas.   


9. Recommend that the Council review and revise, as necessary, the Council’s Energy Policy 
Statement, based on recent increased interest in alternative energy‐based activities within C‐
HAPCs. 


10. Based on information in Spiny Lobster Amendment 11, as presently written, the Coral AP does 
not believe sufficient information is presented to allow this to go forward at this time.  The Coral 
AP recommends that the Spiny Lobster AP (and Habitat AP) review the draft of Amendment 11 
to the Spiny Lobster FMP. The Coral AP offers to work with the Spiny Lobster AP to revise the 
draft.  Suggested information needs to be addressed in this review include: 


a. Develop or define a process to address/protect Acroporids based on changes in 
distribution (i.e., new areas that become established, or present areas that lose 
coverage/presence), 







 


b. Include more complete information regarding how the baseline assessment was 
conducted, how the absolute location of the boxes were determined, and as well as the 
specific information relative to the bounding coordinates for the boxes 


c. Ensure all areas to be protected have been mapped with appropriate resolution 
(minimum mapping unit) and ground‐truthed 


d. Further coordination with law enforcement relative to ‘enforceability’ of the plan 
 


Notwithstanding the items noted above, the Coral AP would agree that it would be preferable 
to: 


• Use geometric (boxes) descriptions for the protected areas  


• There should be exclusion of all spiny lobster fishing within the areas to be protected 
and 


• Encourage FWC to take a similar approach in state waters as SAFMC is taking in federal 
waters 


  
We further recommend that the Council seek to review and assess the need, effect and 
appropriateness of the ‘trap marking’ as defined in the NMFS Biological Opinion, prepared 
under the ESA, for the spiny lobster fishery. 


 
Action Items 
‐ The AP will develop a ‘white paper’ on the potential ecological and economic impacts of the presence, 
persistence and expansion of the Orange Cup Coral (Tubastrea). 
 
‐ The Council will prepare a presentation for the next Coral AP meeting regarding the explicit process for 
the ‘drawing of boundaries’ for the Stetson‐Miami Terrace C‐HAPC, to allow assessment of areas of 
apparent deviations and irregularities of the boundary. 
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SUMMARY REPORT 


  
Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel Meeting 


May 9th, 2013 
N. Charleston, SC 


 
The Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel (AP) met in North Charleston, SC on Thursday, May 9th, 
2013 to discuss Coral Amendment 8.  Measures in Coral Amendment 8 consider modifications 
to the Oculina Bank Habitat Area of Particular Concern (HAPC), transit through Oculina Bank 
HAPC, and modifications to Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC and Cape Lookout Coral 
HAPC.  The AP was asked to review the completed Vessel Monitoring System data and provide 
further input to the Council before they consider preferred alternatives for Coral Amendment 8 at 
their next meeting.  The AP received a presentation from Pat O’Shaughnessy with the National 
Marine Fisheries Service Office of Law Enforcement on Vessel Monitoring System unit 
functionality and geofencing capabilities. 
 
Below is a summary of AP discussions, including motions developed during the meeting.  
 
MOTION #1:  DO NOT APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM THE JOINT AP MEETING IN 
OCTOBER 2012 
APPROVED BY AP 
The AP expressed concern that the meeting minutes from the joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp 
AP meeting in Cape Canaveral, FL on October 18th, 2012 were partially compromised and the 
afternoon session of the joint AP meeting was not recorded and transcribed.  Staff explained that 
this was a technical error.  The AP discussed that without a complete record of the minutes, they 
could not approve the minutes.   
 
MOTION #2:  RECOMMEND TWEAKING OF ACTION 1, SUB-ALTERNATIVE 2B TO 
MOVE THE EASTERN BOUNDARY OF THE HAPC WESTWARD TO EXCLUDE 
HISTORICAL TRAWLABLE AREA (LIST OF COORDINATES PROVIDED AT MEETING) 
APPROVED BY AP 
The AP revisited the recommendation developed during the joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp 
AP meeting that would modify a northern extension of Oculina Bank HAPC following the 70 
meter and 100 meter depth contour lines (Action 1, sub-alternative 2b).  The AP revised their 
recommendation for a northern extension of Oculina Bank HAPC to further reduce fishery 
impacts along the southern half of the eastern boundary where traditional fishing activity occurs.  
The recommendation follows more closely the rock shrimp trawl track data and not a depth 
contour.   







 


2 
 


 
 


Area of proposed modification to points 16-25 of Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b delineated by the 
following coordinates: 
16) 29°43.497'N   80°14.801'W 
17) 29°35.931'N   80°13.684'W 
18) 29°30.262'N   80°12.648'W 
19) 29°23.589'N   80°11.501'W 
20) 29°17.566'N   80°10.115'W 
21) 29°11.327'N   80°08.615'W 
22) 28°53.306'N   80°04.814'W 
23) 28°48.619'N   80°03.946'W 
24) 28°46.014'N   80°03.475'W 
25) 28°30.006'N   80°00.767'W 
 
Following the AP meeting, an informal recommendation was developed and submitted from the 
AP Chair that would modify the southwestern boundary of the northern extension (identified in 
Sub-Alternative 2b).  The AP Chair communicated that the modification along the southwest 
boundary would shave off a concentration of VMS points, and would exclude a productive rock 
shrimp location utilized in the past 2 years from a proposed HAPC extension. 
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MOTION #3:  THE DEEPWATER SHRIMP AP WILL PROVIDE A RECOMMENDATION 
FOR THE WESTERN EXTENSION OF OCULINA BANK HAPC IN APPROXIMATELY 5 
BUSINESS DAYS 
APPROVED BY AP 
After a review of the more recent VMS data, the AP discussed that rock shrimp fishing activity 
occurred in more recent years (2012) within the proposed western extension of Oculina Bank 
HAPC.  Previously, the AP did not provide a recommendation for Alternative 3, however taking 
the completed VMS analysis into consideration, the motion was developed to preserve rock 
shrimp fishing grounds in the proposed western extension.   
 


 
 


Area of proposed modification delineated by the following coordinates: 
 
1) 28°04.500'N     80°00.000'W 
2) 28°04.505'N     80°00.926'W 
3) 28°10.228'N     80°01.886'W 
4) 28°14.352'N     80°02.331'W 
5) 28°16.000'N     80°03.000'W 
6) 28°30.000'N     80°03.000'W 
7) 28°30.000'N     80°00.000'W 
 
MOTION #4:  FOR ACTION 2, REVISE ALTERNATIVE 3 TO STATE: 
ALLOW FOR TRANSIT THROUGH THE OCULINA BANK HAPC WITH POSSESSION OF 
ROCK SHRIMP ON BOARD.  WHEN TRANSITING THROUGH THE HAPC, VESSELS 
MUST MAINTAIN A MINIMUM SPEED OF NOT LESS THAN 5 KNOTS, DETERMINED 
BY A PING RATE ACCEPTABLE BY LAW ENFORCEMENT (I.E. 5 MINUTES), WITH 
GEAR APPROPRIATELY STOWED (STOWED IS DEFINED AS DOORS AND NETS OUT 
OF WATER) 
APPROVED BY AP 
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The AP tweaked their preferred recommendation for a transit provision through Oculina Bank 
HAPC.  Revisions to Alternative 3 were made during the meeting to reduce the minimum speed 
requirement to 5 knots and eliminate the call-in specification in the event of mechanical failure 
or emergency.  The AP discussed removing the call-in specification as a result of guidance from 
Otha Easley with NOAA’s Office of Law Enforcement because the practice of vessels 
communicating to the appropriate contact when necessary currently exists in the regulations and 
an additional requirement stipulating this provision is not necessary.  The AP and the NOAA 
Office of Law Enforcement representative discussed that if a procedure already exists in the 
regulations for a call-in specification in the event of emergency, and law enforcement 
representatives continue to receive phone calls and respond accordingly, then the call-in 
specification clause should be removed from the alternative language.  
 
MOTION #5:  ACTION 3, ALTERNATIVE 3 IS A PREFERRED RECOMMENDATION.  AS 
A FALL-BACK, ALTERNATIVE 2 IS A PREFERRED RECOMMENDATION WITH THE 
ADDITION OF A SHRIMP FISHERY ACCESS AREA WHERE THE VMS POINTS ARE 
CONCENTRATED IN THE PROPOSED EXTENSION (THIS WOULD BE A DRIFT AND 
HAUL-BACK ACCESS AREA).  THE SFAA IS INDICATED BY THE FOLLOWING 
POINTS:  30°6.500’N    80° 5.660’W   
The area rejoins the CHAPC boundary at 30°06.500’N   80°02.010’W 
APPROVED BY AP   
Regarding the AP’s recommendation of Alternative 2 as a secondary preferred alternative, the 
AP developed the recommendation to include a shrimp fishery access area to provide vessels a 
buffer zone to be able to haul in gear and turn the vessel back around.  The AP discussed that it 
can take vessels 2 miles or longer to drift, depending upon the speed of the Gulf Stream, to haul 
gear back in to the vessel.   
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Actions Voted Upon By the  
SAFMC 


Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel 
Webinar 


May 15, 2012 


Action 1.  Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  Motion was made by to recommend to the Council that Alternative 2a (map and 
text below from briefing the AP’s materials ) for public scoping.  The motion was seconded and passed without a dissenting vote.    
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Action 1.  Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC.  Motion was made by Anne Deaton to recommend to the Council that Alternative 3 
(map and text below from briefing the AP’s materials ) for public scoping.  The motion was seconded by Dr. Chris Elkins Ellis and passed 
without a dissenting vote.    


Action 2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site off Jacksonville.  Motion was made to recommend to the 
Council that Alternative 3 as amended by the Coral Advisory Panel (map and text below from briefing the AP’s materials )  for public scoping.  
The motion was seconded and passed without a dissenting vote.    
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Action 3.  Expand the northern boundary of the Cape Lookout  HAPC.  Motion was made by to recommend to the Council that Alternative 2 
(map and text below from briefing the AP’s materials ) for public scoping.  The motion was seconded and passed without a dissenting vote.    


Habitat AP Member Input Post Webinar:  Navy Bathymetry and Habitat Characterization 








 
Report on the 


Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel Meeting 
and Eco-Regional Partner Coordination Meeting  
Charleston Marriott , Charleston, South Carolina 


November 15-16, 2011 


 
Roger Pugliese SAFMC 







AP Comments on Preliminary List for Scoping 
Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 







Protective measures for Speckled Hind and 
Warsaw grouper in the mid-shelf fishery 


   
• Consider designating EFH-HAPCs for speckled hind 


and Warsaw grouper 


 


• Protections on mid-shelf are important to address 
bycatch responsibilities of the Council and will 
address other species in the mid-shelf fishery 


• Information (video footage) on aggregations of 
Warsaw off St. Lucie is available 


• Detailed study on speckled hind is available (Ziskin 
et al.) 


Preliminary Rationale 


Recommendation 







Speckled Hind and MPAs   







Speckled Hind and SEAMAP Hard Bottom Distribution   







Powerhead Prohibition in the EEZ off NC 


• Consider a Coastwide Prohibition in South Atlantic Region 


 


 


• Noise sensitivity impact on aggregation 


• Breakage of habitat 


• Shifting effort occurs so coastwide prohibition should be 
considered 


• Targeting large male grouper reef engineers and removal of 
significant spawning stock 


• Potential to deplete specific sex  / sex ratio problems 


Preliminary Rationale 


Recommendation 







Potential CHAPC Modifications 
 


• Consider expansion of CHAPCs if habitat is present in areas under 
consideration 


• Also co-designate as an EFH-HAPC if expansion warranted 
 
 


• Based on multibeam data from a 2010 research cruise, a recommendation 
surfaced at the Coral AP meeting to consider expansion of boundary of Cape 
Lookout HAPC north where Lophelia mounds were observed. 


• A shallow water Lophelia site off of Jacksonville that was first examined during 
the DSC cruise in November 2010 represents the shallowest known Lophelia 
community in the SE region, and it lies outside of the Stetson Miami HAPC. 


• Discovery of new coral mounds during June 2011 Deep Sea Coral expedition 
north of HAPC New sonar maps and ROV dives explore areas 260-328’ depths in 
Outer continental shelf-edge between St. Augustine and Cape Canaveral 


Recommendation 


Preliminary Rationale 







Potential Cape Lookout CHAPC Modifications 







Potential Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC Modifications 







Research Items:  Snowy Wreck MPA and      
Wreckfish Fishery and Deep Dropping  


• Investigate other habitat closely associated with 
existing Snowy Wreck MPA.  Noted:  Sampling is 
ongoing inside and outside MPA 


• Request a research priority be the examination of the 
habitat impacts of the wreckfish fishery and deep 
dropping.  Noted:  Potential impact may be point 
impact 


 







Recommendations on Ecosystem Linkages 


• Forage fish 
– Enhance descriptions of the roles forage fish play in EFH 
– Consider development of a policy document to protect forage fish 


• ASMFC actions on forage fish (shad, river herring and menhaden) habitat  
• Consideration of Blueback herring ESA Listing 
• USFWS reconsideration of American Eel ESA Listing 


 


• Nearshore hardbottom 
– Enhance information on nearshore hardbottom use by snapper 


grouper species (limited information especially Georgia North)  
– Clarification of “nearshore” and relief associated with it 
 
  







Other Recommendations 


Support research and EFH designation of habitats associated with 
specific species use of estuarine, nearshore hardbottom or 
other habitats 


 
Evaluate issue of Sand Berm creation as habitat 


– Need to address policy and recommendations on sand berms 
and all beneficial uses of dredged material  


– Site specific impacts - creating die off of seagrass in some 
areas where berms were created in the Gulf of Mexico 


– Should not be considered EFH 
– Natural sand mounds do occur offshore and may be habitat 


 
Readdress existing EFH policy statement on beach dredge and fill 


activities, and related large-scale coastal engineering projects 







Other Recommendations (cont.) 


Develop a Framework for a new SAFMC Policy 
Statement: Protection and Restoration of Habitat  
and Ecosystem Function in the South Atlantic 
Region. 


– To be developed prior to next Habitat AP Meeting 
for approval by Council at subsequent meeting 


– To use the FEP and related existing documents to 
establish goals and targets  


– To engage State AP Chairs and draw on Regional 
Partners efforts 


– To provide a State of the SA Ocean and Goals 
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South Atlantic Eco-Regional Partner Coordination Meeting  


In conjunction with the SAFMC Habitat Advisory Panel Meeting - November 15-16, 2011 


November 16, 2011, 8:30 AM – 5:00 PM 


Marriott Charleston, South Carolina 


The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC), through the Habitat and 


Environmental Protection Advisory Panel, has forged collaborations leading to a regional habitat 


and ecosystem network supporting development of a regional Habitat plan supporting designation 


of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for all federally managed species, the first Fishery Ecosystem Plan 


(FEP) for the South Atlantic Region and Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendments (CE-


BAs).  The Panel provides guidance to the Council and serves as the in-the-field mechanism to 


coordinate with local, state and regional partner efforts supporting habitat conservation and 


ecosystem-based and spatial management.  To build on this system, an Eco-Regional Partner 


Coordination meeting is integrated into the second half of the Advisory Panel meeting on 


Wednesday November 16.  Invited representatives from the Southeast Coastal Ocean Observing 


Regional Association (SECOORA), the Governors South Atlantic Alliance (SAA), the Southeast 


Aquatic Resource Partnership (SARP), the South Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative 


(SALCC), Navy Fleet Forces Command, and the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) 


are being engaged to facilitate coordination with the Council as well as between each other.   Panel 


Members and a number of Council members on the Ecosystem and Habitat Committees will be 


briefed on each organization’s mandates, strategic documents, activities supported and technical 


capabilities to highlight existing and identify new opportunities for cooperation and collaboration 


with the Council and between efforts and organizations. The meeting will have a working lunch 


where participants will be provided an overview of the Councils regional habitat and ecosystem 


spatial information systems developed in cooperation with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Research 


Institute and highlight their integration into a developing Digital Dashboard for Habitat 


Conservation, Ecosystem-Based and Spatial Management. Invited leadership and key technical 


representatives for each organization are identified and a brief background on the organization and 


initial opportunities for collaboration with the Council are highlighted in the following support 


document for the meeting.  


SAFMC Contact: Roger Pugliese, Senior Fishery Biologist  


South Atlantic Fishery Management Council  


4055 Faber Place Drive, Suite 201, North Charleston, SC 29405  


Tel:  843-571-4366 / Fax:  843-769-4520  


Roger.Pugliese@safmc.net 


 


 



mailto:Roger.Pugliese@safmc.net
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Invited South Atlantic Eco-Regional Partners 


Southeast Coastal Ocean Observing Regional Association (SECOORA):  SECOORA is the 


regional solution to integrating coastal and ocean observing data in the Southeast United States to 


inform decision makers and the general public. The SECOORA region encompasses 4 states, over 


42 million people and spans the coastal ocean from North Carolina to the west Coast of Florida.  


We are creating customized products to address these thematic areas: Marine Operations; Coastal 


Hazards; Ecosystems, Water Quality, and Living Marine Resources; and Climate Change. To read 


more about the thematic areas, click the images below.  SECOORA approved a Strategic priorities 


plan in 2010 (SECOORA 2010) which sets forth a guiding vision to protect people, conserve 


marine environments and enhance the coastal economy.  The Priorities plan focuses on addressing 


four initial themes; ecosystems, living marine resources and water quality; marine operations; and 


climate change.   


Cooperation with SAFMC and other regional partners is important to guide, direct and integrate 


with priority needs for observation and modeling to support fisheries oceanography and integration 


into stock assessment process through SEDAR.  Initial products already under development bring 


together biological and oceanographic data to support active research conducted by SEAMAP, to 


enhance fishery operations, to support model development and assessment of fish stocks and 


enhance characterization of benthic and pelagic habitat. 


Presenter:  Jennifer Dorton, NOAA in the Carolina and SECOORA Member 


Additional Contacts:  Debra Hernandez SECOORA Executive Director 


Vembu Subramanian, SECOORA RCOOS (Data Manager) 


Associated documentation provided in the briefing package: (Attachments 14-22) 


14) SECOORA Changing Ecosystems, Economies, and Climate: Strategic Priorities for the 


Southeast Coastal Ocean Observing Regional Association 2010-2015 


15) SECOORA Business Plan 


16) SECOORA Revised Scope of Work 2011-2015 


17), 18), 19), 20) State Activities Flyers 


21) US IOOS: A Blueprint for Full Capacity 


22) Building Strategies: National MPA System and IOOS  


Web Links: http://secoora.org/ 


Opportunities for collaboration:  The Council serves as a member and on the Board of Directors for 


SECOORA to guide and direct priority needs for observation and modeling to support fisheries 


oceanography and integration into the stock assessment process through the SouthEast Data, 


Assessment, and Review (SEDAR) process. Cooperation through SECOORA is envisioned to 


facilitate the following that will benefit the Council and regional partners: 



http://secoora.org/
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•Refining current or water column designations of EFH and EFH-HAPCs (e.g., Gulf Stream and 


Florida Current). 


•Providing oceanographic models linking benthic-pelagic habitats and food webs. 


•Providing oceanographic input parameters for ecosystem models. 


•Integration of ocean observing system information into the stock assessment process in the south 


Atlantic region. 


•Facilitating ocean observing system collection of fish and fishery data and other research 


necessary to support the SAFMC’s use of area-based management tools in the region including, 


but not limited to, EFH, EFH-HAPCs, Marine Protected Areas, Deepwater Coral Habitat Areas of 


Particular Concern, Special Management Zones, and Allowable Gear Areas. 


•Integration of ocean observing system program capabilities and research Needs into the South 


Atlantic Fishery Ecosystem Plan. 


•Collaboration with SECOORA to link/integrate ocean observing system products on the 


SAFMC’s Habitat and Habitat and Ecosystem Web Services to facilitate model and tool 


development. 


•Linking to to Flex Web Services and a Council Digital Dashboard will provide permissioned 


researchers access to data or products including those collected/developed by South Atlantic 


ocean observing system partners. 


 


SAFMC has contributed to SECOORAs development of a 10 year build out plan highlighting 


oceanographic characterization and monitoring need to enhance fishing operations and 


conservation and management of fish stocks, fish habitat and fisheries in the region.  SAFMC is 


working with SECOORA to expand fishery stakeholder, researcher and manager input into the 


ongoing development process for our region. 


Governor’s South Atlantic Alliance (SAA): The SAA provides regional guidance and resources 


to address broader habitat and ecosystem conservation goals of the States and regional partners.  


The initial focus areas include, Healthy Ecosystems, Working Waterfronts, Clean Coastal and 


Ocean Waters and Disaster‐Resilient Communities.  SAFMC addresses the focus area of Healthy 


Ecosystems by providing species and habitat data.  This goal seeks to ensure the sustainability of 


the diverse array of coastal and marine environments vital to the ecological and economic stability 


of the region by: enhancing and supporting ecosystem‐based management of regional biological 


resources;  improving ecosystem structure and function by developing and applying sound scientific 


data to support habitat conservation, enhancement, and restoration; increasing the understanding of 


the scope and scale of the region’s human and natural resources; and developing communication 


networks, research frameworks, and outreach/education. 


Presenters and Contacts:   


Carolyn Bolton-Kelly SCDHEC Chair, SAA Executive Planning Team 


Michele, Duval, NCDMF, SAA Healthy Ecosystems Implementation Team Mentor 
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Associated documentation provided in the briefing package: (Attachments 23-24) 


23) SAA Action Plan 


24) SAA Working Document - Implementation Plan  


 


Web Links:  http://www.southatlanticalliance.org/index.htm 


 


Opportunities for Collaboration:  Initially discussed as a South Atlantic Eco-regional Compact, the 


SAFMC has also cooperated with South Atlantic states in the formation of a Governor’s South 


Atlantic Alliance. This will also provide regional guidance and resources that will address state and 


SAFMC broader habitat and ecosystem conservation goals. The Alliance was initiated in 2006. An 


Executive Planning Team (EPT), by the end of 2007, had created a framework for the Governors 


South Atlantic Alliance. The formal agreement between the four states (NC, SC, GA, and FL) was 


executed in May 2009. The Agreement specifies that the Alliance will prepare a ―Governors South 


Atlantic Alliance Action Plan‖ which will be reviewed annually for progress and updated every five 


years for relevance of content. Alliance mission and purpose is to promote collaboration among the 


four states, and with the support and interaction of federal agencies, academia, regional 


organizations, non-governmental organizations, and the private sector, to sustain and enhance the 


region’s coastal and marine resources. The Alliance proposes to regionally implement science-


based actions and policies that balance coastal and marine ecosystems capacities to support both 


human and natural systems.  Recent activities endorsed by the Steering Committee with support 


from the EPT include the completion of an SAA Action plan in 2011 and development of a living 


more detailed guidance document an Implementation Plan in July 2011.  The opportunity for 


collaboration exists for the Habitat AP to provide input on initial priority activities and work plans 


developed for the issue areas in a recently developed living Implementation Plan. The Council 


through the AP members, some which serve on the SAA Technical Teams contributing to the 


Implementation Plan can draw on expertise and available regional and member capabilities to 


collaborate on completion of priority activities under the Healthy Ecosystems and other Issue 


Areas.  


South Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative (SALCC):  The SALCC is an applied 


conservation science partnership focused on a defined geographic area that informs on-the-ground 


strategic conservation efforts at landscape scales. LCC partners include DOI agencies, other federal 


agencies, states, tribes, non-governmental organizations, universities and others.  The scope of the 


SALCC encompasses both land and ocean components and the Council information on estuarine 


dependant and marine species, prey and habitat that may be affected by climate change.  In 


addition, with the resources being brought to bear with the developing regional DOI Southeast 


Climate Science Center (CSC), collaborations with SAFMC are envisioned to mutually build a 


better understanding of linkages between land and sea and the long-term impact of climate change 


on watersheds and their associated river, estuarine and marine habitats/ecosystems and Southeast 


species. The SALCC has launched a strategic planning process and has engaged consulting firm 


Group Solutions and engaged a planning team which SAFMC participates on, to facilitate 


development of a Strategic Plan for consideration by the Steering Committee in January 2012.   



http://www.southatlanticalliance.org/index.htm
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Presenters and Contacts:  Ken McDermond, SALCC Executive Director 


Rua Mordaci, Science Coordinator 


Associated documentation provided in briefing package: (Attachments 25-29) 


25) SALCC Fact Sheet 


26) 26) SALCC November 2011 Newsletter 


27) SALCC 2011 Partner Projects 


28) SALCC Charter 


29) SALCC Development and Operations Plan 


Web Links:  SALCC 


1) http://www.southatlanticlcc.org/     


2) Optimization Conservation Strategy - http://www.southatlanticlcc.org/page/optimal-


conservation-strategy 


SALCC is a primary client for DOI USGS Southeast Climate Science Center:  On September 14, 


2009, the Secretary of the Interior signed a Secretarial Order (No. 3289) entitled, ―Addressing the 


Impacts of Climate Change on America’s Water, Land, and Other Natural and Cultural Resources.‖  


The Order effectively established the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) Climate Science 


Centers (CSCs), which will integrate DOI science and management expertise with similar 


contributions from our partners to provide information to support adaptation and mitigation efforts 


on both public and private lands, across the United States and internationally.  The Southeast CSC, 


hosted by NC State University (NCSU), will collaborate with a number of other universities, State 


and Federal agencies, and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) with interest and expertise in 


climate science. The primary partner for the Southeast CSC will be the Landscape Conservation 


Cooperatives (LCCs) in the Southeast, including the Appalachian, Gulf Coastal Plains and Ozarks, 


Gulf Coast Prairie, Peninsular Florida, and the South Atlantic. CSC collaborations are focused on 


common science priorities, addressing priority partner needs, minimizing redundancies in science, 


sharing scientific findings, and expanding understanding of climate change impacts in the 


Southeast.  One example of current research, funded in part by the Southeast CSC, includes the 


Southeast Regional Assessment Project (SERAP). 


Representatives from the associated LCCs will be viewed as key stakeholders and principal 


conduits for communication about management and scientific needs. It will be important for the 


Southeast CSC and associated LCCs to collaborate on science needs to ensure that the highest 


priorities are met, redundancies are minimized, and that significant opportunities are available for 


sharing resources and communicating climate science information and needs.  One recent across 



http://www.southatlanticlcc.org/

http://www.southatlanticlcc.org/page/optimal-conservation-strategy

http://www.southatlanticlcc.org/page/optimal-conservation-strategy
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organization collaborations is the funding through SALCC of additional SARP instream flow work 


in cooperation with SIFN again addressing a priority need identified in the SAFMC FEP and by 


state partners. 


Web Links:  USGS, Southeast Climate Science Center 


 SE Climate Science Center - http://www.doi.gov/whatwedo/climate/strategy/Southeast_CSC.cfm 


 Southeast Regional Assessment Project (SERAP) - http://serap.er.usgs.gov/. 


Opportunities for collaboration: With the resources being brought to bear with the developing 


regional DOI Southeast Climate Science Center, collaborations with SAFMC are envisioned to 


mutually build a better understanding of linkages between land and sea and the long-term impact of 


climate change on watersheds and their associated river, estuarine and marine habitats/ecosystems 


and Southeast species. 


Southeast Aquatic Resource Partnership (SARP): SARP covering both South Atlantic and Gulf 


States and adjacent marine environments developed the Southeast Aquatic Habitat Plan (SARP 


2008) which presents watershed conservation restoration targets directly addressing habitat, water 


quality, and water quantity conservation needs identified by regional partners.  Information from or 


collaboration with SAFMC partners will help the organization characterize and prioritize fish 


habitat restoration and conservation efforts intended to increase the viability of fish populations and 


fishing opportunity.  This enhances States conservation of marine habitat and management of 


species as well as Essential Fish Habitat for designated by the South Atlantic Council. The 


partnership is also developing a prioritization tool for directing conservation and restoration of 


marine and inland habitat.  The Council is collaborating through SARP Steering Committee and the 


Science and Data Committee to integrate importance of Essential Fish Habitat and instream flow 


which maintains those habitats into prioritization tools and a developing costal habitat assessment.   


Presenter and Contact:  Scott Robinson SARP Coordinator 


Associated documentation provided in briefing package: Attachments 30-37) 


30) SARP 2010 Year in Review 


31) SARP Southeast Aquatic Habitat Plan - Summary 


32) SARP Southeast Aquatic Habitat Plan 


33) National Fish Habitat Action Plan 


34) Through a Fish’s Eye: The Status of Fish Habitats in the United States 


35) SALCC SARP Aquatic Resource Management Project – Assessment of Hydrologic Model 


Availability 


36) SARP GIS-Based Riparian Assessment 2010 


37) Presentation on NFHAP Coastal Assessment 


Web Links:  



http://www.doi.gov/whatwedo/climate/strategy/Southeast_CSC.cfm

http://serap.er.usgs.gov/
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1) SARP Website- http://www.sarpaquatic.org/ 


2) SARP/NOAA Coastal Community Restoration Program - 


http://www.southeastaquatics.net/programs/noaa-community-based-restoration-program-


noaa-crp 


3) Southern Instream Flow Network (SIFN) - 


http://www.southeastaquatics.net/programs/southern-instream-flow-network-sifn 


 


Opportunities for collaboration: The SAFMC serves on the National Fish Habitat Board and, as a 


member of the SARP Steering Committee and Co-Chair of the Science and Data Committee.  The 


Council highlighted the ongoing collaboration by including the Southeast Aquatic Habitat Plan and 


associated watershed conservation restoration targets into the SAFMC’s FEP. To fulfill 


requirements of the National Fish Habitat Action Plan (NFHAP), to support and enhance the 


national assessment effort, and to provide a condition assessment of the 8 primary habitat elements 


of the Southeast Aquatic Habitat Plan (SAHP), SARP has initiated a comprehensive evaluation of 


the status of aquatic habitat throughout the Southeast region.  Many of the habitat, water quality, 


and water quantity conservation needs identified in the threats and recommendations volume of the 


FEP are directly addressed by on-the-ground projects supported by SARP. This cooperation results 


in funding fish habitat restoration and conservation intended to increase the viability of fish 


populations and fishing opportunities which also meets the needs to conserve and manage EFH for 


SAFMC managed species or habitat important to their prey.  One opportunity exist to tap in on the 


state Sub-Panel structure of the Habitat AP and provide input on identifying state and watershed 


priorities for conservation and restoration.  The panels could also provide additional guidance on 


both the developing Coastal Habitat Assessment as well as aid in refining the developing SARP 


prioritization tool.  In addition, the continued development of instream flow information system and 


tools through SARP and SIFN addresses a priority need identified in the Fishery Ecosystem Plan, 


the establishment of flow regimes for major rivers in South Atlantic watersheds to support healthy 


and productive habitat of managed species and prey. 


Navy Fleet Forces Command:  The United States Navy is involved in significant at-sea training 


and data collection activities in the South Atlantic Region.  Training exercises occur in the region in 


the Cherry Point (CHPT) Range Complex, Jacksonville (JAX) Range Complex and Undersea 


Warfare Training Range (USWTR).  US Navy FFC conducts fish and habitat data collection 


including seafloor mapping and habitat characterization in the USWTR and JAX Gunnery Ranges. 


Presenters and Contacts:   


Laura  Busch, US Navy Fleet Forces Command 


Contact: Carter Waterson, US Navy Fleet Forces Command (New Member of Habitat AP) 


Opportunities for collaboration:  US Navy FFC conducts fish and habitat data collection including 


seafloor mapping and habitat characterization in the USWTR and JAX Gunnery Ranges. 



http://www.sarpaquatic.org/

http://www.southeastaquatics.net/programs/noaa-community-based-restoration-program-noaa-crp

http://www.southeastaquatics.net/programs/noaa-community-based-restoration-program-noaa-crp

http://www.southeastaquatics.net/programs/southern-instream-flow-network-sifn
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Representation on the Advisory Panel now provides a direct contact and opportunity for sharing of 


existing information and collaboration on integrating fishery information and research needs in 


future operations. 


Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM): Since the early 1980s no federal leasing has 


taken place offshore of the South Atlantic coast and as a result of the Deepwater Horizon oil spill, 


no drilling will be permitted through 2017.  The alternative energy sources under consideration for 


use on the U.S. Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) —wind, solar, wave, and current power—hold 


significant potential to alleviate the growing energy demands of society. As a result, interest in 


using these technologies for commercial energy generation in the U.S. is increasing, and the Energy 


Policy Act of 2005, authorizes the Department of the Interior to grant leases, easements or rights-


of-way on the OCS for the development and support of energy resources other than oil and gas. The 


Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) was established in October 2011 and is responsible 


for managing development of the nation’s offshore resources which involves ensuring that the 


environment is protected and that the nation’s offshore energy resources – including renewable 


energy resources – are developed wisely, economically and in the country’s best interests.    


Presenters and Contacts:   


Brian Hooker, BOEM Office of Offshore Alternative Energy Programs 


Will Waskes, Oceanographer, BOEM Office of Offshore Alternative Energy Programs 


Associated documentation provided in briefing package: (Attachment 38-39) 


38) MOU Coordination and Collaboration Regarding Outer Continental Shelf Energy 


Development and Environmental Stewardship – DOI and DOC 


39) Multipurpose Marine Cadastre- Quick Start Guide 


Opportunities for collaboration: The SAFMC has indicated a need for collaborative planning related 


to all aspects of energy development in their region. In an effort to assist this process, FWRI is 


creating an AGS GIS service of relevant spatial data for general distribution to SAFMC staff and its 


partners. FWRI will seek SAFMC’s guidance to identify and compile appropriate marine and 


terrestrial data for the energy development service. The energy development service will be 


available for viewing through a variety of clients including: Web application; ArcMap; 


ArcExplorer; and Google Earth.  BOEM has engaged the Council in developing priority fishery and 


fish habitat research needs to support evaluation of alternative energy development in the region.  In 


order to accomplish this, we are engaging NOAA Fisheries and the Habitat Advisory Panel to 


provide input on a developing priority document that will become an Appendix to the Council 


approved EFH Policy Statement on Energy. 
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South Atlantic Habitat and Ecosystem GIS Integration and Availability:  Since 2003, the Fish 


and Wildlife Research Institute (FWRI) has worked closely with SAFMC staff to compile, create 


and host GIS data through the SAFMC Habitat and Ecosystem Internet Map Server. ESRI’s 


ArcIMS provided the initial solution for SAFMC to distribute coral, habitat, fisheries, and other 


relevant data via the Web. As SAFMC’s technological requirements have expanded, FWRI is 


transitioning to ArcGIS Server (AGS) a cutting edge technology that will enable collaboration 


among various federal, state and local agencies to evaluate and analyze fisheries-related information 


in a new way. By transitioning to the AGS platform, the SAFMC will enhance their online suite of 


tools to support fisheries management in their region. The transition to AGS leverages FWRI’s 


hardware, software and personnel to publish and promote SAFMC ecosystem data in the form of 


shared maps. This approach reduces software deployment costs for SAFMC and disseminates the 


geographic knowledge needed to improve decision making. The AGS web applications for SAFMC 


are each based on a particular management issue including Essential Fish Habitat, Managed Areas, 


Fisheries Data, Regulations, Habitat and Ocean Energy Development.  FWRI continues to refine 


and expand capabilities including a developing Eco Species profile and habitat information system.  


In addition, the regional habitat and ecosystem spatial information systems developed in 


cooperation with the FWRI with links to regional partner’s efforts are being integrated into a 


developing Digital Dashboard for Habitat Conservation, Ecosystem-Based and Spatial 


Management. 
 


Presenter:  Tina Udouj, FWRI  


SAFMC Contact:  Roger Pugliese, SAFMC 


Web Links: SAFMC Habitat and Ecosystem Internet Map Server: 


http://www.safmc.net/EcosystemManagement/EcosystemBoundaries/MappingandGISData/tabid/62


/Default.aspx 


SAFMC Regulations Service: http://ocean.floridamarine.org/SAFMC_Regulations/ 


SAFMC EFH Service: http://ocean.floridamarine.org/SAFMC_EFH/ 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 



http://www.safmc.net/EcosystemManagement/EcosystemBoundaries/MappingandGISData/tabid/62/Default.aspx

http://www.safmc.net/EcosystemManagement/EcosystemBoundaries/MappingandGISData/tabid/62/Default.aspx

http://ocean.floridamarine.org/SAFMC_Regulations/

http://ocean.floridamarine.org/SAFMC_EFH/
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List of Invited Participants:  


South Atlantic Eco-Regional Coordination Meeting   


(November 16, 2011) 


 


Southeast Coastal Ocean Observing Regional Association (SECOORA) 
Jennifer Dorton 


Program Coordinator 


NOAA in the Carolinas 


Center for Marine Science 


University of North Carolina at Wilmington 


5600 Marvin K. Moss Lane 


Wilmington, NC 28409 


910.962.2777 (phone) / 910.962.2410 (fax) 


dortonj@uncw.edu 


 


For Debra Hernandez 


Executive Director, Southeast Coastal Ocean Observing Regional Association (SECOORA) 


PO Box 1045, Johns Island, South Carolina 29457 


843.906.8686 (phone) 


debra@secoora.org 


Website: http://secoora.org/ 


 


Governors South Atlantic Alliance (SAA) 
Carolyn Boltin-Kelly 


Governors South Atlantic Alliance 


Chair, Executive Planning Team  


Deputy Commissioner, DHEC OCRM  


1362 McMillan Ave., Ste 400 


Charleston, S.C. 29405 


843.953.0226 (phone) / 843.953.0201 (fax) 


boltincr@dhec.sc.gov 


www.scdhec.gov/ocrm 


Website: http://www.southatlanticalliance.org/index.htm 


 


 


 


 


 



mailto:dortonj@uncw.edu

mailto:debra@secoora.org

http://secoora.org/

mailto:boltincr@dhec.sc.gov

http://www.scdhec.gov/ocrm

http://www.southatlanticalliance.org/index.htm
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Dr. Michelle Duval 


Governors South Atlantic Alliance, Healthy Ecosystems Issue Team Mentor 


N.C. Division of Marine Fisheries 


P.O. Box 769, Morehead City, NC 28557 


252/726-7021 (phone -ext. 105) / 252/762-0254 (fax) 


michelle.duval@ncdenr.gov 


 


South Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative (SALCC) 
Ken McDermond 


Coordinator, South Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative 


U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 


1751 Varsity Drive, 2nd Floor, Rm. 217 


Raleigh, NC 27606-2576 


Kenneth_McDermond@fws.gov  


919.707.0121 (phone) / 919.707.0293 (fax) / 919.413.5233 (cell) 


Website: http://www.southatlanticlcc.org 


 


Rua S. Mordecai, Ph.D. 


U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 


Science Coordinator, South Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative http://www.southatlanticlcc.org 


1751 Varsity Drive, 2nd Floor, Rm. 218 


Raleigh, NC 27606-2576 


rua_mordecai@fws.gov 


919.707.0122 (phone) /919.707.0293 (fax) 


Website: www.southatlanticlcc.org 


 


Southeast Aquatic Resources Partnership (SARP) 
Scott Robinson  


Coordinator 


Southeast Aquatic Resources Partnership 


National Fish Habitat Action Plan 


770-361-5639 (phone / 706-557-3040 (fax) 


scott_robinson@dnr.state.ga.us  


Website: www.southeastaquatics.net  and www.fishhabitat.org 


 


 


 


 



mailto:Kenneth_McDermond@fws.gov

http://www.southatlanticlcc.org/

mailto:rua_mordecai@fws.gov

http://www.southatlanticlcc.org/

mailto:scott_robinson@dnr.state.ga.us

http://www.southeastaquatics.net/

http://www.fishhabitat.org/
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U.S. Navy Fleet Forces Command 
J. Carter Watterson 


Marine Fisheries Biologist 


U.S. Department of the Navy 


Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic 


6506 Hampton Blvd | Norfolk, VA | 23508-1278 


757.322.8137 (phone) / 757.322.4805 (fax) 


carter.watterson@navy.mil 


 


Laura Busch 


U.S. Fleet Forces Command 


1562 Mitscher Ave., Ste. 250, N4542 


Norfolk, VA 23551-2487 


 


Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) 
Brian R. Hooker 


Marine Biologist  


Bureau of Ocean Energy Management 


Office of Offshore Alternative Energy Programs 


Herndon, Virginia 


703-787-1634 (phone) / 703-787-1708 (fax) 


Brian.Hooker@boemre.gov 


 


Will Waskes 


Oceanographer 


Bureau of Ocean Energy Management 


Office of Offshore Alternative Energy Programs 


381 Elden Street, Herndon, Virginia, 20170 


703-787-1287 


Will.Waskes@boemre.gov 


 


FWRI/SAFMC GIS Services 
Tina Udouj 


Center for Spatial Analysis 


Fish and Wildlife Research Institute, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 


100 8th Avenue SE, St. Petersburg, FL 33701 


Tina.Udouj@MyFWC.com 


 


 



mailto:carter.watterson@navy.mil

mailto:Brian.Hooker@boemre.gov

mailto:Will.Waskes@boemre.gov

mailto:Tina.Udouj@MyFWC.com
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South Atlantic Fishery Independent Research Programs 
Dr. Marcel Reichert 


SC DNR/Marine Resources Division 


P.O. Box 12559 (217 Ft. Johnson Road, Charleston SC 29412) 


Charleston, SC  29422-2559 


843/953-5778 (phone) 


ReichertM@dnr.sc.gov 


 


 


 


 


 



mailto:ReichertM@dnr.sc.gov



		HabitatAPNov11Report.pdf

		SAEcoRegionalCoordMeetSummaryNov11






1 


 


 


SOUTH ATLANTIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
 


4055 FABER PLACE DRIVE, SUITE 201 


NORTH CHARLESTON, SOUTH CAROLINA 29405 


TEL  843/571-4366 FAX  843/769-4520 


Toll Free 1-866-SAFMC-10 


email: safmc@safmc.net       web page: www.safmc.net 


 


David Cupka, Chairman                                                      Robert K. Mahood, Executive Director 


Ben Hartig, Vice Chairman                                        Gregg T. Waugh, Deputy Executive Director  


 
Habitat and Environmental Protection  


Advisory Panel Meeting Report 
 


November 14-15, 2012 


 


DoubleTree by Hilton Guest Suites 


181 Church Street, Charleston, South Carolina 


 
The Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel met November 14-15 2012 in 


Charleston South Carolina.  The meeting was conducted in five sessions 1) Habitat Conservation 


Associated with Coral Amendment 7, 2)  Other Council Management and Conservation Actions, 


3) EFH Policy Refinement and Conservation Recommendations 4) Habitat Advisory Panel 


Activities and 5) Ecosystem Tools and Regional Coordination.   


 


Session I:  Habitat Conservation Associated with Coral Amendment 7     


Presentations were provided on Mapping, Habitat Characterization and Species use of Oculina 


and Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern by John Reed with the Harbor Branch 


Oceanographic Institute /FAU, the Benthic Complexity and Diversity of Deepwater Habitat by 


Cynthia Cooksey with NOAA, Charleston Laboratory, and the Status of Coral Amendment 7 


Options Paper by Gregg Waugh and Anna Martin.  New Alternatives developed in response to 


the Joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel meeting recommendations were reviewed 


by panel members.  Members approved the following motions modifying the recommendations 


approved during the May 2012 Webinar: 


 


MOTION #1: RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF ALTERNATIVE 2E 


Approved by Habitat AP 
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Alternative 3 – no change 
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MOTION #2: DO NOT CREATE A FISHERY ACCESS AREA UNTIL AFTER THE 


REASSESSMENT IN 2014 


APPROVED BY HABITAT AP 


 


MOTION #3:  ADOPT NEW ALTERNATIVE 4 FOR OPTION 3 


APPROVED BY HABITAT AP 
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Session II:   Other Council Management and Conservation Actions 


The Panel was updated on the Council deliberation on the need to address reorientation of 


existing deepwater MPAs for protection of speckled hind and Warsaw grouper. Panel members 


received a presentation by John Reed developed in cooperation with Andy David NMFS SEFSC 


on the research associated with shelf edge deepwater MPAs to characterize the ecosystem using 


ROV and multi-beam mapping.  The presentation provided the members with the present state of 


knowledge of habitat characterization and species utilization of the designated MPAs.  Further 


review by the Panel will be in response to Council action and if alternatives are developed for 


consideration. 


 


Session IV: Habitat Advisory Panel Activities for 2013 


This session, moved up in the agenda, focused on while member will continue to provide input 


on habitat associated management consideration what other activities during 2013 would support 


the Council broader mandates for habitat conservation and ecosystem based management.   


Panel recommendation:  Continued development and refinement of habitat policy 


statements and development of a southeast (South Atlantic) coastal report card which 


would focus on fish and fish habitat.  This effort would keep things on track with the 5 year 


Essential Fish Habitat review and next iteration of the Fishery Ecosystem Plan.  


The Panel identified an initial workgroup of members to work with Pace Wilber and Roger 


Pugliese to facilitate the development. 


Panel Recommendation: Continued work on refinement of EFH and EFH-HAPC 


designations and map products associated with them as prescribed by the EFH review 


conducted in 2011. 


 


Session III: EFH Policy Refinement and Conservation Recommendations 


This Session was conducted as a breakout sessions associated with three focus questions 10 


identify any missing and obsolete policies, 2) identify major elements  and 3) establish 


workgroups to prepare new policies. 


Amber Whittle led the review of the Aquaculture and SAV habitat policies.  Priscilla Wendt led 


the Beach Nourishment and Two Invasive Species policy statements reviews and Panel member 


representatives for the USFWS led the Energy and Water Flow policy statement reviews.  Pace 


Wilber and Roger Pugliese will further coordinate with breakout session group leaders on 


identification of recommended actions to further facilitate further policy development and 


refinement during 2013. 


 


Session V: Ecosystem Tools and Regional Coordination 


Panel members received a presentation on Introducing the SAFMC Regional Habitat and 


Ecosystem Atlas by Tina Udouj with FWRI.  Since 2003, Tina Udouj has collaborated with 


Roger Pugliese on Council staff in the development of a comprehensive regional Council online 


GIS.  The new Atlas system and web services also developed in collaboration with FWRI,  keeps 


the Council on the cutting edge of mapping and online technology application. The Service 


makes maps, feature and attributes available to many clients.  The present map services 


encompassed by the Atlas include Essential Fish Habitat, Fisheries, Managed Areas, habitat, 


Multi-beam Bathymetry, and Nautical Charts. 
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Joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP Meeting Report 
October 18th, 2012 


Cape Canaveral, FL 
 
 
A joint meeting of the Coral and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panels (APs), and representatives 
from the Law Enforcement and Habitat APs was held to allow the groups an opportunity to 
discuss recommendations for modifications to the Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern 
(Coral HAPCs).  Prior to the joint AP meeting, the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp AP met in 
April 2012 and the Coral AP met in May 2012 and developed recommendations for the Oculina 
Bank HAPC, and the Stetson-Miami Terrace and Cape Lookout Coral HAPCs.  Following are 
summaries of the discussions, motions and recommendations from the joint AP meeting.   
 
Oculina Bank HAPC Northern Extension 
 
The APs were presented with the alternatives in the Coral Amendment 7 Options Paper for a 
northern expansion of the Oculina Bank HAPC boundary.  The discussion focused on Action 1, 
Sub-Alternative 2c which considers extending the northern boundary of the Oculina Bank HAPC 
along the 70-100 meter depth contour lines.  The Coral AP noted that establishing a northern 
extension along the 70-100 meter boundaries would incorporate most of the known deepwater 
coral habitat presumed to occur in this area.  The Coral AP recommended developing the 
northern extension around Sub-Alternative 2c with the consideration that obvious hard bottom 
features based on the scientific data at hand would be annexed.  The Deepwater Shrimp AP 
concurred that establishing a western boundary east of the productive rock shrimp fishing area 
known as ‘27 fathom ledge’ would minimize considerable impacts to industry.  The historical 
rock shrimp fishing data, presented by industry representatives on the AP, indicates there is 
highly productive rock shrimp bottom between the 27 fathom ledge eastward to the western edge 
of the hard bottom where the Oculina reef system begins.  The APs both agreed on the following 
motion: 
 
MOTION (BOTH APS):  USE THE 70 – 100 M CONTOUR LINE FOR A NORTHERN 
EXTENSION FOR OCULINA BANK HAPC WITH A CAVEAT THAT ADJUSTMENTS 
WILL BE MADE TO ANNEX HARD BOTTOM FEATURES.  THIS IS A MODIFICATION 
OF ALTERNATIVE 2C. 
APPROVED BY CORAL AP 
APPROVED BY DW SHRIMP AP 
 
Oculina Bank HAPC Existing Area Modification 
 
A recommendation for modifying the existing Oculina Bank HAPC has come forward from the 
Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp APs during their April 2012 meeting.  The Council has not yet 
discussed this recommendation for creation of a Shrimp Fishery Access Area and will discuss 
this recommendation at the December 2012 Council meeting.  The Shrimp and Deepwater 
Shrimp AP provided rationale that a modification to the existing HAPC would connect highly 
productive rock shrimp bottom south of the Oculina Bank HAPC to that which exists north of the 
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HAPC and recommended the Access Area follow the 90-100 meter contour to the west and the 
140 meter contour to the east.  
 
During the joint AP meeting, the groups discussed a modified recommendation for a Shrimp 
Fishery Access Area for the Council’s consideration.  The Coral AP provided guidance to the 
Deepwater Shrimp AP for specific depths that potential configuration of a Shrimp Fishery 
Access Area consider in order to maintain integrity of deepwater coral habitat within the existing 
Oculina Bank HAPC (at depths between 110 -140 meters ) while allowing rock shrimp industry 
access to trawlable mud bottom areas.  A member of the Coral AP stated Oculina mounds have 
not been identified in depths greater than 100 meters.  Using the 110 meter depth contour would 
provide a buffer zone for easternmost coral mounds.  Concern was expressed by members of the 
Coral AP over allowing access within the Experimental Closed Area as it has been a protected 
area for over a decade and contains regions of sensitive benthic habitats.  However, the AP 
recognized that data is limited on benthic communities and structure in the HAPC at depths 
greater than 100 meters.  The Coral AP also noted that while the Council’s original delineation 
of the HAPC was intended to protect Oculina coral, other habitats likely occur in this region and 
also within the Experimental Closed Area, and that a lack of Oculina coral alone may not be 
sufficient rationale for developing a Shrimp Fishery Access Area.  The Coral AP discussed that 
information should be evaluated to determine the benefit and need for continued protection of the 
Experimental Closed Area.  (NOTE:  A ten year re-evaluation of the Oculina Experimental 
Closed Area is required under provisions set forth in Snapper Grouper Amendment 13.  An 
assessment report is due to the Council in 2014.)  The APs then agreed to evaluate the 
recommendation of a Shrimp Fishery Access Area from 110-140 meters within the HAPC.   
 
The LE AP representative noted enforcement issues that may result with a Fishery Access Area 
within existing HAPC boundaries.  
 
Both the Coral and Deepwater Shrimp APs were in agreement of the following motion that was 
made by the Coral AP.  
 
MOTION (CORAL AP):  AN ALTERNATIVE WILL BE PRESENTED IN RESPONSE TO 
THE DEEPWATER SHRIMP AP RECOMMENDATION FOR THE EXISTING OCULINA 
HAPC THAT EVALUATES FEASABILITY OF A SHRIMP ACCESS AREA WITHIN THE 
EXISTING OCULINA HAPC AND WITHIN EXISTING PORTIONS OF THE OECA AT 
DEPTHS BETWEEN 110 M AND 140 M 
APPROVED BY CORAL AP 
 
Oculina Bank HAPC Western Extension 
 
The APs discussed modification of the western boundary of Oculina Bank HAPC.  The Coral AP 
has previously come forward with a recommendation for the Council to consider expanding the 
western boundary of the existing HAPC, primarily between the two satellite sites, bounded by 
the 60 meter depth contour.  The recommendation from the Coral AP is a result of obtaining new 
data within the satellite sites identifying high relief habitat in the area west of the existing 
boundary.  
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The Deepwater Shrimp AP did not present an option for the western extension at the joint AP 
meeting.  However, the AP noted an interested in revisiting the Coral AP proposal for a western 
extension at a later time after further analysis of the complete VMS dataset.  The Deepwater 
Shrimp AP discussed an interest in working with the Coral AP to protect high relief habitat while 
minimizing impact to industry in this area.   
  
STATEMENT (DW SHRIMP AP):  NOT PREPARED TO DEVELOP A SPECIFIC 
RECOMMENDATION; INTEREST IN WORKING WITH CORAL AP TO DEVELOP A 
REFINED ALTERNATIVE IN THE FUTURE  
 
Transit Through Oculina Bank HAPC 
 
The Deepwater Shrimp and Coral APs discussed the transit provision included in the Coral 
Amendment 7 Options Paper.  The groups discussed that the potential for extension of the 
Oculina Bank HAPC would require those in the fishery to travel extreme distances (when in 
possession of rock shrimp on board their vessel), and noted the importance of a transit provision 
to allow access to areas off the eastern boundary.  The Deepwater Shrimp AP led discussion 
about gear stowage and noted that disconnecting trawl doors from racks would present safety 
issues for vessels transiting through the Oculina Bank HAPC in rough seas.  Members of the 
Deepwater Shrimp AP discussed that disassembling trawl doors and securing them on deck 
would require approximately 2 hours before each transit with heavy and cumbersome equipment.  
They also discussed that significant safety issues may arise concerning stowing heavy gear on 
deck while at sea.  Industry representatives on the Deepwater Shrimp AP suggested that vessels 
are most stable in high seas with booms and stabilizers down, and the terminal cod end of nets 
stowed above decks.   
 
Additionally, there was discussion regarding the ability to accurately determine the speed of the 
vessel (i.e., trawling or transit speed) given the  present minimum ping rate (1 per hour), as it 
may provide misleading speed information depending on how long the vessel was in a given 
activity during the intervening ‘ping’ period.  The Deepwater Shrimp AP noted that technology 
currently exists for VMS units already in use within the fishery to increase their ping rate 
automatically (a standard ping rate is once per hour) based on pre-established geographic 
boundaries (i.e. close proximity to the Oculina Bank HAPC).  As those vessels with VMS units 
so equipped move closer to the HAPC boundaries, ping rates increase, and the rate could be 
manipulated to increase at fixed intervals while vessels are transiting through the HAPC.  Based 
on the safety consideration and the available technology, the Deepwater Shrimp AP proposed a 
combination of gear stowage criteria and an increased ping-rate to be used during periods of 
transit through the Oculina Bank HAPC.  Additionally the Deepwater Shrimp AP requested 
excluding in the transit recommendation that “no rock shrimp” be on board. 
 
The LE AP representative discussed that with stowage of gear consistency in regulation 
provisions is preferred, but a special provision for this fishery may be acceptable.  Regarding 
automatic ping rates, rates automatically increase in most units (to once every 15 minutes) if one 
of the hourly reporting units falls inside of the HAPC boundary.  The LE AP representative 
discussed that increasing the ping rate is a good enforceable aspect of a transit provision.  The 
Coral AP had no objections to the motion presented by the Deepwater Shrimp AP.   
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MOTION (DW SHRIMP AP):  A TRANSIT PROVISION WOULD ALLOW VESSELS TO 
CROSS THROUGH THE OCULINA BANK HAPC WITH ROCK SHRIMP ON BOARD, AT 
A SPEED OF NOT LESS THAN 6 KNOTS, DETERMINED BY PING RATE THAT IS 
ACCEPTABLE BY LAW ENFORCEMENT (i.e. 5 MINUTES), WITH GEAR (DEFINED AS 
DOORS AND NETS OUT OF WATER), WITH A CALL-IN PROVISION IN CASE OF 
MECHANICAL FAILURE OR EMERGENCY.  THIS PERTAINS TO THE ENTIRE 
OCULINA BANK HAPC 
APPROVED BY DW SHRIMP AP 
 
MOTION (CORAL AP):  THE AP HAS NO OBJECTION TO THE TRANSIT 
ALTERNATIVE PROVISION DEVELOPED BY THE DW SHRIMP AP 
APPROVED BY CORAL AP 
 
Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC Western Extension 
 
The APs discussed the Coral AP recommendation for extending the western boundary of the 
Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC.  The Deepwater Shrimp AP noted that a portion of the 
proposed southern extension is productive sand bottom for royal red shrimp.  The Coral AP 
recommended modifying their preferred option for this area to minimize this portion of the 
southern boundary within their recommended extension.  The APs agreed on the following 
motion developed by the Coral AP: 
 
MOTION (CORAL AP):  MODIFY THE SOUTHERN SE BOUNDARY OF THE STETSON 
MIAMI TERRACE CHAPC EXTENSION IN A MANNER TO RELEASE THE 
FLATBOTTOM REGION TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE WHILE MAINTAINING 
PROTECTION OF CORAL HABITAT. 
REFER TO CONCEPTUAL DIAGRAM AND WORKING WITH DR. ROSS TO DEVELOP 
LINES FOR THIS AREA. 
APPROVED BY CORAL AP 
 
 
Cape Lookout Coral HAPC northern extension 
 
The Coral AP reaffirmed their recommendation for modifications to the northern boundary of the 
Cape Lookout Coral HAPC to incorporate an area of Lophelia habitat recently discovered.  The 
APs discussed this proposed area briefly and did not develop specific motions. 
 
Other Business 
 
MOTION (DW SHRIMP AP):  APPOINT MIKE MERRIFIELD AS THE DEEPWATER 
SHRIMP AP CHAIR 
APPROVED BY DW SHRIMP AP 
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REVISED SUMMARY REPORT 
  


Joint Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panel Meeting 
April 20th, 2012 
Charleston, SC 


 
 The Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp Advisory Panels (APs) met in Charleston on Friday, 
April 20th to discuss two main agenda items:  measures included in Shrimp Amendment 9, and 
expansion of Coral Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (included in Comprehensive Ecosystem-
Based Amendment 3).  The APs were to receive a remote presentation from NMFS Protected 
Resources Division staff on the listing status of Atlantic sturgeon under the Endangered Species 
Act and the Biological Opinion for South Atlantic shrimp fisheries, however technical 
difficulties with the webinar service precluded this from occurring.  Below is a summary of APs 
discussions, including motions developed during the meeting.  
(‘*’ denotes the Action and Alternative language from an amendment) 
 
MOTION #1:  APS APPROVE THE AGENDA 
APPROVED BY APS 
 
MOTION #2:  APPROVE PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES 
APPROVED BY APS 
 
SAFMC Process and Advisory Panels’ Role 
After a presentation by Kim Iverson on the SAFMC process and the role of APs, the groups had 
considerable discussion about the public scoping process and solicitation of AP input prior to 
development of scoping materials. The following motion pertains to this discussion: 
 
MOTION #3:  SHRIMP APS RECOMMEND ANY AP BE INVOLVED ON ANY 
MEASURES RELATIVE TO THEM PRIOR TO PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS 
APPROVED BY APS 
 
Shrimp Amendment 9 
The APs discussed the measures that are currently being developed in Shrimp Amendment 9, 
including specifying additional criteria that triggers states ability to request a concurrent closure 
of the penaeid shrimp fisheries in adjacent EEZ waters during severe winter weather; modifying 
the process for a state to request such a concurrent closure; and revising the overfished status 
determination criteria (BMSY proxy) for the South Atlantic pink shrimp stock.   
 
MOTION #4:  APS SUPPORT ALTERNATIVE 3 (ACTION 1) AND OPTION B (UNDER 
ACTION 2, ALTERNATIVE 2) 
APPROVED BY APS 
*Action 1.  Specify additional criteria that triggers states’ ability to request a concurrent closure 
of the penaeid shrimp fisheries in the adjacent EEZ during severe winter weather.  
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Alternative 3.  A state may request a concurrent closure upon providing information that 
demonstrates an exceeded threshold for water temperature.  Water temperature must be 8°C 
(46°F) or below for at least a week. 
 
*Action 2.  Modify the process for a state to request a concurrent closure of the penaeid shrimp 
fisheries in the adjacent EEZ during severe winter weather.  
Alternative 2.  A state requesting a concurrent closure would send a letter directly to NOAA 
Fisheries Service with the request and necessary data to demonstrate that criteria have been met.   
Option b)  Data would be submitted directly for review by NOAA Fisheries Service.  
 
The intent with the APs motion above is to recommend temperature threshold criteria (as 
identified in Action 1, Alternative 3) as the required criteria a state must demonstrate to request a 
concurrent closure, not in addition to current criteria requirements (as identified in Action 1, No 
Action).   
 
MOTION #5:  APS RECOMMEND THE DEVELOPMENT BY THE SHRIMP REVIEW 
PANEL OF ADDITIONAL DEFINITIONS OF OVERFISHED LEVEL FOR PINK SHRIMP 
AS APPROPRIATE; AND SUPPORT THE IDENTIFICATION OF ADDITIONAL SOURCES 
OF SHRIMP ABUNDANCE DATA TO EITHER SUPPLEMENT OR REPLACE THE 
SEAMAP SURVEY 
APPROVED BY APS 
 
Regarding the previous motion, the following recommendations were brought forth by John 
Williams and Richard Vendetti for the Shrimp Review Panel’s discussion on the overfished 
proxy for pink shrimp: 
 
1. Any new MSST definition for pink shrimp must achieve the objective of preventing the 


triggering of statutory requirements to rebuild stocks through fishing mortality controls 
whenever fishing mortality is not the cause for the pink shrimp stock abundance to fall 
below the MSST. 


 
2. Any proposed MSST definition for pink shrimp must be submitted for review and 


comment by the Shrimp AP and the public at large prior to final Council consideration. 
 


3. Consider whether the current definition of MSY for pink shrimp is appropriate and if a 
revision of the MSY definition should be part of the process to redefine MSST. 
 


4. Consider and, if appropriate, incorporate new modeling methodologies developed by the 
NMFS SEFSC for pink shrimp in the Gulf of Mexico which were specifically designed to 
address a similar problem. 
 


5. Ensure that data used for determining annual pink shrimp abundance relative to the MSST 
includes the full range of the stock and is otherwise of sufficient quantity and quality to 
achieve the objective set forth in item 1 above. 
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Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3 
The APs discussed the measures in CE-BA 3 that consider expansion of the Oculina Habitat 
Area of Particular Concern (HAPC), Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC, and Cape Lookout 
Coral HAPC.  For the alternatives to expand the northern Oculina HAPC boundary (Action 1 
alternatives), the APs developed an additional recommendation that would allow for a shrimp 
fishery access area within a portion of the existing Oculina HAPC in the southern area where it is 
considered by the APs to be muddy bottom and productive rock shrimp habitat.  During 
discussion of the transit provision alternative for Oculina HAPC (Action 1, Alternative 4) the 
APs recommended modifications to the alternative language based on feasibility of stowing gear 
while in transit.  The APs discussed the measure that considers expansion of Cape Lookout Coral 
HAPC, but no specific recommendations were made for this Action.  
 
The following motions were made: 
 
MOTION #6:  NO ACTION 
NOT APPROVED 
*This motion refers to APs endorsement of Action 1, Alternative 1 as preferred for this measure. 
(Action 1 would expand the boundaries of Oculina Bank HAPC.) 
 
Following the meeting, the APs further clarified their intent with the above motion: 
The APs are in support of having a No Action alternative available as a viable alternative, but 
chose not to designate it as their preferred at the time.  The APs presented data at the meeting 
that indicates where shrimp trawling occurs.  The APs stated that areas where trawling does not 
occur is the area containing structure, reliefs and coral formation that is not conducive to rock 
shrimp production.  The APs stated that choosing No Action for this measure would not 
endanger existing Oculina coral from the shrimp fishery because they will only fish where they 
have fished in the past. 
  
MOTION #7:  SUPPORT MIKE MERRIFIELD’S RECOMMENDATION TO FOLLOW 
NORTH TO SOUTH METERS THE FOLLOWING WESTERN BOUNDARY 
MODIFICATION:  70 TO 90 METERS (NORTH TO SOUTH). NORTHERN BOUNDARY IS 
29 DEGREES 43.5 MINS; SOUTHERN BOUNDARY IS 27 DEGREES 30 MINS. (THIS 
ALLOWS FOR A SHRIMP FISHERY ACCESS AREA IN EXISTING SOUTHERN 
BOUNDARY) 
APPROVED BY APS AS PREFERRED 
 
Following the meeting, the APs further clarified their intent with the above motion.  The list 
below reflects the APs preferred measures for extension of Oculina Bank HAPC with the 
addition of a transit provision as identified in Motion #10.  
    
1.  For the Oculina HAPC northern boundary proposed extension:  
 Use a modified set of points collected from various captains that have fished the areas for 
 decades to accomplish both protection of Oculina corals and structural habitat and 
 preservation of traditional, highly productive rock shrimp fishing areas. The proposed 
 extension is represented by the following coordinates: 
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2830.000N 08004.000W 
2832.462N 08004.876W 
2841.279N 08005.071W 
2844.230N 08005.434W 
2846.251N 08006.124W 
2849.262N 08006.596W 
2852.996N 08007.520W 
2855.000N 08007.466W 
2855.995N 08007.848W 
2904.742N 08010.200W 
2909.533N 08011.786W 
2929.454N 08014.978W 
2936.711N 08015.884W 
2936.705N 08013.982W 
2928.432N 08012.780W 
2912.494N 08009.242W 
2910.999N 08008.653W 
2906.671N 08008.252W 
2901.113N 08007.206W 
2858.642N 08006.492W 
2853.984N 08005.438W 
2847.093N 08004.090W 
2839.008N 08002.872W 
2836.570N 08002.344W 
2830.000N 08001.039W 


 
2.  For the Oculina HAPC western boundary proposed extension: 
 The area between the two Oculina satellite sites has not had any rock shrimp fishing 
 activity however, there are historical rock shrimp production areas in both sections, with 
 substantial production to the south of the southern satellite in the western extension. The 
 APs feel that the area within the proposed extension of the western boundary might be a 
 candidate for a Shrimp Fishery Access Area. 
 
3.   Existing Oculina HAPC:  
 The APs are interested in development of a Shrimp Fishery Access Area from the north 
 end of the Oculina HAPC, following the 90-100 meter contour to the west and the 140 
 meter contour to the east, to the south end of the Oculina HAPC. This would connect 
 highly productive rock shrimp bottom south of the Oculina HAPC to that which exists to 
 the north of the CHAPC. This would restore the contiguous rock shrimp fishing area that 
 existed prior to creation of the Oculina HAPC and still protect the coral and structured 
 habitat bottom that exists within the Oculina HAPC for which it was intended.  
 The proposed Shrimp Fishery Access Area is represented by the following coordinates: 
 


2730.000N 07958.074W 
2746.193N 07957.396W 
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2753.000N 07957.600W 
2807.166N 07958.547W 
2815.721N 07959.270W 
2819.377N 07959.663W 
2823.307N 08000.196W 
2830.000N 08001.042W 
2830.000N 07958.660W 
2824.100N 07957.930W 
2805.300N 07956.030W 
2753.200N 07955.500W 
2730.000N 07955.560W 


 
MOTION #8:  ACTION 1, SUB-ALTERNATIVE 2B 
NOT APPROVED 
*This motion refers to APs endorsement of Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b as preferred for this 
measure. (Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b would modify the northern boundary of the Oculina 
Bank HAPC.  The west and east boundaries would follow the 70 meter and 90 meter depth 
contour lines.)  
 
Following the meeting, the APs further clarified their intent with the above motion: 
The APs would like to use Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b as a baseline from which to create their 
preferred alternative.  The APs appreciated the work by Council staff to present various options 
for the northern expansion of the Oculina HAPC.  The APs pointed out the VMS activity as 
presented was not a good indicator of overall value of an area represented as a percentage of total 
VMS activity but did indicate, of these alternatives, which eliminated the most/least activity.  
The APs considered Action 1, Sub-Alternative 2b to be a good baseline from which to develop a 
preferred option that preserves valuable rock shrimp production areas.  All other sub-alternatives 
encompassed large areas of soft substrate, highly productive, rock shrimp bottom. 
 
MOTION #9:  FOR THE NEXT ECOSYSTEM-BASED MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE, 
RECOMMEND THAT MIKE MERRIFIELD BE PRESENT TO REPRESENT APS 
DISCUSSION 
APPROVED BY APS 
 
MOTION #10:  APS ENDORSE TRANSIT PROVISION ALTERNATIVE 4 AS AMENDED:  
STOWING MEANS DOORS IN RACKS AND NETS OUT OF WATER; MAINTAIN A 
MINIMUM SPEED OF 5 KNOTS; IN THE EVENT MINIMAL SPEED IS NOT 
SUSTAINABLE, VESSEL MUST COMMUNICATE TO APPROPRIATE CONTACT 
APPROVED BY APS 
 
Following the meeting, the APs further clarified their intent with the above motion:   
A transit provision must be included in any expansion proposal that extends the Oculina HAPC.  
The AP has concerns about safety and fuel efficiency issues among others that require transit 
capability to be in place.  
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MOTION #11:  APS RECOMMEND ALTERNATIVE 3 (ACTION 2) AS PREFERRED, 
WITH THE ADDITION OF A TRANSIT/DISABLED VESSEL PROVISION 
APPROVED BY APS 
*Action 2.  Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace Coral HAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site off 
Jacksonville. 
Alternative 3.  Modify the Coral AP recommendation for expanding Stetson-Miami Terrace 
HAPC to include area of mapped habitat within the expansion, and exclude areas of royal red 
fishery activity based on VMS data.   
 
South Atlantic Royal Red and Rock Shrimp Fisheries 
Council staff provided a presentation to the APs on the royal red shrimp fishery, including a 
briefing on landings and participation.  The presentation had also been provided to the Shrimp 
Committee at the March council meeting and the Committee requested additional information 
from the APs on any vessels harvesting royal red shrimp that may not have VMS.  Several 
members of the APs reported that there were no royal red vessels that did not also harvest rock 
shrimp, and therefore all royal red vessels had VMS.  In regards to Gulf vessels, AP members 
reported that all known Gulf vessels that harvest royal red shrimp have Rock Shrimp Limited 
Access (RSLA) permits.  The overall AP position is that all royal red vessels harvesting in the 
South Atlantic have VMS.  
 
The APs also received a presentation on the limited entry program in the rock shrimp fishery, 
including a description of limited entry permits and potential latent permits.  This presentation 
was also provided to the Shrimp Committee at the March council meeting.  The APs discussed 
some of the issues with latent permits and potential mechanisms to address the decreasing 
number of RSLA permits.  At this time, the APs did not make specific recommendations but will 
continue to monitor the limited entry program and discuss ways to modify provisions to maintain 
availability of RSLA permits. 


Other Business 
Following the meeting, in email discussion among the APs, a request was made that the next 
meeting of the joint Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp APs be held in conjunction with the Coral 
Advisory Panel, with a preference in locale of Florida near the Cape Canaveral area.    
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Administrative Record for Coral Amendment 8 
 
The documents within the Administrative Record for Coral Amendment 8 are intended to 
provide a chronological review of the development of management measures to modify Coral 
Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (CHAPCs).  Attachments include versions of 
Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Amendment 3, Coral Amendment 8 and Scoping Documents 
(Appendices 1&2); Deepwater Shrimp, Coral, Habitat and Joint Advisory Panel (AP) meeting 
minutes (Appendix 3); AP meeting reports (Appendix 4); Ecosystem-Based Management 
Committee and joint Ecosystem-Based Management and Habitat Committees minutes (Appendix 
5); and Ecosystem-Based Management Committee reports (Appendix 6).  
 
The current actions in Coral Amendment 8 include: 
 


Action 1.  Expand boundaries of the Oculina Bank HAPC 
Action 2.  Implement a transit provision through the Oculina Bank HAPC 
Action 3.  Expand boundaries of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC 
Action 4.  Expand boundaries of the Cape Lookout CHAPC 


 
Development Timeline 
The management measures to expand boundaries of the CHAPCs and implement a transit 
provision through Oculina Bank HAPC were first introduced to the South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council (Council) during their December 2011 meeting in Raleigh, NC.  The 
Ecosystem-Based Management Committee received a review of the Coral AP October 2011 
meeting report and Habitat AP November 2011 report (Appendices 4&6).  The AP reports 
contained several recommendations that were based on results of presentations on recent field 
research observations of deepwater coral resources in the South Atlantic.  An Options Paper for 
Comprehensive Ecosystem-Based Management 3 (CE-BA 3), including the Coral and Habitat 
APs’ recommendations for expansion of CHAPCs, was also presented to the Council in 
December 2011 and approved for public scoping (Appendix 1), initiating the amendment 
development process.    
 
Public scoping meetings took place in January and February 2012 to gather input on 
management measures being considered in CE-BA 3 before the Council discussed the various 
options (Appendix 2).  The options included in CE-BA 3 during the public scoping process were 
to: 


a. Modify Oculina Bank HAPC north and west boundaries following coordinates and 
depth contours recommended by the Coral and Habitat APs 


b. Expand Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC to incorporate a Lophelia site off of 
Jacksonville following depth contours recommended by the Coral and Habitat APs 


c. Expand Cape Lookout CHAPC 
 
The Council reviewed the public scoping comments on the CHAPC options in CE-BA 3 during 
their March 2012 meeting in Savannah, GA (Appendices 2&6).  They approved the options for 
further development and analysis in CE-BA 3, and the range of alternatives recommended by the 
Interagency Planning Team for each area proposed for modification, including an alternative to 
consider a transit provision through Oculina Bank HAPC as recommended by the Law 
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Enforcement AP.  At this time, the options became actions in the amendment.  The Council 
advised that the CHAPC actions be further developed by the Ecosystem Committee at future 
Council meetings and provided guidance to convene the Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp, Coral 
and Habitat APs for recommendations on preferred alternatives prior to the June 2012 Council 
meeting.  The Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp APs met jointly in April 2012, the Coral AP met in 
May 2012 and the Habitat AP met via webinar in May 2012 (Appendices 3&4).   
 
Note:  The transcription of minutes from the Joint Shrimp and Deepwater Shrimp AP Meeting in 
April 2012 indicate there was a pause in the recording during the afternoon session of the 
meeting (Appendix 3). 
 
At the June 2012 Council meeting in Orlando, FL, the Council received reports from the 
Deepwater Shrimp and Coral AP Chairs and was scheduled to select preferred alternatives for 
CHAPC actions and approve CE-BA 3 for public hearings (Appendices 4&6).  As a result of 
diverse recommendations from the APs on the CHAPC actions, the Council discussed the benefit 
of convening a joint meeting of the Coral and Deepwater Shrimp APs to discuss the alternatives 
and each AP’s recommendations.  Representatives from the Law Enforcement and Habitat APs 
were also requested to participate in a joint AP meeting to inform the discussion based on their 
respective charges to the Council.  Other actions pertaining to the snapper grouper fishery were 
included in CE-BA 3 and the Council did not want to interrupt development of other measures as 
a result of delaying development of the CHAPC actions.  Therefore, during the June 2012 
Council meeting, actions to modify CHAPCs were split out from CE-BA 3 and guidance was 
provided to convene a joint AP meeting and develop the actions through a Coral 
Amendment/Environmental Assessment (Appendix 6).  A joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP 
meeting was scheduled for October 2012 and the Council did not discuss Coral Amendment 8 
further until the December Council meeting.   
 
The joint meeting of the Coral and Deepwater Shrimp APs and representatives from the Habitat 
and Law Enforcement APs was held in October 2012 in Cape Canaveral, FL (Appendices 3&4).  
The meeting was held to allow the APs an opportunity to discuss recommendations for 
modifications to the CHAPCs.  During the joint meeting, the APs collectively developed the 
following preferred modifications for the CHAPC areas: 


 For the northern extension of Oculina Bank HAPC (Action 1), both APs recommended 
development of a new alternative.  The APs approved using the 70-100 meter contour 
line for a northern extension of Oculina Bank HAPC with a caveat that adjustments be 
made to annex obvious hard bottom features.  Following the meeting, Council staff and 
Coral AP scientists developed the GIS interpretation of the motion for the Council’s 
review at their December 2012 meeting.  


 The Coral AP reaffirmed their position in recommending a western extension of Oculina 
Bank HAPC (Action 1, Alternative 3) and the Deepwater Shrimp AP did not consider an 
additional recommendation for a western extension of the HAPC but noted their interest 
in developing a new boundary modification for consideration in the future. 


 The Deepwater Shrimp AP developed specifications for a transit provision alternative, 
with guidance from Law Enforcement AP representatives at the meeting.  This 
recommendation was for a new alternative for this action.  The specifications include 
allowance of possession of rock shrimp on board a vessel while within the HAPC, a 
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minimum speed provision, an increase in ping rate, the definition of stowage of gear, and 
a call-in provision.   


Discussion during the joint AP session focused on the fluctuating fishing patterns of the rock 
shrimp fleet and the importance of including the entire Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) 
data into the alternative analysis.  During the joint AP meeting in October 2012, the VMS 
analysis in the document incorporated activity representative of 2007-2011.  A 
recommendation was carried forward to the Council at their December meeting to request 
and incorporate VMS data from 2003-2013, representing the full series of data since VMS 
was required for this fishery.  The Habitat AP convened in November 2012 and reaffirmed 
the recommendations developed during the joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP meeting 
(Appendix 4).  
 
Note:  Minutes from the Joint Coral and Deepwater Shrimp AP Meeting in October 2012 
were compromised due to a technical error and the transcription of the minutes reflects the 
morning session of the meeting only (Appendix 3). 
 
The timing of Coral Amendment 8 was delayed during the December 2012 Council meeting 
(Appendix 6).  The Council was scheduled to consider Coral Amendment 8 for public 
hearings, however approval was deferred until the entire series of VMS data has been 
incorporated into the amendment analysis.  The delayed timeline allowed the scheduling of 
AP meetings during spring 2013 to review the completed VMS analysis and revisions to the 
CHAPC alternatives based on the recommendations developed during the joint Coral and 
Deepwater Shrimp AP meeting in October 2012.  During the December 2012 meeting, the 
Council approved including the northern expansion recommendation that developed during 
the joint AP meeting as an alternative under Action 1 (Oculina Bank HAPC); removed other 
alternatives not discussed by the Coral, Deepwater Shrimp or Habitat APs to the considered 
but rejected appendix; approved including the transit provision recommendation developed 
by the Deepwater Shrimp AP as an alternative under Action 2; and approved revisions to 
Alternative 2 under Action 3 (Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC) developed by both the Coral 
and Deepwater Shrimp APs during the joint AP meeting.  The completed VMS data was 
received after the March 2013 Council meeting and AP meetings were then scheduled for 
final review in May 2013.  The Council did not review Coral Amendment 8 during their 
March 2013 meeting, however received an update on timing (Appendices 5&6).  
 
The Coral and Habitat APs met jointly in May 2013 to discuss actions and alternatives in 
Coral Amendment 8 and review the complete VMS analysis (Appendices 3&4).  The 
Deepwater Shrimp AP Chair participated in the joint meeting and representatives from the 
Snapper Grouper and Law Enforcement APs were also requested to participate.  The Coral 
and Habitat APs reaffirmed their rationale for preferred alternatives for actions in Coral 
Amendment 8 that developed during the joint AP meeting in October (Appendix 4).  The 
Deepwater Shrimp AP convened in May 2013 to provide final input on Coral Amendment 8 
before Council deliberations for preferred alternatives during the June 2013 meeting.  The 
Deepwater Shrimp AP developed new recommendations for preferred alternatives for all of 
the CHAPC areas considered for modification in Coral Amendment 8.  The Deepwater 
Shrimp AP discussed that modifications were needed to further exclude historical trawlable 
areas currently included in the action alternatives.  The AP also noted that the updated VMS 
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data indicates fishing activity occurred in more recent years within some of the proposed 
extensions and the AP revised their recommendations for preferred alternatives as a result 
(Appendices 3&4).   
 
The Council is scheduled to review AP input and Coral Amendment 8 again during the joint 
Ecosystem-Based Management and Habitat and Environmental Protection Committees at the 
June 2013 meeting in Stuart, FL.   
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North Charleston, SC 29418 


 


The Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel met May 7-8 in North Charleston, 


South Carolina.  The meeting was conducted with two major focuses with day one May 7
th


 


dedicated to habitat and ecosystem policy statement review and development and day two May 


8
th


  jointly with the Coral Advisory Panel dedicated to final habitat input on proposed actions in 


Coral Amendment 8 prior to Council consideration for selection of preferred alternatives and 


approval for public hearing. This report focuses on the Panel’s continued efforts on policy 


development and indicates the Panel’s reaffirmation of their previous position on preferred 


alternatives for actions proposed in Coral Amendment 8. 


 


Habitat Policy Statement Review 


Aquaculture Policy Roundtable Review: 


The Panel received a presentation highlighting coordination of Dr. Christopher Elkins in 


facilitating a review, update and preliminary revision to the standing Council Aquaculture Policy 


Statement.  Ken Riley, contractor with the Beaufort Laboratory engaged in the team tasked with 


developing the revised draft, made the presentation which updated aquaculture science and 


policy implications for conservation of Essential Fish Habitat and species dependent on that 


habitat.  The Panel cooperated in a subsequent review of the statement and policy 


recommendations and edits to the significantly updated draft.  An expanded team will be 


engaged to further review and refine the draft for completion at the November Habitat Panel 


meeting. 


 


Other Roundtable Policy Review and Policy Development Breakout Groups  


Panel members reviewed other policy statement recommendations and moved into breakout 


sessions to continue update of the remaining statements and open discussions of potential new 


statements. 
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The Advisory Panel’s goal is to complete the revision of existing and development of new 


statements for Council consideration and approval during its December meeting.  To achieve that 


goal, the development will continue over the summer and fall with final adjustments to the policy 


statements being made during the fall Habitat AP meeting in November.   


 


Developing a State of the Fish Habitat Report and Ecosystem Coordination 


The Panel discussed and further considered development and possible timing associated with 


preparation of a state of the South Atlantic fish habitat report. One key step will be tapping in on 


ongoing ecosystem partner/organization efforts and previous products available. 


 


Joint Meeting with Coral Advisory Panel 


The Habitat Advisory Panel, during the joint meeting with the Coral AP, reaffirmed their 


position regarding habitat and coral ecosystem conservation actions and preferred alternatives as 


now proposed in Coral Amendment 8 restated during the meeting:  


Action 1, Alternative 2b for the northern extension of the Oculina CHAPC  


Action 1, Alternative 3 for the western extension of the Oculina CHAPC 


Action 3, Alternative 2 for the extension of the Stetson-Miami Terrace CHAPC, and  


Action 4, Alternative 2 for the extension of the Cape Lookout CHAPC  








SOUTH ATLANTIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
 


HABITAT ADVISORY PANEL MEETING 


 


Hilton Garden Inn 


North Charleston, South Carolina 


 


May 7, 2013 


 


Summary  Minutes 


 


 
 


Habitat AP: 


Pace Wilber, Chair Terry Gibson 


Dr. Christopher Elkins Steve Trowell 


Terry Pratt Dr. Amber Whittle 


Carter Watterson Priscilla Wendt 


Mark Caldwell Susan Hilfer 


Jenkins Mikel Bill Parker 


Anne Deaton Thomas Jones 


Alice Lawrence Mike Street 


  


Council Members: 
Tom Burgess   


 


Council Staff: 


Roger Pugliese Julie O’Dell 


 


Observers/Participants: 
Rusty Hudson Dr. Ken Riley 


Doug Nemeth  


 


 


Additional Attendees Attached 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







Habitat AP Meeting 
                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                                                                                         May 7, 2013 
 


2 


 


The Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council convened in the Hilton Garden Inn, North Charleston, South Carolina, 


Tuesday morning, May 7, 2013, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Pace 


Wilber. 


 


MR. WILBER:  We’re going to begin.  Good morning to everyone.  As usual, the agenda has 


some administrative matters we have to attend to at the beginning.  But before we get around to 


doing that, we’ll do the traditional go around the table and everyone can introduce themselves, 


say who they work for and if they want to say briefly some comment about the jobs that they do 


and how it relates to habitat that would be fine.   


 


MR. TROWELL:  My name is Steve Trowell.  I work for the state of North Carolina Division of 


Coastal Management out of the Washington Regional Office.  I am a field representative 


involved in permitting and enforcement actions.  Mainly I work in the Hyde and Beaufort 


County, Ocracoke Island area. 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  Mark Caldwell, Charleston Ecological Services Office for the Fish and 


Wildlife Service.  I am the Regulatory Team Lead, primarily working with Clean Water Act 


permits and federal activities that involve impacts to habitat in South Carolina. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Pricilla Wendt; South Carolina Department of Natural Resources.  I’m in the 


Office of Environmental Programs.  I review and comment on projects in the coastal zone. 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  Alice Lawrence.  I’m with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in Athens, 


Georgia, and I work on aquatic issues in Georgia, mainly for hydropower issues, Corps of 


Engineers’ dam operations and anadromous fish issues. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I’m Anne Deaton.  I’m with North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries.  I’m 


in the Habitat Protection Section, the Section Chief.  Our section is involved with review of 


permits as well as habitat planning through the Coastal Habitat Protection Plan.  We work with 


other agencies on regulatory and non-regulatory means to try and enhance habitat conditions. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  I’m Terry Gibson.  I wear a couple different hats.  I’m the owner of Fly & Light 


Tackle Angler Magazine.  I own a charter service in Jensen Beach, Florida, on the Indian River 


Lagoon and adjacent coastal waters.  The habitat underpins my livelihood so I’m here to stick up 


for it. 


 


MR. PARKER:  Bill Parker; Hilton Head Island, South Carolina; fishing nearshore and offshore 


28 years. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’m Pace Wilber.  I work for the Southeast Region of NOAA Fisheries.  I’m 


specifically in the Habitat Conservation Division here in Charleston and I supervise the Atlantic 


Branch, which has offices in Beaufort, Charleston, St. Augustine, West Palm Beach, St. Croix 


and San Juan, Puerto Rico.  I have a fairly broad perspective of habitat, but don’t get in very 


deep, unfortunately, very often. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Roger Pugliese; South Atlantic Council staff; responsible for all our habitat 


activities and our move to ecosystem-based management, continued development and refinement 
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of our fishery ecosystem plan, all our ecosystem coordination efforts with a lot of the regional 


organizations like SECOORA and South Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative, the 


Governors Alliance and beyond, SARP, et cetera, and continue our efforts in leading the nation 


in our habitat activities in the Southeast Region. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I’m Amber Whittle with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission.  I’m the 


Habitat Research Administrator, so I oversee our habitat research groups. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  Chris Elkins from North Carolina.  I hold a recreational seat here.  I’m a retired 


microbiologist from UNC Chapel Hill, but I live at the coast now.  I also sit on the North 


Carolina Marine Fisheries Commission. 


 


MR. STREET:  Mike Street.  I am retired from the North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries.  


I was Anne’s supervisor at one time.  One of the things she didn’t mention is that our staff 


prepared and maintains the North Carolina Coastal Habitat Protection Plan, which is cited in a lot 


of things.  Anne and I did a lot of the writing along with others.   


 


I’m here to try and keep the habitat going in some very difficult situations now both natural and 


manmade.  I like to fish.  I’ve been sportfishing myself for over 60 years.  I want to keep doing it 


and have my son do it and my wife and daughter and my grandson.  It is personal with me. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  No job, no title.  That being said; I’m Jenks Mikel from Edisto and I’ve got a 


burning desire to leave this world at least the way I found it. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Carter Watterson.  I work for the Navy, fisheries habitat biologist with the 


Naval Facilities Engineering Command out of Norfolk, Virginia. 


 


MR. JONES:  Tom Jones.  I live in Atlanta and have a place in St. Simons.  I’m an investment 


guy, but I’m the recreational sports fisherman representative for Georgia.  


 


MR. PRATT:  Terry Pratt; commercial fisherman for 50 years, and been on various and sundry 


environmental committees for 40 years.  I was there before Mike Street and Anne and Steve.  I 


have worked with both state agencies and the National Wildlife Federation in lobbying Congress 


to set environmental policies. 


 


MS. HILFER:  Susan Hilfer.  I’m a recreational fisherman from Beaufort, South Carolina. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so we’d like the folks in the peanut gallery to come and introduce 


themselves; and if you could, if you could come up and speak into the microphone. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  Tom Burgess; South Atlantic Council. 


 


MR. HUDSON:  Rusty Hudson; President of Directed Sustainable Fisheries, representing the 


East Coast Fisheries Section out of Florida here today, which is a subgroup of the Southeastern 


Fisheries Association under Bob Jones.  I try to appear at every AP meeting there is.  Thank you. 
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MR. RILEY:  My name is Ken Riley.  I’m an ecologist with the NOAA National Ocean Service.  


I’m from the Beaufort Lab, and my background and experience is in marine spatial planning and 


aquaculture development. 


 


MR. NEMETH:  I’m Doug Nemeth.  I am the Natural Resources Manager for Navy Region 


Southeast, which goes from Texas to Georgia down to Gitmo.  


 


MR. WILBER:  Thank you everyone for introducing themselves.  The next item of the agenda is 


the approval of the agenda itself.  If there are any comments on items people would like to see 


added to the agenda that we would cover either today or tomorrow when we’re in a joint session 


with the Coral Advisory Panel, please speak up. 


 


The one item that I personally will put on the agenda is this fall will end my two-year stint as the 


Chair of the Advisory Panel, so we need to begin to think about a succession that we can put in 


place next fall.  If anyone has any ideas how to pursue that; maybe if we have some agenda time 


later today, we’ll put that up for discussion. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and that is going to be a pretty critical point, because we are going to be 


moving, as we finalize these policies into the next AP meeting, setting the stage for the final 


revision and update of the entire Fishery Ecosystem Plan, as well as refinement of the EFH 


designations; so there is a lot that is going to happen over this next year and a half that this group 


is really going to be kind of the group that is going to lead and provide that guidance to the 


council  on where we go.   


 


It’s going to be important to keep things moving forward.  It is a pretty critical time with a lot of 


other activities on spatial planning and everything.  Fisheries and fish habitat need to have a very 


strong voice right now or they will get buried in a lot of the noise of all the different types of 


activities going on right now.  It’s pretty important roles, especially as we move forward. 


 


MR. WILBER:  If there is time later today, we’ll throw that up for broader discussion.  The next 


item on the agenda is the approval of the minutes from last November.  Has anyone seen any 


glaring omissions or mistakes in the minutes that should be brought to the attention aside from 


the misspelling of my name throughout the entire minutes? 


 


MR. GIBSON:  I’ve got one.  Kathy is spelled with a K and not a C.  She told me not to do that, 


but I told her I was going to make it legal, anyway. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, so we will make those notes and hopefully not repeat those errors in 


the future.  Are there any other additions to the minutes or clarifications?  You guys all know the 


drill by now.  Somebody needs to make a motion to accept the minutes; second; any opposed?  It 


carries unanimously, thank you.  Roger, do you have any opening comments? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, just quickly.  This meeting is one of the – well, most of them are 


somewhat informal.  This is one of the more informal ones, because I think we’re trying to get a 


little bit more down the road in terms of really getting some of these policy updated, refined and 


really provided to the appropriate groups that are looking at some of these interactions in the 


coastal zone and in offshore waters. 
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More than half of today is going to be in breakout sessions to be able to look again at this.  I 


know there are a number of individuals that have been working in the background on some of the 


revisions.  We have a fairly significantly updated aquaculture policy that we’re going to start 


with this morning, but then go into those breakout sessions to be able to look at. 


 


Everybody was provided both the original policies and then the Word Versions of the other 


policies so we can start moving forward and look at which ones actually have the ability to get 


updated.  The plan then is to move forward between now and the fall meeting to refine and 


essentially have all of those in formats that can be approved by the council as updated versions 


and potentially new versions. 


 


There was a shell added, because there was a lot of discussion last time about an artificial reef 


policy; where we go in terms of the outline and how to structure that; so that is also in the 


groupings of what we have.  That is going to take up most of our AP meeting this time.  In 


addition, we are just going to touch on where we want to go with the report on the state of the 


South Atlantic habitat and where we move forward. 


 


A lot has not been done, but there are a lot of other activities that are going to feed into that from 


other organizations and other information sources.  I think we are going to probably have after 


this meeting more substantive work with the chairs of the AP subpanels and then really get that 


kicked up and moving forward. 


 


Some other things that also are going to happen is in these discussions, as they relate to the 


policy, discussions on refinements of EFH; I think that is something that is going to happen, as I 


mentioned, as we move forward this year.  This will kick off the opportunity to have some of 


those discussions, both the actual information by species, by area, and then some of the spatial 


information, so we can have some of that discussion as we are in some of the breakout areas .   


 


But that said, that is kind of the context of what we’re doing and the directives to the group.  


Definitely feel free to be as involved as possible.  This is by no means the end of the process.  It 


is the beginning of getting these in the most appropriate form and be able to provide the most 


significant guidance for the council and other regional individuals involved and wanting to know 


what the impacts are in fish habitat and fisheries. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Roger, just a clarification; when you said the goal was to have the package of 


policy statements ready for approval in the fall; we mean the December meeting in Wilmington 


and not the Charleston meeting in September, right? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes; this would be in probably the November or fall AP meeting to have it 


refined and finalized, and then the council will adjust and finalize in December.  Yes, the end of 


the year essentially, yes, because the timing; we are going to have the AP meeting prior to 


finalization. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I just have a question about the policy.  You’re saying that the policies are used 


by the council and different APs.  What other applications are these of these policies?  Who uses 


them as guidelines and sticks with it; anybody?   
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MR. PUGLIESE:  The intent was to have rapidly the ability to respond to activities if there are 


permits or policies being developed for one of these different types of areas; the ability to 


reference those and be able to in either council responses, which are somewhat limited to council 


direct responses, the day-to-day activities are through the Regional Office’s review.   


 


The intent is to ramp this up in terms of beyond NOAA Fisheries; hopefully, the state agencies, 


et cetera, ni using them.  I think there needs to be more work, and this is an opportunity to get 


this type of information out beyond what has traditionally been used.  Pace will pick up on that.  


Sometimes they are also referenced in the individual permit and policy reviews, but I think there 


needs to be more effort to get these into the forums that are being looked at what the impacts on 


those habitats are and that there are standing council-based policies that have been developed. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, this is just my personal observation and not the agency’s point of 


view; but when you look at the six or seven policy statements that the South Atlantic Council 


has, there are a few – maybe one aquaculture that I think really to me is a policy statement.  It 


sets forth the council’s view on how it wants to see aquaculture develop within the region and 


how it relates to traditional fisheries and things of that nature. 


 


The other policy statements like sea grass, in-stream flow, things like that; there is no real what I 


would consider policy in those.  Those really are sort of summaries of the literature and some 


bold statements without citation sprinkled throughout them.  In order for those to be used in my 


consultation arena – and I’m sure it is not that different in other consultation arenas – it would be 


really nice if those policy statements were kind of upgraded a little bit to have a much more 


concise summary of the literature within tech citations.   


 


Essentially those would be the paragraphs that you could block paste out of a council document 


and into your comment letters with a high degree of confidence that it is an accurate summary of 


the literature, it is an up-to-date summary of the literature, and it is a very insightful set of 


comments about how habitat and fisheries are kind of related to each other.   


 


I think that is really what I would like to see personally out of these policy statements, and that is 


what I think carries the most weight.  In my review chain, when I have to deal with a gnarly 


project that goes up the hill, so in that kind of context my personal thought on how to move 


forward with these things is in a group like this it is really good to talk about the 


recommendations part.   


 


The literature to support those recommendations is largely something that would have to be done 


in between meetings, either by volunteers from this advisory panel or by council staff; but 


getting everyone’s collective wisdom on what the recommendations should be I think is a really 


valuable thing to have.  Then we can kind of fill out the middle and the beginning of the policy 


statement once we know sort of what the end story is. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  While we’re on that subject – Mike and Anne know this – North Carolina is 


moving towards legislatively stripping some of the environmental protections we’ve had.  In 


fact, there is a bill introduced that would eliminate any rules and regulations that are stronger 


than the federal rules.   
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I don’t know whether that will pass or not, but that is a trend.  I think having the South Atlantic 


policy a strong one and even rules and regulations that follow that policy can do a lot at least in 


North Carolina to give us some feet to stand on as we move forward, because we’re going to 


have some sweeping changes coming up. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  I just want to second Chris’ remark.  The same thing is happening in Florida.  


Most of our environmental regulations are being gutted.  To have this as something of a backstop 


would be very helpful. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think that is going to be a really important message to send to the council, 


because to some degree a lot of things have been done at the habitat levels.  I think some of these 


types of developing potential problems could really influence how some of these different 


information gets used; and how important the habitat conservation directives from the council 


and the collaboration between states and the council and partners in our region; that these 


policies hopefully will ultimately provide, how important that is. 


 


Sometimes I think you get that idea that we have done a lot on habitat and the council doesn’t 


need to do as much.  I think the message needs to be sent back up to the council that these are the 


types of things that really are going to make a significant difference.  Essential fish habitat 


mandates this, but a lot of people’s idea of what they are, are probably some of the things that 


have provided the foundation to hold the line. 


 


We get to hold the line in terms of not going backwards and really trying to move forward.  Here 


is an opportunity.  We’re part of a broader system.  What happens in the one area is not only 


impacting that.  You’ve got resources that are using these habitats throughout the region, so 


you’re going to have a potential population impact on gag grouper, on species; mackerels and 


species that are dependent on those inshore habitats; but they are part of the broader system. 


 


I think it is really important that these messages be brought up and to work on say that was on 


aquaculture be continued and expanded for our other policies.  We do have the opportunity.  That 


is why I was really happy that we were able to have two meeting this year, because we kind of 


have been in that point where we can only get so far before.   


 


Here we actually have set the stage to I think move forward with the direction that Pace wants to 


see this, and it addresses exactly the concerns you all are having.  I think the council will take 


that to heart.  Tom, while he identified himself as a council member, is also the chairman of the 


Council’s Habitat Committee.  Hopefully, the message is clear and he can relay that to the rest of 


the council and how important these efforts are going to be. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Let’s move on to the next item, which is the discussion of the aquaculture 


policy.  Chris, which one of you is going to present? 


 


DR. ELKINS:  I’ll just preface this.  At the last meeting somehow I was encouraged to take over 


this aquaculture thing.  Fortunately, I knew a lot of people in aquaculture, because I do go to 


some of the meetings and I grow oysters myself.  I recruited a bunch of my friends, the real 


experts.  Ken is one of them, but there are several other people; James Moore is from NOAA, 


Ken’s boss; and Mark Turano from Sea Grant and others.  I can’t take much of the credit other 


than being a good scout and a recruiter, so, Ken, it is all yours. 
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MR. RILEY:  I appreciate Chris coming to us and asking for our input.  It’s been a lot of fun 


putting together a team to develop a draft of this policy.  I am relatively new to NOAA.  I’ve 


been with NOAA and the Beaufort Lab for about a year, but I want to point out that this is not a 


single person operation. 


 


This is our aquaculture environmental effects program staff.  We have a staff of about seven or 


eight full-time staff working in marine aquaculture specifically with regards to spatial planning, 


habitat protection and a variety of different things.  We are located at the Beaufort Lab.  We are 


the second oldest marine lab in the country; established in 1899. 


 


I should say I prepared this presentation with; if you’ll indulge me, for about four minutes of 


who we are and what we’re doing and then about ten minutes of policy development stuff, and 


then we can engage and talk about the policy itself.  But please interrupt if you have questions.  I 


work at the Beaufort Lab; and one thing that was interesting to me is reviewing the history of the 


Beaufort Lab was to see that it was originally established for the culture of marine fishes. 


 


In 1899 there was a foresight that the Beaufort Lab was in a unique place between different 


biogeographic regions, and it had this unique ability to culture a variety of marine fishes, 


including some of the first work was on oyster culture.  I work for the National Ocean Service, 


which is part of the National Centers for Coastal Ocean Science. 


 


Specifically I work for the Center for Coastal Fisheries and Habitat Research in Beaufort.  We 


have about 90 employees working at our center in Beaufort.  We conduct research that we say is 


science serving coastal communities.  Specifically we conduct research to address four main 


theme areas.   


 


These areas are science to address harmful algal blooms; we conduct climate research on climate 


impacts to coastal communities; we work to understand the impacts of coastal pollution; and we 


conduct science to support coastal and marine spatial planning.  It is in the latter two theme areas 


that we specifically work for marine aquaculture.   


 


In the past four to five years James Morris has developed a marine aquaculture effects research 


program.  Our program vision is that we’ll develop decision support tools to support coastal 


managers, enabling them to safeguard the environment while supporting aquaculture in the 


coastal zone. 


 


In other words, what we want to do is be able to develop tools that managers can make timely 


and confident and responsible decisions about citing aquaculture in the coastal zone.  Our 


aquaculture research takes four main research areas.  The first is environmental effects of 


aquaculture.  We then work on technology development.  An area that I specifically work on is 


marine spatial planning to inform siting.  Then finally we’re increasingly asked and taking on 


climate change effects.  


 


What I will do is just show you some of the highlights of our work.  Our research program has 


really focused on for the last four years marine-caged culture and the environment, and 


specifically looking at the environmental interactions of how marine-caged culture is going to 


occur in U.S. federal waters and help support projects in the Gulf of Mexico, Hawaii, Puerto 
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Rico that are underway; and then the development of projects in other regions as they continue to 


develop. 


 


The synthesis of this project and the work over the past few years has been a white paper, a 


NOAA technical memorandum that is coming forth this spring, now this summer; We reviewed  


over 500 papers and conducted an entire comprehensive summary of environmental impacts of 


marine aquaculture. 


 


It was reviewed by 30 scientists and managers, both internal and external to NOAA, and 


encompassing both U.S. scientists and European scientists and some South American scientists 


as well.  It is currently in the final review and approval phase.  There are five chapters to this 


document, a chapter on water quality, benthic chemistry, marine life chemicals and then some 


management tools. 


 


The area that I specifically work in is development of spatial planning tools for marine 


aquaculture.  We see that these tools have a variety of uses.  The first one – and you will see 


there to your far left – is site screening; so specifically like the creation of data atlases.  This 


would be like GIS maps and layers that can look at how aquaculture integrates into the coastal 


environment; so not just water quality and will the environment support marine aquaculture, but 


how does it interact with other users in the coastal environment as well as protected species.   


 


Then we take that a step further to do modeling and simulation studies.  We actually run 


simulations of net pen operations or shellfish culture operations and look at the environmental 


impacts.  The final stage, which we haven’t quite fully developed yet, is particularly site 


selection, getting down to the nitty-gritty of a specific site that will be commercially developed 


for marine aquaculture.   


 


Over the past year we’ve been providing support for the Gulf Aquaculture Fishery Management 


Plan, and specifically we developed the environmental monitoring guidelines for that plan.  


We’ve recognized the need to develop standard methods for environmental monitoring.  We’ve 


worked with Jess Beck, who is the NOAA Fisheries Southeast Regional aquaculture coordinator. 


 


 


We’ve also developed best management practices for the Caribbean offshore aquaculture 


industry as well as coastal managers, and specifically we held a stakeholder workshop.  We’re in 


the process of finalizing this document, which are just best management practices for offshore 


marine aquaculture.  Then, finally, we’ve had a number of international exchanges, people 


seeing our work that we’re doing with the Gulf and in Hawaii and different regions; and sothey 


have invited us to help with marine aquaculture siting, development of aquaculture development 


zones in Maraca, Bermuda, the Bahamas, and Mexico.  


 


There are a lot of collaborative opportunities, and specifically there are opportunities to work 


with coastal managers in those regions.  That is a little bit about who we are and what we’re 


doing.  Let me tell you a little bit about aquaculture.  The World Bank says that aquaculture 


represents the fastest-growing sector of global food production.   


 


It grows on average about 1 percent per year.  If we take a look at global fish production, 1950 to 


2011, you can see that just two years ago aquaculture production surpassed world fisheries 
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harvest; so today aquaculture contributes 54 to 55 percent of our global fish production.  


Aquaculture is coming in kind of a big way, and we want to be prepared for it, and specifically 


looking at being prepared for the environmental impact.   


 


If we look at global aquaculture production in terms of a different world view and global map, 


here you will see the actual real contributors of aquaculture to our global fisheries.  You will see 


that about 60 percent of our aquaculture production is from China with another 30 percent from 


Asia; so 90 percent of world aquaculture production is coming from Asia.  This is pretty big.   


 


The reason why we’re concerned is this rise of the middle class.  If you take a look at the Asian 


economy, Asian demographics; what you will see is by the year 2030 there is expected to be a 


571 percent growth of the Asian middle class.  While we’re importing over 90 percent of our 


seafood, and a lot of that from Asia, we’re anticipating that those imports are going to turn 


around and are going to go the other direction to support this growing middle class in Asian 


communities.   


 


You can see here the middle class for North America, the light blue there on the left.  Our middle 


class isn’t expected to grow very much.  It is a very small percentage, a fraction of a percentage.  


But what we do know in the United States is that baby boomers like fish, and they are going to 


eat more and more fish as they age.  This was a Twitter announcement that I got just stating that 


with the health benefits and so many benefits of eating fresh fish, the baby boomers are going to 


eat more fish. 


 


NOAA in 2011, along with the Department of Commerce, developed aquaculture policies to 


support aquaculture development.  NOAA aims to increase aquaculture production by one 


million metric tons by the year 2025.  The target outcomes of these are competitive aquaculture 


businesses that work with traditional fishing communities and support working waterfront 


communities. 


 


We want to keep those seafood processing and distributors alive and well in terms of the 


communities that they work.  This aquaculture development also supports healthy aquatic 


ecosystems.  We want to develop a sense for aquaculture that is valued by the public.  The public 


has gotten a lot of misinformation in the media that builds on a long history of negativity towards 


aquaculture.   


 


We want to turn this around and be able to show that aquaculture is compatible with seafood 


production, it is compatible with fisheries and it is compatible with the environment.  I thank 


Chris for bringing the policy opportunity to help contribute to the development of the policy for 


the interactions between essential fish habitats and marine aquaculture. 


 


To tell you where it is at; we kind of consider it is just the first draft is complete.  These are the 


folks that have contributed it, Chris and James Morris Mark Turano from North Carolina Sea 


Grant, Carol Price from NOAA NOS, myself, Todd Kellison from National Marine Fisheries 


Service and Jessica Beck from the National Marine Fisheries Service.   


 


We have a whole suite and outlined list of reviewers that have contributed comments since, and 


we have to incorporate some of those comments.  It is still in the track changes phase and it 


needs additional review and clearance by someone from NOAA.  Our goal was to synthesize the 
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current state of knowledge and provide managers with a better understanding of the environment 


interactions with marine aquaculture. 


 


We know that we can’t in just a few pages provide a comprehensive compendium of all 


aquaculture knowledge and research, but we wanted to give you at least an introduction.  


Aquaculture, let me just define it as we did in the policy.  We defined it as the propagation and 


rearing of aquatic organisms for commercial, recreational and pubic purposes. 


 


Aquaculture encompasses a lot of different species and a lot of different types of production.  


Aquaculture is farming, but it is also fishing.  This is based on legal opinion by NOAA General 


Counsel.  General Counsel says that fishing – under Magnuson-Stevens, fishing includes 


activities and operations related to taking, catching, and harvesting of fish. 


 


I should say that this definition of aquaculture is fishing has been held up in a couple of court 


opinions, specifically in Hawaii, so it has been challenged.  What I want to do is just introduce 


you to some types of aquaculture.  Here we see an example of aquaculture for food production; 


this would be striped bass production. 


 


Then we have ornamental production.  A lot of people think of ornamentals as just having one or 


two fish in an aquarium; but when you get into aquaculture, this is intensive production, 


production of thousands and thousands of fish in tanks or ponds or in net pens.  This is 


production of fish for fishing bait.   


 


I tried to pick species that were out of the typical ordinary, so University of Miami right now is 


working on production of bigeye scad or goggle eye as fishing bait.  Myself, I worked at Harbor 


Branch Oceanographic Institution, and so aquaculture is certainly production of natural products 


and culture of organisms for pharmaceutical or drug applications. 


 


I should add I didn’t include a slide, but it also includes like algae for bio-fuels.  Aquaculture is 


stock enhancement; so replenishment, replacement of stocks; and again I tried to pick species 


that were kind of out of the ordinary.  This is a Florida fighting conch in a stock enhancement 


project that we worked on a number of years ago in South Florida. 


 


It is also your traditional stock enhancement that people think of in terms of finfish.  Here is 


snook, a stock enhancement from marine lab.  I will add that our policy was developed and it 


does not specifically address habitat issues related to stock enhancement.  It would become too 


comprehensive of a document. 


 


The environmental impacts vary with farm operation, and we developed this document with 


consideration of all different type of farm operations.  One of the things that we should talk about 


today is should we just talk about the types of operations that would occur in the waters that you 


have jurisdiction over – that the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council has jurisdiction 


over or should we include all aquaculture operations within the region; so from pond culture to 


offshore net pens to land-based tank production systems.   


 


Then the environmental impacts vary with species and trophic level.  I had some projects years 


ago that I worked on sponge development in the Bahamas.  That is a pretty low trophic level.  It  
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requires no feed in terms of it is a nice candidate species.  Then you have species like grouper 


and cobia that would be a much higher trophic level and require much more inputs.   


 


The next few slides are just on the environmental impacts assessment of offshore marine 


aquaculture, and this is what we kind of envisioned as our future of our offshore finfish culture 


industry in the nation.  Impacts to water quality; what we have seen thus far with demonstration 


projects in the limited industry that has developed is that the water quality impacts are generally 


specific to within the cage and the neighboring waters adjacent to the cage out to say 30 meters.   


 


Beyond 30 meters, beyond the cage, we see very little impact of decreased water quality around 


these net pens.  Now these net pen operations have to be sited in areas that have good flow, good 


tidal exchange, good current, and it is really all about proper siting.  The case of salmon 


production in the seventies and eighties; that was just poor siting where they had big pollution 


effects.   


 


What we see is that the nutrients like nitrogen and phosphorous is assimilated very quickly by 


the offshore phytoplankton communities.  While there have been a few publications on the 


linkages or connections between utrification and harmful algal blooms, it really hasn’t been 


substantiated.   


 


When we look at the impacts of offshore aquaculture, the place where we really measure it is in 


the benthic chemistry; and specifically what we’re looking at is the total carbon in the sediments.   


We look at sulfides, hydrogen sulfide production and redox or the oxygen that is in the sediment.  


Are the sediments still aerobic or are they going anaerobic or without oxygen?   


 


In terms of marine life, what we typically look at for impacts is the diversity of benthic infauna, 


polychaetes and worms.  Is there a great diversity of those polychaetes and worms or in areas 


that are impacted where it has gone anaerobic, is marine life absent?  For offshore net pens and 


operations, we rarely see effects out beyond 100 meters from the net pen.   


 


The next two areas are fish.  What we found really interesting about offshore aquaculture 


operations is the fact that these actually act as fish-attracting devices.  They actually serve as 


habitat and bring in fish to these net pen operations.  In fact, in the Bahamas there is a large net 


pen operation that now is a tourist attraction, because divers go specifically to the net pen so they 


can see the fish and the sharks that congregate around the net pen and the cage operations.   


 


Fish consume approximately 27 to 80 percent of the organic waste.  The feed that isn’t being 


eaten or any waste that is coming out of the net pen itself is being consumed by the fish that 


congregate at the bottom, at the base of the cage or around the cage.  The cages certainly provide 


food and shelter.  There are definitely issues with protected species, and these are things that 


have to be discussed and worked out in a regulatory framework; marine mammals, sharks, sea 


turtles and birds.   


 


In terms of chemicals, there are not a tremendous amount of chemicals that are used in offshore 


aquaculture, specifically because they are not allowed.  The regulations are very strict.  I’ll give 


you an example.  Increasingly net pens are made out of copper and other metal-based products 


that are anti-valence, and so there is some concern about buildup in the sediments related to that.   
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In terms of antibiotics, in the entire United States there are only three approved antibiotics for 


marine aquaculture, and in the region for the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s 


jurisdiction there are no approved antibiotics for the use in marine aquaculture.  There is a lot of 


concern about antibiotics, but the truth is right now they are not allowed.  We cannot have 


concern about things if it is not permitted.   


 


Therapeutics; the only two therapeutics that are available are hydrogen peroxide and formalin.  


Then, like I said, there is some concern about copper and zinc accumulation in benthic 


sediments.  I just want to show you how good husbandry, change in best management practices 


can affect aquaculture.   


 


Here you see heavy antibiotic use in the eighties and early nineties for the salmon industry.  


Since 1995 through today, antibiotics are only used in about 5 percent in the global salmon 


industry.  They have been able to not have to use those antibiotics because of good breeding, 


good husbandry, good best management practices.   


 


Then one of the last points I wanted to point out was there are a lot of questions about fish meal 


and proteins and aqua feeds.  NOAA and the U.S. Department of Agriculture has spent millions 


of dollars and had extensive projects to deal with the aqua feeds issue.  Specifically this is a 


broad partnership across federal agencies, NOAA, USDA, FDA, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.   


 


The results of this product was a publication in 2011, the future of aqua feeds.  They had 20 


findings where they studied seven case studies and they looked at what is the future of aqua 


feeds.  What they found is that there is no requirement for any marine fish species to have fish 


meal or fish products as components in their feeds.  We can grow fish on completely alternative 


protein sources, so there is no requirement for these fish. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Such as? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Such as soy or corn; a combination of those products.  We can also do it on 


byproducts from poultry and the poultry industry and that type of thing.  Tyson right now is 


investing tremendous amounts of investment capital into aquaculture feeds, because they have 


products coming out of their poultry processing facilities. 


 


The other thing I should point out is that since 2005, the use of aquaculture fish meal is going 


down.  This is something recently that I came upon and it didn’t make it in the first draft of the 


document.  This came out of NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Services Office of Aquaculture.  


The fact is that this research is now – the results are now making their way into feed plants and 


feed manufacturing companies; and so recognizing that there are alternative protein sources that 


can go into these feeds.  I should say the soy industry has had a large part in putting soy products 


into aquaculture feeds.   


 


The question is what happens if you feed carnivorous diets with no animal meals.  There are 


dozens of these papers now that have come out; but what you have to note is look at the dates of 


publication.  They are only within the last three, four, five years that this alternative feeds work 


has come out.   
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If you look at some of these species like cobia, Florida pompano, these are high trophic-level 


species that are able to eat and consume vegetable proteins.  Offshore aquaculture really requires 


cooperation between the research community, coastal communities, farm owners and operators 


and coastal managers and regulators.  That is what I have to share with you.  I would love to talk 


about the policy with you.  Thanks. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Any questions for Ken? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I just have a comment.  I read over the policies before I came.  In the overview 


section, you have these different topics in there; and then at the end of each topic there are some 


pretty specific recommendations kind of.  Then there is the separate policy section at the end, but 


those recommendations are not carried over into the policy section.  I just thought it might make 


it stronger if you pulled that from the text and kind of reiterated it at the end. 


 


MR. RILEY:  We’ll do that. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Because it’s some strong statements, so it might be effective to have those in the 


policy section. 


 


MR. RILEY:  Have them online.  Yes, absolutely that is great. 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  Ken, this is not really a direct policy question, just more on the information.  


You talked about the increase of the marine aquaculture.  How does that compare to freshwater 


aquaculture; or did you include all those numbers in your data?  Is there a separation between – 


is there a significant difference between mariculture and freshwater aquaculture, the growth? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Well, the lines are becoming very gray.  That was one of the challenges I had 


when we were all working to develop this document.  We developed in the context of 


aquaculture within the coastal zone.  Maybe for the management council it should be more 


specific to their areas of jurisdiction, but we considered all types of aquaculture that would affect 


essential fish habitat within the coastal zone.  In Southern Mississippi that includes catfish 


culture and southern Florida that includes a lot of ornamental fish ponds and things. 


 


MR. STREET:  You mentioned as a question early on the scope of the policy.  Has that been 


decided already or is that an issue that we need to take up; that is, whether it is just strictly South 


Atlantic Council managed species or anything that may affect those species or anything in the 


South Atlantic coastal and offshore area. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I believe the policy should come into the shore.  Habitat issues, whether they are 


in federal waters, state waters, or on land that affect habitat usage and the health of marine 


fisheries I think is fair game.  I see no reason to draw a line. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  This is building from a pre-existing policy, and I think the intent is that it 


cover all the array of essential fish habitat for a managed species; so the intent is that it does go 


into pelagic and benthic habitats as far as they extend through the system.  It would include both 


inshore and offshore and nearshore habitats.   
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At least that is the way it was originally drafted and this is carrying on.  Remember, this is 


coming out of this group.  If there is any concern over that, that is something that needs to be 


raised, but I think the intent is that it captures the mandates on the conservation of essential fish 


habitat, which extends throughout all the areas. 


 


MR. STREET:  Well, I would agree that it should be a broad policy, but I think that we need to 


state it then specifically.  Also if there are things that should not be included, then we should say 


that as well.  But we need to be specific as to the intent of the policy is insofar as its geographic, 


biological, environmental scope. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, I agree, nothing makes a boundary more clear than to describe the 


boundary both from the inside and from the outside.  Yes, I think that is a great thing to do. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  Growth hormones; it is just a matter of time I’m sure before these fish farmers 


will be using growth hormones to get their product to market quicker.  The thing that bothers me 


right now, you mentioned Tyson, and I know they’re using it in their chickens.  I don’t know 


whether that chicken poop ends up in the fish meal that we’re feeding the whatevers, but we are 


going to create a super fish around the pens. 


 


MR. RILEY:  That is a great comment.  All I can say is if we’re using bone meal or feather meal, 


which is the product that they are using in fish meal.  That is a great comment.  Right now 


growth hormones are not allowed in any aspect of aquaculture. 


 


MS. DEATON:  It might be hidden, like it might look like it doesn’t have the growth hormones, 


but through that trickle-down it could be there, as well as the antibiotics, I was thinking.  But my 


question was where do they have these offshore net pens or any kind of offshore aquaculture in 


the southeast now?  You said somewhere in Florida.  Are there any or – 


 


MR. RILEY:  In the southeast we currently don’t have any offshore aquaculture.  Florida has 


developed the most comprehensive state plan for offshore aquaculture, so the state of Florida has 


developed an offshore aquaculture development plan, but we don’t have any aquaculture here.  I 


guess the most extent of any offshore aquaculture would be oyster culture that is rapidly 


developing. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Do you think that they could do something like that in the Atlantic; or because 


of the waves, is it too high energy? 


 


MR. RILEY:  If you can imagine, for instance, in Australia and New Zealand they are doing 


these net pens and operations in seas that have 4 to 5 meters of height, so that is 20 foot seas.  


We can certainly – the engineering and technology is there where we can deploy the operations 


for that type of thing. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Would that be the contingency plan for when hurricanes come through like in 


2004?  In 2004 we had five hurricanes in Florida’s Gulf Coast come in five weeks.  That is a 


contingency that engineering is going to help when you have acres and acres of net pens. 


 


MR. RILEY:  Well, it depends on the technology employed.  We’ve had offshore net pens that 


are submerged, and so they are 20 feet below the surface and below the wave impacts.  We’ve 
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had direct impacts to demonstration sites, snapper farm in Culebra, Puerto Rico, that has had two 


or three hurricanes that passed directly overhead – I believe they were Category 2 storms – with  


no impact to the operation.  Those were completely submerged operations.  Mussel farms could 


be equally submerged.  It is an application of the correct technology.  I was there in 2004 and 


2005.  I lost all my aquaculture facilities at Harbor Branch, so I can attest to the damage of 


hurricanes. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  Maybe there should be some kind of bonding capacity to help with cleanup if one 


of these things goes awry; is it in here? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Yes sir; in the policy we had a statement that stated that – I’d have to find it 


exactly.  It says permittees must have adequate resources legally committed to ensure proper 


decommissioning of obsolete or storm-damaged facilities.  It is the last page before the 


references. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I just went over it before I got here, and the one comment I have is it is all full 


of the negatives, the potential impacts, but if the council’s position is we support aquaculture if 


done properly, so that it can offset direct harvest impacts; I think that should be in here, too, 


something to that effect that we support sustainable, properly managed aquaculture. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, some kind of bottom line executive summary abstract kind of thing I think 


would be a good inclusion.  I don’t know if we read or remember the original aquaculture policy.  


My recollection of it is it was pretty dour on aquaculture.  I think maybe some of that original 


tone might still be in the newer one, but certainly if this is not 180 degree turn it is 150 degree 


turn maybe from the bottom line message of the old one.  Chris probably put more time into 


thinking about that than anybody else. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  Yes, I think this way we pretty much threw the old one out and started over. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  I apologize to any engineers in here, but I don’t think much of them, and I’ve 


had a lot of experience.  That is not a prejudice.  It is just a habit of humans and engineers to 


figure we can engineer and there is an engineering solution to everything.  I live in Jensen Beach; 


I’ve been through three incredibly strong hurricanes in the last ten years of so now. 


 


I’ve watched the storms rip all the algae, the invasive algae, the caulerpa algae off of reefs in 


120, 130 feet of water.  I watched the last – I watched Sandy take all this dune restoration sand 


from the beach and move it a mile and a half offshore on top of a reef in 60 feet of water, 


millions of acres of sediment.  I just find it almost impossible to believe that you can engineer a 


cage to hold fish that can withstand a 25-foot swell at a 20 something second interval that goes 


on for days.  As a point of policy I think that, absolutely, Mike is right; we need a strong bond 


and there needs to be not just how you’re going to get the gear out of there once it’s damaged; 


what are you going to do when you’ve genetically contaminated the wild populations or 


whatever else?  I think we need to be really rigorous on that.  Not to poo-poo aquaculture, 


because we’re going to have to go there, but we don’t need to have what happened here what 


happened in Chili with an earthquake. 


 


MR. STREET:  You need to remember that lionfish came from aquaculture. 
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AP MEMBER:  I guess that comes under unintended consequences. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I have a couple of questions.  You mentioned that it became necessary to get a 


legal opinion that aquaculture constitutes fishing.  Why was that necessary to have a legal 


opinion? 


 


MR. RILEY:  I will say I didn’t get the legal opinion for this document.  That legal opinion was 


for an operation of almaco jack being cultured off of Kona, Hawaii.  It is an operation that is 


sited and they have numerous net pens, a very successful operation.  Some of the environmental 


groups have continuously sued and tried to find ways to stop aquaculture development. 


 


That provided an impetus for defining that aquaculture is fishing.  I’ll also add that aquaculture is 


defined as fishing in the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Plan.  That gave them the 


authorization to manage it within the context of a fishery management plan.   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I’ll make a comment about that.  As this discussion has occurred through the 


council’s deliberation over time, the Gulf Council had stepped forward the activity and 


management directly through the fishery management created a framework aquaculture plan, 


with the idea that it could be managed through the council efforts in the Gulf of Mexico. 


 


The South Atlantic has fallen back to this policy and really hasn’t taken that step to endorse it as 


integrated into the individual plans; but the council could proceed with that similar type of effort 


to ensure that it is in the context.  If there is a legal opinion that specifically identifies it; that is 


an option that the council could endorse in the future if they would want to go down that road. 


 


One thing that was stated; there was this uncertainty about the ability to manage that way.  The 


South Atlantic had already had an aquaculture for live rock.  There is a federal permitting for an 


aquaculture program under the council’s purview already.  The policy is there if the council 


wants to proceed in the future in a similar method as the Gulf. 


 


At this point, this may provide more contexts about where aquaculture can go in the South 


Atlantic Region; but I wouldn’t go as far as saying the council has wholeheartedly endorsed and  


saying aquaculture is going to happen definitely.  I think we’re walking between that.  It is 


intentional, because the directive was conservation of habitat as being a priority in all this 


process; and then as that unfolds policies and other opportunities for management can arise if the 


council decides that is the way they want to control it or be able to be involved directly in the 


process.  Right now it is giving the context and doing things like you just discussed on bonding 


and different things.  It was trying to get those in the queue early and discussion.  If anything   


really went more formally in there, of course, that would have to be a lot more significant in 


terms of really getting that.  Then the lawyers really would come out. 


 


MR. STREET:  Yes, just a couple of specific questions relative to Ken’s presentation.  You 


talked about most of the environmental effects were from feed and water quality and all are 


dissipated after about 30 meters.  We have to remember that 30 meters; if it is a pen, is a volume 


metric distance.  It is not just in a single plane.   


 


If you have a pen that is in one acre; the total affected area is far more than one acre.  If you have 


a cube or a sphere, it is far more than just the size of the cube or sphere.  Then my question is are 
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we willing to accept for the benefits that will be derived the negative impacts on that additional 


area, which is a buffer zone of some sort?   


 


If you get into then the issues of hormones and things like that and the noted attractiveness of the 


area outside of the container are important or popular, for want of a better term, feeding areas for 


wild stocks; those wild stocks go off in various places, and they could well spread predators, 


hormones, and other things in their reproduction.   


 


Because of the council, are we willing to accept the near distance and potentially longer distance 


degradation that may result?  Again, that is a negative viewpoint, I recognize that, but has this 


been significantly analyzed, plusses and minuses to be able to say that, yes, it is an acceptable 


tradeoff because those negative impacts are being addressed, are being reduced compared to the 


salmon issue from 15 or 20 years ago and things like that?   


 


I saw a film within the last month or so of aquaculture in Turkey.  It was in the Mediterranean 


side, not the Black Sea; but there were pens, raceways; there were onshore ponds, just the whole 


thing within a fairly small area.  It was very positive on it; but I don’t know.  I’m asking for 


where do we want to go? 


 


MR. RILEY:  I’ll just say that in terms of the salmon net pen operations; the zone of influence is 


generally about 10 meters out form the net pens, and that is about 20 net pens.  It is a pretty 


sizable operation.  If you look in the upper right-hand picture there, 20 meters out from that cage 


operation in terms of a regulatory compliance with Maine Department of Natural Resources, 


Washington Department of Natural Resources; that is their considered zone of influence, so it is 


the entire grouping of cages and net pen operations.  It is the entire group or set of net pens at 


that distance out from the operation.   


 


(Question asked off the record) 


 


MR. RILEY:  I’m sorry, I’m not sure of the exact area.  I was just there in January, so I should 


know, but I am sorry I don’t know.  They are actually the ones – Maine Department of Natural 


Resources is actually giving us guidance on video surveillance, benthic monitoring, water quality 


monitoring for some of our monitoring guidelines. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  I just want to reiterate we have to trust the people that they’re going to site these 


in a proper way.  That is the key component that Ken is talking about.  The second thing has to 


do with this continued hysteria about hormones.  Let’s talk about the relative amount.  Let’s say 


that we have 100 of these round spheres in the Gulf Stream. 


 


We’re actually going to feed them chicken hormones, which we’re not probably; we’re going to 


give them soy; but relative to the amount of hormones that are being flushed down from Raleigh 


in our estuaries, it is a tiny fraction.  In the Gulf Stream we have this dilution effect.  I think we 


have to look at each farm individually, with each of the potential problems and make sure that 


each hoop is jumped through by each farm for the regulatory people that are doing it.  Our job is 


to give guidance overall to that regulatory group.  We can all come up with bad scenarios, but I 


think our job is to provide an overview and a positive overview, knowing full well that we know 


all about what might happen.  I’ll leave it at that. 
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MR. WILBER:  I think that is a good point.  We have to kind of remind ourselves of the context 


within which an aquaculture venture would be permitted.  I don’t really know the answer to this 


question, but if someone wanted to do an aquaculture cage farm today in federal waters off the 


coast of North Carolina, Georgia or South Carolina; whom do they submit their permit 


application to?  I don’t know.  Does anybody know what the answer is to that? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I’d say the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  That would be the permitting 


authority over that action. 


 


MR. RILEY:  I’ll show you the next slide, which I kind of saved it there.  These are the permits 


that are required for offshore aquaculture in the Gulf of Mexico.  This is our first attempt to map 


out the framework for the permits.  I should say I work for the National Ocean Service, and 


NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, is the lead permitting agency for the Gulf of Mexico. 


 


We’re trying to figure out where our science contributes to their regulatory authority; but at the 


top there you see offshore aquaculture permit would be NOAA Fisheries.  Army Corps of 


Engineers would be construction permit, Section 10.  Going down to the lower left, anchoring 


and mooring structure permits, the Army Corps.   


 


I just had a meeting last week with BOEM, who said that they also have a permit if you are 


going to be anchoring into the sediment.  If you are going to co-site in the Gulf of Mexico with 


offshore aquaculture and energy production – I guess in the South Atlantic that could be wind 


energy – you are going to need permitting from BOEM and BSEE.  Then EPA is going to give 


you MPDS permits and ocean discharge permits.  Then NMFS and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 


Service are going to certainly be looking at your marine mammal protection and endangered 


species. 


 


MR. WILBER:  This is a great slide.  Looking at this slide, if each agency takes a very strict 


view of what its regulatory authority is; the only two boxes there that would cover impacts to 


habitat and impacts to critters would be the permit for offshore aquaculture from NOAA, and the 


marine mammal protection stuff, which would be a mishmash of the Fishery Service and the Fish 


and Wildlife Service, although I think it would be mostly the Fishery Service given the distance 


from shore. 


 


The Corps is not going to entertain environmental concerns in a Section 10 permit application.  


BOEM is really not going to be that concerned about environmental impacts beyond the physical 


anchoring – I mean if you kind of use what they’re doing now and wind energy as an example.  


How much experience does NOAA have in processing these permit applications? 


 


MR. RILEY:  I think they’re learning fast.  For the Gulf of Mexico, we are anticipating receiving 


permit applications in late 2014.  That is just receiving.  I cannot comment on the review process 


and duration. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so this aquaculture policy from the council would largely serve as a 


checklist of really important considerations; that we would want all of these boxes, especially 


NOAA Fisheries, because it is doing both the aquaculture permit and the Marine Mammal 


Protection and Endangered Species Act consultation; to go through that checklist of really 


important issues to make sure that they were adequately considered in the processing of that 
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permit application.  We’re not really trying to presuppose the outcome of that assessment 


through the policy.  We are just identifying the really important issues the assessment should 


cover. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Shouldn’t the Coast Guard also be listed on there for navigational issues, like 


your very first slide?  I dove on fish cages in Hawaii, and those were like 80 feet down, but your 


first slide has it above the surface.   


 


MR. RILEY:  Absolutely. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  You may want to add that to your matrix. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Kenneth, my apologies; I’m not sure that that is going to work out after the 


legislative battles on who has turf or territory, because I thought the Corps would have more say 


than Ken’s chart up here does.  I don’t know; but if we’re making decisions relying on this as our 


–  go ahead, Roger. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I would make a comment real quick.  What this is mapping is connected to 


activities in the Gulf that are just starting.  Really, I think it pretty much under plays is that whole 


first box, which is the council’s management and permitting connected to FMPs.  That is a lot 


more complex I think than what we’re doing. 


 


In the South Atlantic, the council has just established this to provide these kinds of scopes.  If 


they wanted to go forward with having full control over that, that decision and the development 


process would have to be adopted.  This is a model for the Gulf of Mexico right now, and I think 


Pace is right or your comment is right about the Corps having more influence. 


 


I think under the one umbrella the whole EFH and requirements is also embedded under the FMP 


side that is captured by that permit.  It is connected to it there versus a lot of the other 


coordination that I think are being identified.  I think as Pace indicted, though, in this case it 


would be the management policies that the council is developing.  In our case we have kind of 


packaged those.   


 


Those would be influencing at least hopefully a lot of the other activities that are shown under 


here.  I think there still has – and I was just talking to our council chair of the habitat group, that 


the South Atlantic Council has not endorsed actually moving forward with full permitting 


through the council level.  They would have to do that for this to kind of really connect in or 


expand or be functional.  Right now the guidance is on looking at what the implications are 


wherever it’s coming from.  Then that type of decision could come further.  I guess this is going 


to sort out some of these jurisdictions beyond what the interactions are right now. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I was just going to say I think the Corps – I mean, I don’t understand why the 


Corps would not pass on any application they received to NMFS to review and the same with 


EPA to whatever state water quality agency there is.  In North Carolina what is happening is that 


even on just inshore oyster restoration they are adapting.   


 


When they start to see activities, they will add it into their process.  Now even for our culture 


planning that we’ve done for decades, we have to get a Corps permit, because they want to make 
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sure everybody else has to get a Corps permit, because we are getting a lot of nonprofits doing 


activities.  I think as the activities occur, they are going to make sure people review it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The difficulty I think sometimes is each one of those agencies that is listed up 


there evolves over time with how it views its own set of responsibilities and how it executes 


them.  The Corps in particular, if you look over a large enough time period, you can find them 


exercising all kinds of authorities that are strictly outside a Section 10 permit inside a Section 10 


permitting process. 


 


You can find differences between one Corps district and another as to how willing they are to go 


outside those strict boundaries.  My bias at this moment in time is I am now suffering from the 


Corps, particularly the Jacksonville district going on a very restrictive approach.  They are doing 


less under Section 10 today than they did a year ago.   


 


They were doing less a year ago than they were doing four years ago on pipelines and 


transmission lines that go through deepwater corals and things like that.  Even to the point where 


they say if the boat itself is not going to be a hindrance to navigation while it is putting the cable 


on the ground, they don’t need a permit from the Corps to lay a cable through deepwater corals 


out in federal waters. 


 


Everything is a little kind of squishy here.  The other point that Anne mentioned that I think is 


really good, and Roger mentioned as well, is that this is sort of the federal view of permitting 


captured in this slide.  It doesn’t have the state view of permitting.  The importance of the state 


view of the permitting is going to depend on how close it is to that magic line and how credible 


you can say the impacts are going to move into state waters. 


 


Then the other issue related to that is this is the Gulf of Mexico.  Their state waters are at least 


three times as far offshore, up to four times as far offshore as what we consider to be state waters 


here on the Atlantic Coast.  It is a sort of a different kind of world out there.  I think this slide is 


an excellent springboard to understand the context of the discussion. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Just a comment; looking at this thing here; if I’m a private investor and I want to 


build one of these farms and I take it to the bank, they are going to look at that and want to know 


what the cost benefit ratio is for this operation; and when are we going to make a profit, when are 


we going to start?  I might be dead and gone by the time my permit gets approved. 


 


Then, when it is up and running, I am just trying to imagine the pounds to finished product you 


are going to come up with for the money you’ve got to put into it for a private business.  Now I 


know the government can do it, because cost/benefit ratio is something they don’t really have to 


seemingly bother with. 


 


The other thing has anyone looked at Google Earth lately at the southeast coast of China and 


seen these pens along the shore; just massive on all of the coast there.  They are raising fish.  I 


wonder; you know, you go into any supermarket here; a lot of what you see if from Southeast 


Asia and China.    


 


I’ve often wondered how our Food and Drug Administration is keeping up with the content of 


pathogens and antibiotics in the fish that they raise.  I’m not so much worried about what we 
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might raise or what we’re raising.  I don’t know; it is just probably outside of the scope of what 


we’re doing here, but just a comment.  Thank you. 


 


MR. STREET:  Relative to a comment that Ken made; in reviewing and looking at one project 


and another project and another project, yes, each one needs to be reviewed, but you also need to 


look at direct, indirect and cumulative impacts.  If you have one here and ten miles away you 


have another, you are not going to worry about cumulative impacts. 


 


But if you have one here, one another half mile, one another half mile, one another half mile; 


then, yes, you are going to have cumulative impacts.  This is something that needs to be built 


into the system at the beginning, because the issue of cumulative impacts is very difficult, but it 


is also very, very, very real. 


 


MR. WILBER:  We need to put a bow on this.  I can kind of see two things.  We can go through 


the page that has the policy recommendations and just kind of quickly go through, collect any 


comments on those – I believe there are nine on that page – pass that off to Chris and he can mull 


those over in the second draft.   


 


We can do that now or we can take a quick break and then come back and do that after the break.  


I’ve heard one voice for a break.  All right, so we’ll break for 15 minutes and then come back 


and then go through that list of the policy recommendations.  Thank you. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Roger is going to put up the page that has the policy statements.  It was noted 


already that there are some other policy statement stuff earlier in the document, so we will 


eventually move all those into this section as well.  I guess we’ll just start with Number 1 and go 


to Number 9.   


 


All right, council strongly supports through public review an effective regulation of marine 


aquaculture activities in the South Atlantic EEZ.  South Atlantic fisheries are dependent upon 


healthy habitat already impacted from many anthropogenic activities’ sources, so marine 


aquaculture must be ecologically as well as economically sustainable.  I guess the key parts of 


that statement; we strongly support the public review and effective regulation of aquaculture and 


it must be ecologically as well as economically sustainable.  Does that give anybody any gas? 


 


All right, Number 2; permits should be for at least a 10-year duration with annual reporting 


requirements and a five year comprehensive operational review with the option for revoking at 


any time in the event there is no prolonged activity or there are documented adverse impacts to 


marine resources.  Apparently there is a comment there about the sentence.   


 


Given the changes underway in coastal ecosystems in response to storm events, rising seas and 


introduced species, such a cyclical review is essential.  Does anyone have any issues with that?  


Seeing none; wow, you guys are going fast.  The council approves use of drugs, biologics and 


other chemicals approved by the FDA, EPA, USDA or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 


specifically for the use in offshore open water or net pen aquaculture.   


 


MS. DEATON:  Does that exist; like to they have that list now or is it to be developed? 


 


MR. RILEY:  It is in the appendices; your list is. 
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MR. STREET:  Do they actually apply any of these chemicals in the pens or in the feed that they 


give them, or is it when they are in the nursery before they are stocked?  Whole garlic; do they 


rub the fish with the garlic or what?  I don’t know how this stuff works.  That is why I’m asking. 


 


MR. RILEY:  In terms of approved; hydrogen peroxide and maybe to a little extent formalin is 


applied on the vessel, and they will pass animals through a bath on a vessel for offshore. 


 


MR. STREET:  Before they stock them? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Similarly, or in the middle of production, they will do a harvest, a partial harvest 


and they will do a bath.  It will be a bath treatment.  Similarly if you had oysters, and let’s say 


they had some other fouling organism and you wanted to clean your oysters; you might pass your 


oysters through a brine solution, a really strong salt solution.   


 


That is a typical treatment that you would pass them through a bath that was a ship-based bath.  


Under the investigational new drug is Slice, which is a feed additive that is approved only for 


experimental purposes.  It is an FDA permit that is held and then assigned by the U.S. Fish and 


Wildlife Service.  Slice is a feed additive for sea lice control.  Sea lice is a small crustacean that 


would infect offshore finfish.  But it is technically not an approved drug; it is an investigational 


new drug. 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  Ken, you just mentioned the Service approved the drug for sea lice?  Could 


you say that again, because I can’t imagine how involved the Service would be for an approval 


of a drug for an offshore project unless it had something to do with migratory birds?  I think you 


said Fish and Wildlife Service approved the drug or got approval. 


 


MR. RILEY:  For all investigational new drugs, FDA transfers or has permitted U.S. Fish and 


Wildlife Service to accept experimental protocols and distribute limited use permits for 


investigational research.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service does not permit drugs.  The Food 


and Drug Administration does all of the permitting for drugs.  Farmers would operate under the 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s permit.  Does that clarify?  I’m sorry; it is a complicated 


process. 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  Well, I was just not familiar with or had not been involved with the Fish and 


Wildlife Service doing those activities, especially for offshore waters, and that’s fine.  But I did 


have one comment on maybe a potential word change.  Instead of “or”, I would put “and” up 


there.  It has to be approved by all those agencies for use in offshore open water or net pen 


aquaculture. 


 


MR. WILBER:  But what if an agency is silent on the topic? 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  That’s a good question.  I would think that if we were requested for a 


comment, we would comment on it.  We may say we have no comment or have no objection to 


it, but we would not be silent, per se.  We wouldn’t just ignore it.  Perhaps “and/or”; the way it 


reads that you can just get one of those approval; you may have another person that – or EPA 


may approve it but USDA may not approve it, and that gives them the right to use that.  But if 


you put “and” or “and/or”. 
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MR. RILEY:  There are no dual regulations of any of these products.  This is in the appendices, 


and maybe it shouldn’t be in the appendices; but the U.S. Food and Drug Administration 


regulates the use of animal drugs and animal feed.  The EPA regulates disinfectants, sanitizers 


and aquatic treatments solely for the control of algae, bacteria slime and pest control.   


 


The USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service regulate veterinary biologics, including 


vaccines, bacterins, antisera, diagnostic kits and other products of biological origin.  Those are 


your three managing agencies.  They have discreetly partitioned all their regulatory authority.  


 


MS. WENDT:  Unless the council has their own toxicologists that they consult with, I’m not sure 


the council should be in the business of approving these drugs and chemicals over which other 


agencies have jurisdiction.  I would suggest that the council just defer to these other agencies 


rather than say they approve of these drugs unless they have some independent way of reviewing 


their use themselves in a scientific way. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I think we should leave it open a little bit, because sometimes issues come up; 


not necessarily from our experts, but from other experts who might be on the panel who aren’t 


here that might have an issue with a future ingredient.  I think we should leave it at least a little 


bit open that we can make further comments if the list changes or on this list. 


 


MR. STREET:  How about the council accepts use of drugs, biologics and other chemicals as 


approved by the FDA and/or EPA and/or USDA specifically for use, because Fish and Wildlife 


Service is not an approving agency nor is NOAA, but those three are the ones that are charged 


legally with authority. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think that will work.  What he is saying is put the “and” before USDA and 


delete the Fish and Wildlife Service, or “or”? 


 


MR. STREET:  Well, approved by the FDA, and/or EPA and/or USDA, because they each have 


the groups that they have authority over.  Then delete the last “and/or” specifically for use in 


offshore open water or a net pen aquaculture.  Now, those are the only two classifications of 


culture with which the council is going to be specifically concerned in; and that is offshore open 


water or net pen, because the council’s authority is only from three miles out; or are we taking it 


more broadly.  If that is the case, then the open water or net pen culture may not be appropriate if 


we want to have a more broad context? 


 


MR. WILBER:  That is an excellent point.  What I would propose then is that we delete 


everything from offshore to pen.     


 


MR. STREET:  If we don’t want to restrict it that way, it would end after USDA. 


 


MR. WILBER:  That would work, too.  Well, it is less words if we just delete everything after 


USDA.  The fact that the statement is inside an aquaculture policy implies that the statement is in 


fact relevant to aquaculture.  That will work. 


 


MR. STREET:  Or another one could be added somewhere that provides for state concerns, 


policies, and plans.  What the group has to say on that – that is a new issue really. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  I think it is clear that the group or at least the intent is to cover all the aspects 


so that you address all the implications for EFH across both offshore as well as inshore.  This 


was specifically trying to capture the implications of use of these types of drugs, et cetera, in 


offshore areas; so either a tandem or elimination either avenue would accomplish.  What would 


be more useful to the state partners is to have it very specific or just keep it this, and then it 


covers it all. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I would keep it general, because you don’t know what is going to develop in 


terms of aquaculture in Pamlico Sound, Indian River Lagoon, inside waters.  That would be my 


thought, general.  


 


MS. WENDT:  If you read it as you’ve edited it now, what does it say?  The council accepts use 


of drugs approved by these agencies. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Correct. 


 


MS. WENDT:  For what?  It is sort of a general statement that doesn’t go anywhere if you just 


read it.  I mean, we’re picking it apart. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, we can add in aquaculture or for aquaculture to the statement. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Yes, now you’re saying that the council accepts these drugs.  Are we ready to 


move on to Number 4? 


 


MR. MIKEL:  No, I still think it is too broad; growth hormones have been okayed by USDA.  


This certainly is a loophole for them to start using growth hormones.  I just don’t think we need 


to introduce that into our oceans.  In the old days we used to dump our garbage and everything 


else in there, and we’ve cleaned up a lot of that. 


 


Now all of a sudden we’re putting wind farms and fish farms and God knows what else in the 


ocean, and I think we are going to create a monster.  I mean all we’ve got to do is look at the 


younger generation there, and they reach puberty at 9 and 10 and not 16 and 17. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’ll have to defer to Ken, but the way that is written now; would growth 


hormones be included? 


 


MR. RILEY:  If one of those agencies approved that at some future point, then it probably 


would. 


 


MR. WILBER:  That is because of the word either drugs or biologics? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Well, it is a hormone so that is a biologic.  I have attached in the appendices the 


current drugs, and there are not hormones except for hormones for spawning reproduction. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  I understand that, but we are doing a policy paper and we’re getting ready to say, 


oh, yes, well, we can do that if USDA approves it. 
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AP MEMBER:  How about if we put in something that the council reserves the right to – some  


disclaimer that would allow if some new evidence or something came up that we needed to act 


on to get us out? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  One of the other tact you could take is specifically identify which ones are 


allowable now, which is a very short list, and then review of other will be subsequent.  You’re 


talking about some very basic types of things from brine to peroxide to simple types of – in the 


South Atlantic Region, right?  Is that correct? 


 


MR. RILEY:  That’s correct.  Do we need to put in a statement there the council accepts the use 


of currently approved and future drugs, biological and chemicals are subject to review? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, I think we have some options here.  I’m just brainstorming what I think 


the options are.  We can pretty much – we have an appendix that lists what is approved, and we 


could modify the statement to say accepts the use of drugs, biologics and chemicals as listed in 


Appendix, blank, and approved by those agencies. 


 


We’re only endorsing or accepting at this moment in time the ones that are listed in the appendix.  


The other option is to let the statement pretty much stand as is and then add some kind of caveat, 


either about a class of drugs like growth hormones, that we reserve the right to make a decision 


about those later; or we make a general comment about; well, we’re going to continually look for 


new information.   


 


If new information comes in, we will update the policy.  Do we want to be real restrictive and 


reference the appendix at this point, because that kind of addresses these kind of “what if” 


concerns that we’ve been voicing; or do we want to highlight a particular class of drug for 


exclusion from this statement? 


 


MR. MIKEL:  I visualize five, six, seven years from now some lawyer looking at this and saying 


you haven’t outlawed them or told us we couldn’t do it, so we’re going to do it; and we lose. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, so we need to make a decision; are we going to go as listed in the 


appendix?  The appendix doesn’t list any of the growth hormones, right? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I think we should go with your third option, which is still flexible but it doesn’t 


involve us having to look at this every three months. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Ken said there is a fourth option; we just delete this whole bullet.  Anne. 


 


AP MEMBER:  The third option was saying we reserve the right to go back and look at it. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I was going to suggest maybe adding a sentence into the policy to the effect that 


something like the council will work with FDA, EPA, USDA to ensure that any future products – 


let’s see; does not approve products that are found to be endocrine disrupting; to have significant 


endocrine disrupting effects on aquatic organisms.   


 


Because it is still under research about which chemicals they are, how much is too much, how 


much will have a negative effect.  I think there are a lot of unknowns to be too specific; but just 
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some kind of a cautionary sentence that you know that is not good and we’re going to keep an 


eye on it. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I wouldn’t want to limit it to just endocrine.  I mean, it could be something else 


that we don’t even know about. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Well, endocrine disrupting is pretty broad.  That includes the growth hormones. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I know but what if it is antibiotics or some other completely different chemical 


they use.  What if it is just something else that is not a growth hormone?  I would want to keep it 


more general. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Shouldn’t that read not approved products that have endocrine-interrupting 


characteristics? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Well, just in his appendices, Table 3 is investigational new animal drug 


exemptions for use with permits held by U.S. Fish and Wildlife.  Well, there is about four or five 


hormones right there in that list.  These are already under investigation, correct? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Yes, Ma’am, they are. 


 


AP MEMBER:  You’ve got everything from pituitaries to testosterone, luteinizing hormones.  


They are already under investigation, so this probably is an important thing to address right now, 


right, because they are probably right up on the next list for approval, right? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Well, I guess my only question is the lawyer and the jurisdiction.   


 


AP MEMBER:  Right, but I mean if – 


 


MR. RILEY:  You are correct, and the fact that this INAD program is a method to allow farmers 


with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service oversight and veterinary oversight to have access to more, 


because they are so limited on products that they can use. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Trying to get us out of this; you know, we have to kind of be realistic too about 


what the council’s jurisdiction is and what their authorities are.  The council really has no option 


other than to accept the use of drugs, biologics and chemicals that are approved by FDA, EPA, or 


USDA. 


 


It is not like they have an option to say, no, we don’t accept it.  The key part really is to voice an 


appropriate note of concern about things that are under investigation, have not been approved, or 


haven’t even really been thought of.  That is kind of what that last added sentence is kind of 


getting at is that the council will work with the various agencies to ensure future approvals do 


not include products that have endocrine-interrupting characteristics.  Whether we need to now 


put a comma and put something else besides endocrine-interrupting characteristics, and then 


finish off that list or not; I don’t really know.  This is way outside my area of expertise. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  Maybe we should say instead of we’ll work with say support the continued 


research, because again the council doesn’t have that expertise.  As you stated, I think the 
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council is getting outside – we are going to have to depend on and rely on the expertise in the 


EPA, USDA, and FDA to ensure that we’re not introducing something that is going to be 


harmful. 


 


MR. STREET:  Aren’t the purposes of some of these hormones that are in the list ; like methyl 


testosterone, it is intended to have endocrine-interrupting characteristics by converting a 


population from a theoretical 50/50 to a 90/10.  That is an endocrine-interrupting characteristic. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, but this caveat in this sentence is for future approvals and not 


commenting on the wisdom of past approvals by those permitting agencies. 


 


MR. STREET:  Okay, endocrine-interrupting characteristics on non-target species. 


 


MR. WILBER:  That’s good. 


 


MR. PARKER:  I think Paragraph 3 is weaving kind of a tangled web for council that they might 


not be able to use like, or whatever.  Can we eliminate 3; can we just bypass it? 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  Is there a public review process with FDA, EPA, or USDA?  There is.  


Okay, it may be important for future products that come out that the council may want to provide 


comments during those public comment periods; maybe not necessarily support, but review and 


provide input. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, it is painful but it’s getting better. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  I wish we had a lawyer here.  What I could envision here is the aquaculture 


industry gathers a tremendous amount of power, and they do some sort of thank you for smoking 


type campaign on fish that is poisonous in the end.  All of us consumers, we realized we’ve been 


poisoned and we file a class action lawsuit.  Could the council get dragged into this because of 


this policy? 


 


MR. WILBER:  We have to ask a lawyer. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  If so, can we put something in here that protects the council to something like –  


 


MR. WILBER:  I think that is something – I mean, once this policy is kind of done and it goes to 


the council for approval; that will include a review by council, and we can make sure that they 


are aware of that concern before it ends up at council. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  As I’m listening, I do get the idea of the AP that to move forward cautiously in 


the future about what is accepted and approved.  Your message will be – you know, the council 


will know that.  However you want to word it is fine; but as far as moving forward in the future 


with what is approved; they will know that you have your concerns. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I was just going to ask Roger real quickly if he could either remove or 


lighten that watermark.   
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AP MEMBER:  That’s what I was going to mention.  It is a matter of semantics, but I would just 


recommend to ensure future approvals, do not include products. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right; are we okay with that? 


 


(Question asked off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes; or do you want to delete it? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Shouldn’t it be disrupting as opposed to interrupting? 


 


MR. WILBER:  The first sentence is going to have to – I think the simplest thing is to keep the 


first sentence there, because that introduces the whole drugs, biologics and chemicals kind of 


notion.  It is a topic sentence. 


 


AP MEMBER:  We want to limit it to only that?  I mean couldn’t we say future approvals do not 


include products that are harmful to X, including endocrine disrupting? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Or you could say after endocrine disrupting or otherwise harmful to non-target 


species. 


 


MR. PRATT:  How about if we change the whole sentence and say the council does not approve 


of the use of drugs, biologics and other chemicals that will have detrimental effects on endemic 


wild species’ populations and people;  won’t that cover it? 


 


AP MEMBER:  You used the word approve at the beginning, which we cut initially. 


 


MR. PRATT:  Well, that is what you’re doing. 


 


MR. RILEY:  You could say endorse. 


 


MR. PRATT:  The less words we can put in it, Pace, the more it is going to be accepted and the 


easier it is going to be to defend. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Terry, just repeat it so Roger can catch it.  All right, so I guess we have more 


options than we care to have at this moment.  We can replace three with what Terry just provided 


or I also think we could keep three pretty much as written and add Terry’s as the last statement. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Just one more; I would say “may have” instead of “will have”, because we don’t 


know that. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Pace, I would say populations or people so that it doesn’t have to affect both.  It 


can affect either one and you would still oppose it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, there will be opportunities to comment on this through e-mail and at 


the next AP meeting. 
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MR. MIKKEL:  That was not my intent, but that is closer and I didn’t mean for us to get bogged 


down. 


 


MR. WILBER:  You think we got bogged down on this one; wait until the next one.  Okay, 


moving on, Number 4; the use of non-native species should be prohibited in offshore 


environments.  The use of genetically modified organisms is a highly controversial debate and 


should be considered as a separate issue pending approval by FDA.  Now, this may be one of the 


cases where we do want to limit the statement to offshore environments as opposed to making it 


general for all environments; but that is something to consider as well. 


 


MR. STREET:  If you just say offshore and there was a non-native there and it got loose, they 


will be in other places.  If there are non-natives nearshore or estuarine that gets loose and they 


can live in offshore environments, they will get to those environments.  There is no way that 


escape will be limited to the specific location or environment in to which it originally escapes. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Such as the lionfish. 


 


MR. STREET:  Who knew? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I’d recommend just stop the sentence at “prohibited”. 


 


MR. RILEY:  If you’re going to include coastal habitats, South Florida and Florida; their 


aquaculture industry is dominated by ornamental fish culture.  It would contradict with state law 


or state industry for Florida.   


 


AP MEMBER:  But those are in ponds. 


 


MR. RILEY:  In ponds and tanks; no, no, they are.  I just wanted to clarify to make sure. 


 


AP MEMBER:  We’re just saying should; we’re not saying must.  We would encourage not 


doing it, but we’re not saying they shouldn’t. 


 


MR. WILBER:  My question to find out really how serious of an issue this is inshore.  Wouldn’t 


a hybrid mussel or a hybrid clam be considered a non-native species here?  There is plenty of 


aquaculture of hybrid mollusks inshore.   


 


DR. ELKINS:  What about hybrid striped bass? 


 


MS. DEATON:  I don’t know about the mollusks; I don’t think they are in North Carolina. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Florida, the two hard clams; campechiensis and Mercenaria mercenaria, aren’t 


there hybrid of those that are raised in aquaculture farms? 


 


MR. RILEY:  They’ve also done a lot of work in North Carolina with the Asian oyster where 


they have put it out in the natural environment. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Well, they were considering it, but they’re now. 
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MR. RILEY:  No, they have been out there when they were doing their testing, and some of 


them got released. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I don’t know; I was going to say what if you changed that to public trust waters, 


which would exclude the ponds and the tank type things.  What you want are no non-natives in 


public trust waters; and as far as the hybrid thing, maybe – I don’t know; that is not really a non-


native.  It depends on what it is a hybrid with. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, the problem is the next sentence when it starts talking about genetically 


modified organisms.   


 


MR. RILEY:  I’ll just say that the Gulf Council spent extensive time and many, many pages and 


many, many discussions and meetings on the definition of genetically modified organisms.  They 


went to the length of defining it as insertion of DNA from another species or organism into the 


culture species so that you could have the opportunity for breeding programs and domestication 


programs, because you can get a slippery slope in terms of defining what genetic modification is. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  To that; what was the policy then that they approved for genetic in offshore?  


What is their position in the Gulf amendment now? 


 


MR. RILEY:  It is very specifically defined as no genetically modified organisms.  In fact, it is 


defined very specifically it has to be local stocks.  You can’t take Atlantic stocks and stock in the 


Gulf; and if there are separate stocks in particular species, it has to be the same stock where the 


operation is sited. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Some of that has evolved since this original policy position, because this is a 


spinoff of the original policy to try to get to the point of both non-native and genetically. 


 


MR. RILEY:  FDA has specific language that I’m not sure exactly what it is, but I think they use 


genetically engineered is their terminology.  They shy away from saying genetic modification 


since it can be so broad; but they have a very specific terminology that I could research and 


communicate that with you if you are interested. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I guess that was where I was going with this; that since this has evolved since 


this last statement about it being an issue under discussion and everything; is this the time to 


integrate and discuss both non-native and genetically in one point?  You stated that the 


terminology being used right now is genetically engineered would be it. 


 


MR. RILEY:  I can’t say that is exactly right, but I know that it is not genetically modified.  The 


FDA does not use genetically modified. 


 


MR. STREET:  May I suggest that we limit four to just the first sentence; and then because it is 


something different, and you can call it 4A or renumber from there down.  Are we prepared for 


discussion of GM stuff? 


 


AP MEMBER:  My gut thought is that would be a very big restriction on aquaculture; I’m 


thinking, but I don’t know. 
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AP MEMBER:  Can I say something?  Let’s say the gene in oysters that confers resistance to 


dermo was identified in a strain in Virginia, and I wanted to develop a line in North Carolina 


with that resistence gene.  I can introduce it using modern genetic techniques into the North 


Carolina oyster or I could bring that oyster down and through ten years of cross-breeding and so 


forth, I can introduce that gene along with other genes from Virginia into the North Carolina 


oyster to get rid of dermo.  That is what we’re talking about. 


 


The second scenario is what we’ve done with corn, rice and all the other crops we have.  They 


are genetically modified; but modern molecular biologic techniques were not used.  There is 


more than one way to skin a cat here.  It is really fuzzy and I’m not sure that it is something that 


we need to dwell on.  Let other people like the FDA do this. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, speaking to that point; we could change this to say the use of genetically 


engineered organisms is a highly controversial debate and should be considered separately by the 


council pending approval by FDA.  We’ve raised the flag that it is an issue.  We’ve not really 


taken a stance as to like what side of the sandbox we’re in, and we’re going to wait to be more 


informed by agencies that have the ability to inform the debate.  Priscilla. 


 


(Question asked off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  And not going any farther than that? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Just clean it up. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Oh, got it.  Thank you. 


 


MR. STREET:  What I wanted to ask is one of the big issues in the genetically modified seeds is 


the fact that they are patented and greatly restricting the use by farmers of seeds that they may 


want to use; and it is not just U.S.; it is a worldwide issue.  Is the scenario presented on the 


modifying a single gene for dermo-resistant versus bringing in a wild stock with its other 


characteristics. 


 


If it would be a patented gene and somebody were to pay the company and have it on their farm, 


and then it got loose and was hybridizing with wild stock in North Carolina or Virginia or 


Florida and South Carolina, Georgia; wherever; could the holder of that patent then say all of the 


oysters in these states are mine?  It is a legal, sticky issue but I am not sure. 


 


I doubt if he would win and the court would say God did it.  That is an act of God that they are 


all out there.  I think we need to be very careful and not go too far.  The way it is there now 


probably allows that.  What we want to do is say it’s an issue; talk about it; don’t bury your head 


in the sand. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Just as staff bringing this back up to the council further; given the Gulf 


Council has taken a position in offshore waters on genetically altered species managed by the 


council; this is a situation where you may want to keep this, but really have the focus on the 


inshore relative to the debate, and consider that there has been some precedent about talking 


about the use of genetically – I mean, does anybody anticipate the use of any genetically altered 


in offshore waters, truthfully?   
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I mean, I understand Chris’s justification for some of these other activities, but in offshore or 


managed species where you could potentially have population impact and different things like 


that; is that anticipated as really something that would happen, especially given the fact that the 


Gulf Council has already taken a significant position on the use of those?  I’m just raising that, 


because I think that is new on the table versus where we were in this discussion earlier on. 


 


MR. STREET:  What are the most likely species that might be involved in offshore pens or 


enclosure or whatever in the next ten years in the South Atlantic? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The ones that have been tested – and right now you may clarify this – in 


Puerto Rico they are already looking at – they have cobia pen culture; and the state of South 


Carolina is doing investigation on cobia aquacultures, so that is one I know.  There are a lot of 


other discussions on supplementation in the Gulf of Mexico for some of the reef fish population.   


 


I don’t know where that is ultimately going.  I’ve also heard black sea bass is potentially one.  


Those are at least some.  I think truthfully black sea bass is probably going to be mostly inshore, 


if they do go down those roads.  These are just kind of rumblings about what is either being 


tested or some of the other research that is contributing. 


 


MR. RILEY:  The offshore species that are readily developed and could be applicable tomorrow; 


number one would be cobia, Florida pompano, red drum, striped bass, red porgy, and then 


possible shellfish species. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, so are we okay with what’s there?  Is it okay to move on to the next?  


Note for the record that I see lots of nodding heads in the affirmative.  Number 5; given the 


critical nature of proper siting, the applicant should provide all needed information to evaluate in 


full the suitability of potential sites.   


 


If sufficient information is not provided in the application review time allotted by existing 


processes, the permit should be denied or held in abeyance until required information is 


available.  It’s just my personal view that is a pretty standard alternative siting type language.  


 


MR. WATTERSON:  How are we defining all needed information? 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’m not sure how the council would define that, but from a permitting agency 


you have criteria that you have to evaluate that you inherit from your authorities.  You look at 


the siting decision with respect to those criteria; and if there is a box missing, you ask for the 


information needed to fill the box.  For example, if I’m an agency that focuses on economics, I 


ask economics questions.  If I’m a fishery agency, I ask fishery questions.  If I’m a water quality 


agency, I ask water quality questions. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  My only question here was is this limited to environmental considerations, 


or it also limited to, well, they don’t want to put an aquaculture site in an area that is heavily 


fished, which would not be so much environmental as socio-economic. 


 


MR. STREET:  That would be under the purview of the agency that is reviewing or permitting.  


Steve knows how that works in North Carolina. 
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MS. DEATON:  I was just going to add that the permit; there is no permit application for an 


offshore aquaculture facility right now, so they will develop it and they can put in there whatever 


they want.  I would think navigation concerns, fishing concerns – well, when we review permits, 


we look at fishing impacts and navigation impacts, but I guess National Marine Fisheries Service 


does also.  They can put that in an application or the review process. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Strictly speaking, the Fishery Service would look only at the environmental 


impacts.  If we have to issue a permit, we would get the navigation information from a 


commenting agency.  Carter, is there a word that we can insert here to clarify this, or is this 


basically okay as is? 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I’m fine with it. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I know where you’re going, Carter, because with our review, that is, of 


course, going to be fishing operations, fish habitat, and all those types of aspects being taken into 


account.  We’re dealing with something, as Anne has indicated, doesn’t have a permitting 


process right now, so we’re trying to front-end load at least as much guidance before we go 


down the road; because if we go further, I think a lot of this at least from the council perspective 


and from NOAA Fisheries would have to include some of that type of information, because 


otherwise the implications for that are going to be more significant.  But if you want to be clear 


about it, as Pace said, we could specifically indicate those components right here. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, no one has proposed a wording change.  Carter said he was okay.  . 


 


DR. ELKINS:  Would there be any place in here for public comment for an offshore?  I know 


that in North Carolina we sit down any time there is a lease or a pound net set up in a public trust 


resource and ask if there is opposition to allow the public to have their say.  I also know that the 


council has a history of asking maybe to a fault too much public comment in some of their 


fishery rules and regulations.  Is that an appropriate thing or should we just leave it up to the 


regulatory agency here? 


 


MR. TROWELL:  Through the regulatory process, there should be and will be a public comment 


period, public hearing and that kind of thing. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Moving on to Number 6, which is the new Number 7; monitoring plans should 


be developed by the applicant/permit holder and approved by NOAA Fisheries with input from 


the council.  Monitoring plans should be reviewed, approved and funded prior to 


implementation.  Any comments? 


 


MS. HILFER:  How can you fund a monitoring plan before it is approved? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, it has to be funded prior to implementation. 


 


MS. HILFER:  Funded prior to implementation; to be reviewed, approved and funded prior to 


implementation, so they have to have money up front. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes; that is my interpretation of that.  For a large controversial project, that is 


kind of standard stuff from the regulatory. 
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MS. HILFER:  But for how long would they have to – if it is a ten-year project?  They have to 


put it in place is what you really mean, right? 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think they have to demonstrate they have the resources to meet the 


requirements for – 


 


MS. HILFER:  To pay for it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, to pay for it, and to conduct any – 


 


MS. HILFER:  It’s just a little awkward; I don’t know 


 


MR. STREET:  I think the review and approve is one process; monitoring is another process.  


We’ve got confusion here.  It should be reviewed or following review and approval, which is 


what we’ve been talking along.  Well, no, monitoring plans should be reviewed and approved; 


and then probably a separate sentence following approval, monitoring should be implemented by 


– the monitoring plan should be implemented upon approval by the permittee; something along 


that line.  I know there have been issues in North Carolina where we recommended monitoring 


and things like that for permits, and they were never done even though it was a permit condition. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so monitoring plans should be – 


 


MR. STREET:  Should be implemented upon implementation or something like that.   


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. STREET:  Yes, I know.  I agree with that, Anne, that is not good English. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  If we went back to what it said before, but put in at the end “funded prior 


to implementation of the aquaculture operations”.  I think that would solve it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, I agree. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  It reads:  “Monitoring plans should be reviewed, approved and funded prior to 


implementation of the aquaculture operation. 


 


MR. STREET:  That gets back to the confusion of review and approval, which is a separate step 


from implementation of the plan.  I think it is two separate sentences. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The plan has to be reviewed and approved and funded prior to implementation 


of the aquaculture operation.  Then the only question I would add is do we want to throw in the 


word “construction”, you know, like “aquaculture construction and operation”; like they can 


construct the facility but not be viewed as operating it?  Is that a distinction? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Construction up at the front end. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Excellent.  Mike, is that okay? 


 







Habitat AP Meeting 
                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                                                                                         May 7, 2013 
 


36 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  That reads:  “Monitoring plans should be reviewed, approved and funded 


prior to construction and implementation of aquaculture operations. 


 


MR. STREET:  One thought – and I’m not quite in there – the monitoring should be an integral 


part of the aquaculture operation.   


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so we could get to that end by at the end of the current word “operations”, 


insert “and tie to an adaptive management program”.  That would be a common buzzword way 


of dealing with that.  I see some heads nodding.  Are we okay with this?  All right, new Number 


8; Permittees must have adequate resources legally committed to ensure proper decommissioning 


of obsolete or storm-damaged facilities”. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  Like I said earlier, bond should be in there somewhere, adequate resources can be 


expended before bankruptcy or whatever and then nobody is left with anything but a mess. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The question I would have is legally committed; is bonding just one way they 


can be legally committed or do we want to tie them to just to a bonding?   


 


MR. STREET:  I think they should be tied to something that they can’t get out of.  I have seen 


you declare bankruptcy and you walk away.  My question is the legal commitment is an issue, 


because I know for a number of permit projects in North Carolina; we as an agency recommend 


there be a bond, and that bond was never included in project permit conditions. 


 


I think we were told that we don’t have the legal authority to do so.  Is there in fact legal 


authority somewhere in federal permitting primarily is what we’re talking about here and not 


state permitting if it is going to be primarily offshore; but is there such an authority to actually 


require it?  I absolutely want us to make a recommendation like this, and I think bond is probably 


the best term to use, but can it actually be done? 


 


MR. MIKEL:  The highway department. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’ve seen bonds as permit conditions from like the Coast Guard and FERC and 


the Army Corps of Engineers.  They don’t do it cavalierly, but it can be done.  I think the more 


relevant question is does NOAA have that authority in the issuance of an aquaculture permit?  


We either have that authority or we don’t.   


 


If we don’t, then it probably would be an Act of Congress to get it.  We can put “should have” or 


something in there to make sure that this is a point that is visited.  The other thing I would note, 


too; and this is more common in the FERC arena than elsewhere, but there are often these 


sidebar agreements that have legal standing, but are not part of the regulatory process of the 


issuing agency.  Like in a hydro-licensing operation, there is often a settlement agreement where 


everybody agrees to do X,Y and Z.  


 


FERC looks at it and says but we only have the legal authority to require X in a license for this 


hydropower facility; so this settlement agreement remains the sidebar kind of thing that has legal 


standing, but allows everyone to mutually agree to the expansion of the authority of the agencies 


involved.   
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(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, I don’t think we necessarily have to say that.  I’m just recognizing that 


even if NOAA – first off, going back to the wonderful diagram we had of the legal authorities, a 


couple of those boxes do have the authority to require a bond; but given what their role would be 


in the review of an aquaculture facility, I doubt seriously they could be convinced to exercise 


that authority to require the bond. 


 


The key agency that has to have that authority is NOAA, because we issue the aquaculture 


permit, and I don’t know if we have that.  I think the council saying that some kind of financial 


assurance to deal with a decommissioning or a storm-damage facility is important; the actual 


mechanism for it I don’t’ necessarily think we know enough to specify what it should be.  I’m 


just noting with an example from FERC that there have been some creative ways to kind of go 


outside the boundaries of your sandbox. 


 


MR. STREET:  I would suggest adequate resources, then parenthetical; such as a bond. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  This provides the opportunity to investigate whether live rock aquaculture has 


the bonding capability already in it; and if the Gulf Council, in their implementation of the most 


recent action on that, has addressed this issue of how they address or include bonding.  We can 


look at that as this policy moves forward. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  The reason I’m so insistent on that; right now I think we’re going through a 


permitting process.  We may be through with it down on the Outer Island for an oyster farm.  I 


brought up the idea of a bond, and I don’t know whether they went through with it or not.  I think 


they thought they should do it; I don’t know whether they did do it.   


 


Then they were trying to put a dollar value on getting the pens out of the water.  I think the 


farmer himself put a dollar value on what it would cost him to get it out.  Then the contractor 


shows up and says, oh, no, it will be three times that much.  It can be a serious matter.  I don’t 


know what is happening in North Carolina; but the clam farm situation in South Carolina, we’ve 


still got clam pens in the water from an operation that went belly up, what, 20 years ago. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  To that point, I had a quick question because the way this reads, it says 


“obsolete or storm-damaged facilities”.  Should we include “abandoned”, so that if you have 


somebody – because I don’t think it is covered in the way that is stated.  I was thinking after you 


said that before, if somebody goes bankrupt, that is not really covered under obsolete, maybe a 


fully operational facility, but if it just gets abandoned. 


 


AP MEMBER:  You could also add permit revoked.  If Fisheries were to revoke their permit, 


they would be able to access those resources to remove their operation if they didn’t willingly 


remove it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Looking good!  Let’s move on to Number 9; the issuing agency should have 


clear authority to repeal or condition permits in order to prevent environmental damage and 


exercise its authority to repeal permits if it becomes evident that environmental damage is 


occurring or if permit conditions are not met. 
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MR. STREET:  Is repeal or revoke the appropriate word? 


 


MR. WATTERMAN:  I would just say we might want to say “in order to prevent or minimize”; 


“clear authority to repeal or condition permits in order to prevent or minimize”, right there. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay; and it’s got the word “should”, because we can’t tell another agency what 


to do under its authority. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  With all due respect, I don’t like “minimize”.  I want it to be back like it was. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Well, in reality anytime you put something out in the environment, there  


is going to be some level of environmental damage.  As we already talked about, you’re going to 


have nutrification within a certain area around the aquaculture facility.  That is environmental 


damage within that area.  I mean, you can’t prevent it; it’s going to be there.  The reality is you 


have to minimize it to the extent you can. 


 


MR. STREET:  In the first line should it be “revoke” instead of “repeal” also? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Are there any comments on this one?   


 


MR. CALDWELL:  To follow up on what Carter was saying, that last sentence or last part of the 


sentence, you need to take out that environmental damage is occurring; because just the 


placement of the structure there, you are going to have environmental damage.  I would just say 


if it becomes evident that permit conditions are not met; revoke the permits if the conditions are 


not met. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Could you say that again, Mark.  


 


MR. CALDWELL:  Just eliminate the environmental damage in that last part of the sentence; 


exercise its authority to revoke permits if it becomes evident that the permit conditions are not 


met.  No, leave “if it becomes evident”, leave that in.   


 


MR. WILBER:  You’re saying that the permit acknowledged that some environmental damage is 


going to occur and it is authorizing that damage to occur.  Then if it goes beyond what was 


authorized to occur, that is when – okay. 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  Correct. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  You need to put that back in, Roger, after “evident”. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  A quick note to address Jenks and other concerns; the thing that we always 


used “to the maximum extent practicable”; I mean, that whole issue of minimize – I understand 


exactly what you’re saying, because a lot of times actually in our policy statements we push very 


hard conservation or preservation and really downplay some of the issues of mitigation because 


of that very specific request to try to be more stringent.  The opportunity to maybe even include 


something like to the maximum extent practicable may at least get it further down the road, if 


that is the desire, or just go back. 
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MR. WATTERSON:  I agree with that suggestion; put it in after “minimize”. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Taking my hat as Chair off, I’ve never liked that phrase “maximum extent 


practicable”, because it introduces the whole notion that someone gets to do an economic 


balancing test as to whether or not the additional approval is warranted the cost it takes to 


achieve it.   


 


It is always handled by an agency that tends to be biased towards one side of that equation versus 


the other.  That phrase just always bugs me.  Even when I worked for the Corps of Engineers and 


used it almost every hour, it bothered me. 


 


AP MEMBER:  One final thing; I think we need to take “revoke” out of the first part of that 


sentence because it is addressed in the second part of the sentence.  “The issuing agency should 


have clear authority to condition permits in order to prevent or minimize damage and exercise its 


authority to revoke it if that becomes evident”.  Take out “repeal”, too, yes, take all that out. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Excellent.  All right, anything more?  I guess operationally I have to look at 


Chris and Ken here, so you’ve gotten a bunch of input.  We’ve gotten some track changes here.  


Are you guys ready to take on Draft 2 or are you looking to council staff to come up with Draft 


2, which might be a really difficult thing given how busy they are. 


 


MR. RILEY:  We’d be happy to. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right.  Well, personally I think you guys did an outstanding job.  This was 


really good.  Given all the pain the original aquaculture statement went through, me personally, 


this is just great.  It is really particularly good that, Chris, you were able to get the National 


Ocean Service and their ties into the NOAA aquaculture program to participate in this.  This was 


really very good.  Thanks. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I’ll work closely with you, because I want to make sure that we also have – I  


know Todd was involved at the Beaufort Lab and make sure that we have even more of their 


involvement directly.  You’re right there. 


 


AP MEMBER:  It’s right down the hall. 


 


MR. PUGIESE:  Yes, I know.  I just want to make sure.  And if there are any issues that you may 


for standardization purposes with other policies, you may want to try to address, because this 


ultimately becomes a policy that is going to be again brought through the AP and then up to the 


council as a council policy statement. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, it is 11:43.  It is a little bit earlier than we intended to have our lunch 


break, but we can’t really accomplish the next item on the agenda in any significant way in the 


next 20 or 30 minutes.  I would suggest that we break now for lunch and resume at one o’clock.    


 


The Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council reconvened in the Hilton Garden Inn, North Charleston, South Carolina, 


Tuesday afternoon, May 7, 2013, and was called to order at 1:00 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Pace 


Wilber. 
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MR. WILBER:  Seeing how the morning went and the value to a group discussion; we are kind 


of floating the idea of rather than immediately breaking out into breakout groups; that we would 


take the SAV policy statement, which I think almost everybody in this room has some significant 


expertise and a significant stake in; and going to the recommendations section of that and going 


through editing, adding new recommendation, deleting unnecessary ones.   


 


Then the idea is once Amber and the others who are working on the SAV policy statement have 


kind of absorbed all of that sort of group think; then we’ll go back to our respective offices and 


then fill in the background sections and the scientific summaries and things of that nature that are 


needed to kind of support those recommendations.  Hopefully, we won’t come across any 


recommendations that have no scientific justification or anything like that; but if we come up 


with some of those, we can do that, too.   


 


That is our recommendation for how to move forward at least initially this afternoon; and then 


after that is done, then it might be a more appropriate time to break up into two groups with some 


of the remaining policy statements and do the same thing but in a smaller unit.  Does that seem 


okay with everyone?  For the record, note that lots of heads are nodding in the affirmative.  


Roger is going to put up on the screen the part that talks about the recommendations.   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, it goes into the planning.  I think these entire three paragraphs are tied to 


the first statement, which is the recommendation of the conservation of existing SAV.  I think 


that is one of the biggest points that it is trying to make here, alluding to some of the problems 


with restoration.  The bottom line with that whole front end is conservation and protection of the 


existing SAV was the priority in the first paragraphs.  Then it moves into planning, monitoring 


and  research.   


 


MR. WILBER:  Is there any way you can take that paragraph with some strategically placed 


carriage returns; sort of break it up into its individual recommendation.  


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think the first one is the primary recommendation here. 


 


MR. STREET:  Are you trying to make policy statement out of that first one, management? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think what Pace wanted to do – this was an earlier form that we used to build 


these statements, and what he’s trying to do is extract the key emphasis to get the crux of what 


that is in a succinct individual recommendation.  The rest of them that are in planning and 


monitoring kind of get to that, but this one is one big, long and expansive to get to the point of 


conservation of all existing SAV. 


 


MR. STREET:  Okay, go back up to the management. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Unless there is a different message that you see. 


 


MR. STREET:  The conservation you said is critical.  It doesn’t say recommends or will or shall 


or should.  We have measures to restore or enhance SAV impacted by human actions or 


something is not proving successful.  Therefore, existing SAV habitat should not be impacted by 


human activities.  That is drawing a line; but because you can’t dependably restore it or enhance 
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it, only Mother Nature does that and she does a pretty good job sometimes, then maybe you just 


say no. 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay, that is essentially getting to – that is where it linked both of them.  It is 


embedded in here so I had to extract that.   


 


MR. GIBSON:  I think that’s a good move.  One question and one comment; is that categorically 


true that we haven’t had any success in the region on seagrass restoration?  Second, I think we 


should add that because restoration efforts are expensive and have not met with success or much 


success.   


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Florida is currently looking at that actually.  We pulled all of the permits for 


impact and restoration in Florida, and we’ve started a humongous database.  Now our second 


phase is we’re going to go out and look to see what has been successful and what hasn’t been 


successful after the five-year success criteria is up. 


 


I don’t think I can answer that question.  Certainly, we’ve done some experiments about what 


works and what doesn’t in certain areas.  To me this whole first paragraph is very descriptive, 


and that is something that Anne and I need to work on to update the descriptions.  We were 


hoping just to kind of look at what we want to be our directives; sort of like what aquaculture – 


their 8 or 9 points were.  That is what we wanted to look at. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  Would you be kind enough to describe seagrass to me.  I don’t think we have any 


in South Carolina.  We have Spartina; is that considered seagrass? 


 


MR. STREET:  No, that’s emergent. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  But that is a good question; if we’re looking at SAVs or are we looking at 


seagrasses?  I mean, do we want to include sargassum and things that are important or do we just 


want to include seagrasses; so this is just going to be seagrasses. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Is it just seagrasses?  I thought it said SAV.  I’m thinking about low salinity 


grasses, because I think they have a real different response to restoration.  I can think of a couple 


of successful restoration projects with the low salinity grasses. 


 


MR. WILBER:  We do have a bit of a terminology difference between the states.  In North 


Carolina, SAV does include the low salinity grasses, which are not taxonomically related to 


seagrass, per se.  Sometimes those low salinity species are excluded from the term “SAV” in 


Florida and things like that.  The question I would ask is would a bunch of policy statements 


related to SAV in North Carolina have to be couched by salinity zone or would you be able to 


make those statements in a blanket way across all salinity zones? 


 


MS. DEATON:  I think the impacts are the same, so I would say treat them all the same; 


although they might biologically have different thresholds or criteria, but as far as management it 


is very similar. 
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MR. WILBER:  I would then suggest that the policy statement be built around the term “SAV” 


in its first use; you know, there is a footnote that takes you to an appropriate definition of what 


SAV means for the purpose of this policy statement.  It may say something like in North 


Carolina SAV means, blankety, blankety, blank; in South Carolina it means something different.  


In Florida it means a third thing; and that for the purpose of this policy statement we feel that 


they can all be lumped together. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I think in North Carolina it is a gradation.  You go from your high salinity 


grasses to this metahaline to the lua and the meso.  You have a lot of your federal fishery 


managed species also use that.  That would be my justification. 


 


MR. STREET:  Yes, the ecological function is the same across the board in North Carolina from 


those that are purely freshwater, but in the coastal freshwaters to the high-salinity species. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’m okay with lumping them.  I would definitely defer to the North Carolina 


folks about that issue.  My only concern is that if we start making blanket statements about 


restoration doesn’t work and things like that; does the fact that we’ve lumped too many disparate 


types of grasses under the term SAV; have we now made it difficult to make those relatively 


concise blanket statements? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I don’t think I would make that blanket statement. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Yes, I agree, because in some of those brackish water environments we’ve seen 


a tremendous increase in the SAV.  They made a big comeback. 


 


MR. WILBER:  We’ll have to be careful as we wander into these blanket statements.  The only 


other thing, just to make sure that we’re all aware, is that the council’s EFH designations actually 


introduce the term “submersed rooted vegetation, SRV”, and define SRV to include those low- 


salinity seagrass species; and separate that from more polyhaline seagrasses. 


 


There is a little bit of a cleanup in the EFH language that would probably have to be done to 


bring it in complete sync with this, but I view that as something to put on the “to do” list  and not 


on the urgent list.  That can easily be dealt with and it can be dealt with at an appropriate time. 


 


MR. STREET:  Yes, the expansion of low-salinity species in North Carolina is not restoration, 


though; it is natural. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I was just going to point out, Roger, if you can go to the management 


section, scroll down.  The paragraph that starts with The South Atlantic Council strongly 


recommends; that is not a complete sentence.  You could say that a comprehensive strategy be 


developed. 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Just a note, in the appendices you do have the description of mainly the 


marine for both Florida and North Carolina.  The key there is it had the connections with the 
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species covering it; so what we want to make sure is as we expand and refine that, it captures all 


the other species, including prey, et cetera.  I think that is going to be important. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, any issues with those first three bullets?  To some extent they are the 


Mom and apple pie kind of bullets.   


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, there you go.  Just to ask a question; I’m not really sure what is meant by 


regional planning here.  Does that mean that one sort of needs to often look well beyond the 


footprint of a proposed project to understand what is happening to SAV and to make appropriate 


recommendations for an SAV impact, because one needs to take a regional kind of approach? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Two comments on that; we have a lot of restoration work to do, and hopefully 


we have the technology to do it, or we will soon, but we don’t have a lot of money.  We need to 


think about it from a spatial prioritization strategy to where is the most important seagrass and 


what do we need to do? 


 


For example, Brant Gilmore has done some work in the Indian River Lagoon, and he shows that 


the seagrass beds close to the inlets are more important for reef fish productivity.  If the council 


is primarily concerned with managing federally managed species, well, shouldn’t we be worried 


about the seagrasses that are the most important recruitment areas for the species that they’re 


managing? 


 


Second, back to the money issue; I’ve just seen a lot of restoration efforts just go in pell-mell 


without any organization.  This is one of my great hopes for coastal and marine spatial planning 


was that we could sit down and really take a look at what our resources are and where we should 


go first, second and third; and where we can learn from our mistakes and set up monitoring 


programs that inform the entire region. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think you touched upon an important issue; and that is do we want to put 


something in the SAV statement that indicates some SAV beds are more important than SAV 


beds? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I would defer to my other more expert colleagues on this panel. 


 


MR. STREET:  As soon as you start prioritizing habitat types, two through whatever the last one 


is will be put up for auction. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Is that what your point was going to be? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Yes; I second what Mike just said. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’ll argue the other side just to keep the discussion moving.  You can talk about 


SAV at certain locations being especially important without necessarily having to go down the 


road of denigrating the importance of SAV at other locations.  I can tell you that in our comment 


letters, we build upon Grant Gilmore’s research and the research of others and talk about SAV 


beds that are in close proximity to inlets as being especially important and needing special 
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protection because of their position in the landscape being where larval fish might first settle out 


or where juvenile fish get their last little big hunk of meal before they have to run the gauntlet 


through the inlet to get out into the coastal ocean or vice versa.   


 


There is an emerging set of scientific studies through landscape ecology that show the 


positioning of resources is as important as the resources themselves.  Are we comfortable enough 


in that context identifying particular SAV beds as warranting extra special protection? 


 


MS. DEATON:  Well, I think prioritization is good for spatial planning, but maybe not 


appropriate right here as one of the very first recommendations in an SAV policy.  Maybe if it is 


in the context of marine spatial planning so that it is not taken out of context by others; because 


when it comes to dredging, I am going to recommend against dredging SAV no matter where it 


is.   


 


It also depends on how much SAV you have and how what other habitats you have around as 


alternative refuge areas.  I wouldn’t want a blanket statement prioritizing one area over another.  


It is going to be different in Florida than it would be in North Carolina in a smaller water body. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  Well, I was going to say you might qualify that statement for council- 


managed species certain seagrasses are more important to council’s managed species. 


 


MR. STREET:  Don’t use the word “important”, say “more utilized”, possibly. 


 


MR. PRATT:  Anne is going to be mad, but particularly in North Carolina and I think in some of 


the other states, any anadromous fish-spawning stream particularly that are utilized by herring, 


shad and striped bass; the juvenile of those species might prefer a clean, sandy bottom for their 


transition out of the upper estuary and to the main part of the Sound.   


 


What this is advocating is that we put grass everywhere, and that is not what I see.  Anne doesn’t 


remember when there was no grass in the Western Sound and so on; however, I do.  I don’t think 


we can restore it as it spreads by seed, it spreads by rhizome, and it spreads by, for lack of a 


better terminology, its own notion.  It comes up when it wants to and it dies when it wants to.  


Anything we do, I think we should consider the use of those anadromous fish before we put a 


structure in their way. 


 


MR. WILBER:  This bullet as crafted talks about regional planning, which to me is a toe into 


landscape position kind of stuff, and it talks about integral part of an ecosystem, which gets to 


the habitat complex kind of issue that just came up as well.  Do we want to go so far as to build 


upon that or do we just want to leave it as is? 


 


To give another example and the one that we actually have now in Florida; near Peanut Island 


we’ve got a lot of seagrass impacts from multiple dredging projects that are proposed not only 


for the Intercoastal Waterway but for the marinas that are connected to it.  Peanut Island is right 


in the throat of Lake Worth Inlet.   


 


The mitigation that is being proposed back to us is SAV beds that are 10 miles away and 5 miles 


away from the nearest inlet.  I can’t remember the name of those islands down there. 
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AP MEMBER:  Snook Islands. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, Snook Islands.  As a fisheries ecologist, I look at those SAV beds that they 


are proposing for mitigation and saying they do not perform the same ecological function as the 


seagrass beds that you are asking me to authorize the impact to.  I want some kind of mitigation 


that speaks to the impact to the ecological function that is being lost.  That is what this whole 


regional planning part of ecosystem kind of thing opens up.  Do we want to go down that road?   


 


MR. STREET:  In the context of the council, regional generally means throughout the South 


Atlantic or in a fairly large context, so I think “regional” is the wrong word.  I think if you are 


talking about planning water body planning at the water body scale or watershed scale, 


something like that may be what is meant, but regional for most of my career in fisheries meant 


interstate, not intrastate or within a watershed.  I think the word “regional” in this place is wrong, 


because all four states that we’re talking about do not have SAV.  South Carolina and Georgia do 


not. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I’m trying to think back to how some of this came to be, because it is prior to 


a lot of deliberation on spatial planning, et cetera, but we did have some connections into say the 


activity and work being done through Albemarle/Pamlico Sound efforts at that level.  I think it is 


twofold here with that as well as the fact that you have regionally managed resources that depend 


on say SAV in North Carolina and Florida.  Gag grouper, for example, so there are regional 


aspects of that.   


 


Between those two aspects, I think that is what that was kind of trying to get; how you really 


tease that out of this or modify it or change it to really address those, because those are two 


different parts.  The one is kind of a subunit, as you said, at a watershed level with the sound 


level, the ability to manage.  Actually we had it tiered one time in a presentation on how you 


transition from there to the state habitat plan to the council’s management of the species, so that  


kind of bridge between – it seemed more appropriate to address that here. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’m willing to take a shot; so replace the word “regional” with “watershed”.  


After the word “of” put in “habitat complexes integral to a healthy ecological system”; all right, 


then just get rid of the “an”.  Does that help? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Have we ever had anything like an SAV habitat area of particular concern? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The SAVs are habitat areas of particular concern.  The entire distribution is 


considered an HAPC under the present designation. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I would take out that first “integral”, “treats SAV as a part of habitat complex 


integral” or “complex as integral”. 


 


MR. WILBER:  You can tell I just took calculus. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  As the token English major here, I would just say that you need some sort of 


modifier in front of part that punches up that language a little bit; so maybe a vital part of the 


habitat complex, vital or something that underscores how important a part it is.  Let’s see; 
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“Planning which treats SAV as a vital part of a habitat complex, integral to a healthy ecological 


system.”   


 


MR. STREET:  I don’t remember; does the document define SAV habitat; not SAV, but SAV 


habitat? 


 


MS. DEATON:  We haven’t made any edits, so we can do that, but we were going to work on 


the text later.  We’ve expanded the definition to take into account interannual seasonality; going 


back, it can include areas that don’t actually have SAV present.  It just has to be supporting it in 


the near past. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think it’s very valuable if the policy statement makes that point, that it is not 


just a snapshot; it is some kind of integration.  Then I also wonder do you have to have ever 


demonstrated seagrass at that location or to call it seagrass habitat or can you just look at depth, 


water clarity and sediment characteristics and claim that?  I know in North Carolina you guys get 


away with that fairly often. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Well, the definition requires that SAV has to have been documented there 


within the past 10 growing seasons, but it is very general in what is documented.  It doesn’t have 


to be a mapping.  It could be some kind of notes, it can be monitoring data, and it can be 


professional memory. 


 


MR. WILBER:  An example is Bonner Bridge.  NC DOT has accepted it for the purpose of 


calculating the SAV impacts, essentially the drip line of the entire bridge.  You can look at that 


and say certainly seagrass must have grown underneath there, because there are seagrass on both 


sides of it, but can you actually produce a data or a photograph or someone’s memory who says 


there was seagrass there, and you can’t.  There is this inference that seems to happen. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Pace, am I correct, in Florida it is if there is seagrass there at that moment, that 


they are mapping it?  We don’t really have the transitional habitat.  We don’t do a matrix.  We 


just do if it is actually there at that moment when they do it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  In Florida the history has been it is subject to case-by-case negotiation.  When 


there have been multiple surveys of an area and it has been accepted in the permitting process, 


the cumulative SAV map, so you just add them all together and you compute what the new 


acreage is.  Then sometimes in that process, the areas that have multiple overlaps form surveys, 


sometimes they get weighted a little bit more if you have to parse out the quality of the seagrass.  


But there have also been some of the marinas in Palm Beach where this cumulative approach is 


just a little bit too messy to deal with.  The applicant in hopes of getting their permit sooner just 


agreed to call everything seagrass within a box that had negotiated boundaries about it, 


regardless of whether SAV was found in every square meter.   


 


That is sort of the range of what is going on in Florida.  I think that is also true in the St. Johns 


River.  There is going to be a lot of SAV lost because of saltwater intrusion up the St. Johns from 


the Jacksonville Harbor deepening.  The Corps is modeling what that loss is going to be, and 


they are basically just drawing a big polygon kind of approach.  I think that lays the foundation 


for our broad view of SAV.  The other issue came up is do we want to define SAV habitat, and 


do we want it to be defined in a way that it allows inference of where SAV should be? 
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MR. STREET:  Some of the research was done by Jud Kenworthy in the modeling that they did 


at the Beaufort Lab, and he was pushing this, was if the depth bottom type were suitable, not 


necessarily the insulation, but the potential for the insulation if the water is clear would constitute 


SAV habitat.  That was a little more expansive than our commission could handle, but he had 


good data and a good model.  It was just maybe a little too advanced for some people.  Wave 


action was the other issue. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I think that it is very hard to not allow somebody to do dredging on piece, 


because it could be SAV habitat, which is where the concern was in defining it like that, but I 


think it is worth in this policy to say any shallow water body, any shallow water habitat with 


appropriate sediment and semi-protected waters has the potential to be SAV habitat and therefore 


consideration should be made prior to dredging, which is like permanently altering it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Roger is typing these notes, and I’m wondering if we could just turn this into the 


bullet.  I wouldn’t get hung up at this point at the numbering or the ordering of these numbers, 


because that all can be dealt with later by the folks who know how to make this into a good 


story.  We could say SAV habitat includes any shallow water habitat with appropriate sediment. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I didn’t mean that as a definition. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, I’m putting words into your mouth; isn’t that what a facilitator does? 


 


MR. STREET:  Sediment, depth, wind field I think were the three primary considerations in 


Jud’s model. 


 


MR. WILBER:  SAV habitat may include any shallow water area with appropriate sediment, 


depth – and I am trying to avoid wind field, because it is a bit jargony, but the point – 


 


MS. DEATON:  Low wave energy? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, and wave energy.  Well, appropriate sediment, appropriate depth and 


appropriate wave energy, so I think that would all be fine. 


 


MR. STREET:  Terry will tell you that the freshwater grasses in Western Albemarle go to 20 


foot depth. 


 


MS. DEATON:  The other key thing is its light availability, and depth is the surrogate there, but 


it is really not the depth but the light. 


 


AP MEMBER:  So say light penetration. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Yes, light penetration. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Replace it or parens? 


 


MR. WILBER:  No, just add it. 
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MR. TROWELL:  I think the broader stroke you take when you define the SAV habitat the more 


you weaken your policy statement.  I don’t know how to wordsmith this, but adjacent to areas 


supporting SAVs or has been documented historically to have SAVs present.  But again in 


dealing with permitting and stuff like that; you are capturing a whole bunch here. 


 


I feel like if you can’t provide some documentation, okay, it is 200 yards that way and we all 


know it migrates, or historically five years ago there was a large bed of it here; if you can’t show 


that type of documentation, then most likely you are going to be unsuccessful in preventing a 


project. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so at the end we add “adjacent to existing SAV or areas that historically 


supported SAV”. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  In Florida we use 1950 aerials as our historical baseline, but there are areas 


there that can no longer handle SAVs.  There is the Intercoastal Waterway, there are dredged 


areas, there is where the past has moved, so you probably need some qualifier or an “and/or”. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Does that look okay, Anne? 


 


MS. DEATON:  That looks fine.  My thoughts had been not just to be defining it, but just saying 


if it is that condition, it is worth taking a closer look on activities and not adversely impacting – 


what am I trying to say?  It’s fine like that. 


 


MR. WILBER:  It is a starting point.  Okay, other bullets we should be having in an SAV policy 


statement?  We could skip down to the monitoring and research part.  We’ll leave it up to the 


seagrass team to determine the fate of those.  Do we want to say what a standardized mapping 


protocol should be? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I think I can visit that one.  I think Florida has a very standardized one that we 


used for the oil spill; you know, time of day, angle of light, cloud cover and that sort of thing.  I 


think I can introduce that pretty easily in terms of mapping, like aerial mapping. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I know it might be different in some areas based on water clarity and color, the 


size of the grass.  We found they took photographs and a lot of it wasn’t visible because the 


patches were so small; I don’t know. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  We used it for the Chandeleurs; we used it all over Florida for the oil spill.  


MS. DEATON:  I just didn’t want you to box into one method if that is not going to work in 


another area. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  No, I thought that it would be something I could introduce and then we could 


discuss.  We’ve also been working on satellite mapping and remote sensing, too; pretty deep into 


that. 


 


MR. STREET:  Anne, in the aerial photography in North Carolina, the groundtruthing, didn’t it 


show some areas were actually algae rather than SAV?  Is groundtruthing part of what you’re 


talking about? 
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DR. WHITTLE:  Yes, our water management districts randomly pick plots to go out and look at.  


We do monitoring and mapping, but I think that their photo interpreters have gotten to the point 


where they can actually tell the difference now between – because they do it every two years, 


they can tell the difference between macro algae and seagrass.  I think macro algae is darker and 


closer together. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Amber, you guys do have in your seagrass mapping protocol a statement about 


the time of year when one can do the mapping.  I believe that statement is you can do it any time 


of the year. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Yes, we did them both spring and fall for the oil spill so we weren’t just doing 


them during the growing season.  For the water management districts, they always do it in 


January of February. 


 


MS. DEATON:  That’s a regional difference, because the leaves drop off in North Carolina in 


the winter so you have to map in the spring/summer for the high-salinity grasses but in the fall 


for the lower-salinity grasses. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I think we can put that all in there.  For the actual permitting purposes, though, 


you have to do your actual surveys between April and June in Florida. 


 


MR. WILBER:  This is where the Fisheries Service has a disagreement with Florida; where we 


have done a review and recommend that the SAV mapping in Florida be done between June 1 


and September 30.   


 


That is balancing leaf disappearing during the winter and when they’re large enough to be 


reliably detected and the water quality and stuff like that.  We are aware that we have these 


differences, but we’ve never really got down to kind of resolving them. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Well, on the west coast you would have a hard time with water clarity, and that 


is why they do it in the winter because it is the clearest water.  I think we have enough data to 


start.  The same thing with the databases; we host all the databases for seagrass mapping and 


monitoring.  I don’t know about Number 3. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think we’ve integrated most all of the mapping components of the SAV into 


at least the Atlas, because it is running out of FWI right now, and gotten hopefully the most 


updated stuff in North Carolina integrated, too.  That gets to Number 2. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  The periodic surveys of SAV in the region; are you looking at straight aerial 


surveys? 


 


MR. PRATT:  A little bit bigger. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Which would be quantity.  Are you also looking at monitoring, which is much 


more expensive and you have to go out there, which would be quality?  Do we want to say 


periodic mapping and monitoring of SAV in the region, first bullet, instead of periodic surveys, 


but periodic mapping and monitoring. 
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MR. STREET:  Do we have some place – have we already said somewhere that there is a goal of 


net resource gain?  I don’t remember seeing that in the last few minutes; and also again the use 


of the word “region”. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The net resource gain ties back to the base council policy.  If you go back to 


kind of the base core policy, it is not only looking at a no net loss but a net gain of habitat in the 


long term.  That is essentially at least I think where this connects to, I think.   


 


MR. STREET:  You know that any place that there is a gain of SAV, there is essentially a loss of 


unconsolidated bottom, because it goes from one category into the other because there is no more 


bottom out there.  It is what it is. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Do we have a shortage of unconsolidated bottoms? 


 


MR. STREET:  Not that I know of, but it has its own function, provides its own services; and we 


need to acknowledge that any time you convert it to oyster reefs or something else, there is a loss 


of that type of bottom with its set of services.  I am not saying you shouldn’t do it.  I’m saying it 


should at least be acknowledged. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Do you want to acknowledge that here?   


 


MR. STREET:  I don’t know; I’m just saying that – 


 


MS. DEATON:  This is the SAV document, and plus you have the historical losses that you 


know have occurred to those other structured habitats.  In fact, I don’t know if it was mentioned, 


but like Florida in the last two years has lost almost 50 percent of their SAV in the Indian River 


Lagoon System because of algae blooms.  Chesapeake Bay, with all their efforts, now they are 


saying it is the lowest ever acres of SAV despite all their efforts. 


 


MR. STREET:  I’m just saying that we as professionals need to keep that in mind if you’re 


changing things just be aware. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I think under Number 1 where it says standardize mapping; I think it should be 


mapping and monitoring protocols.  We could discuss randomization, fixed stations and that sort 


of thing.   


 


MS. DEATON:  That would be great. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  We do proffer what we think would be the best in that report, so we could 


discuss that too, of course. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Florida is so ahead on that and we’re trying to get there, but money has limited 


monitoring efforts, so that would be a great thing to work together on. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  People don’t do it; this is just what we recommend. 


 


MS. DEATON:  That’s a start. 
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DR. WHITTLE:  We have 34 different agencies doing it and they would rather standardize 


within their historical data than within the state’s. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Under the umbrella of standardized mapping and monitoring protocols, do we 


want to talk about the concept of a minimum mapping unit? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I think that is covered in our assessment; we can discuss it.  I mean we could 


also discuss using satellites, using remote sensing and trying to keep up with technology, too. 


 


MS. DEATON:  My only concern with that is it is better to get something than nothing.  If your 


money will only pay for a certain resolution, you should go for that rather than not doing it.  


Usually that minimum mapping is related to the cost. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  We also have an issue that I think is very appropriate for here.  We can’t see as 


deep as we need to see with aerial imagery.  We think that we have more seagrasses out in the 


depths and out in federal range, but we can’t see them and nobody is going out there monitoring.  


We actually thing we’re underreporting the number of seagrass in Florida. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The talk, though, has been largely about broad geographic scale mapping and 


monitoring.  Do the standardized mapping and monitoring protocols also deal with project scale 


activities like a proposed marina or something like that? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Well, for our permitting purposes at the state, we do have project scale 


monitoring, and with that goes mapping where people are literally in the water looking at every 


square inch.  Is that what you mean? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes. 


 


MS. DEATON:  But I do think more important is the mapping is standardized somewhat so that 


you can look at changes that are occurring in this area and are you seeing the same pattern in that 


area.  If you don’t have some standardization of methods for that type of assessment , it is going 


to be hard to draw any conclusions.  I can see where it just needs to be site specific for the 


project. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I’m also looking at year-to-year variation, which I think is very important when 


you’re talking about the definition of SAV that we just came up with. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right; so if we could maybe go back a little bit to the beginning part of the 


bullets, up to planning; just sort of thinking about the topics we’ve touched upon; we’ve got 


some statement that talks about the importance of seagrass.  We have a statement that talks about 


seagrasses and its functional role in the ecological system.   


 


We’ve touched upon SAV habitat not being just where SAV occurs, but where it might have 


occurred before and conditions are still conducive to it occurring.  We have some bullets in here 


on the need for standardized mapping and monitoring protocols.  Are there any other big issues 


in the management of coastal systems that affects seagrass that we need to make sure this policy 


statement touches on? 
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DR. WHITTLE:  I think we need to look at – under monitoring and research, looking at effective 


restoration techniques.  I think that would be its own bullet that just says investigate, I don’t 


know, effective restoration techniques for SAV. 


 


MR. STREET:  When something is economically acceptable to one person or group is not to 


another, I would leave the economics out; recognizing that if you throw enough money at it, you 


may be able to find a way to plow and plant and actually something survived, but a dollar a sprig 


or ten dollars a sprig may be a little too much; but that depends on who is paying for it and how 


large an area.   


 


Ten dollars a sprig for an area the size of the inside these tables might be fine for somebody as 


restoration, but who knows if it works?  Researchers need to develop dependable or long-term 


restoration methods or something.  So far from everything I’ve read over the years, which is 


virtually nothing in the last three to four years, it works occasionally at best. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  If we’re done with that one; I think Number 7 certainly needs some work. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  The impacts of shoreline development; is that encompassing shading impacts 


by piers? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  To me water quality is the most important part of shoreline development.  The 


places where we have had SAV recovery have been almost exclusively water quality driven in 


terms of point source and now nonpoint source restoration. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  What I see in my work area in the immediate threats and things in ongoing 


development is pier development in SAV habitat.  When we had that big economic or real estate 


boom in the early 2000’s, we had a lot of undeveloped land in our upper ends of our river 


systems and creeks off our river systems and our primary nursery areas in the Eastern Beaufort 


and Hyde County areas.  That’s where the development went to these undeveloped lands.  They 


were in primary nursery areas in shallow water habitat and chock-a-block full of SAVs.  As a 


result of that, what I see day-to-day is a lot of pier development in those areas. 


 


MR. STREET:  Again, here particularly with piers you’ve got to look at cumulative impacts, 


because the construction of a pier is a one-time event.  I know the rules were changed to try and 


look at pier width relative to shading and some things like that.  But, the use of the pier by boats 


coming and going, and particularly if a boat – say, I’ve only got a 16-foot skiff, and five years 


later he gets a 25-foot king mackerel boat with a 300 on it or something; you are going to have a 


different impact. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Just to reinforce what Amber said; what I’m seeing a lot of in the Indian River 


Lagoon System now is people that build docks without permits or are having trouble getting 


permits for docks and they are becoming more selfishly fixated on their dock versus all the 


seagrass that we’ve lost. 


 


They are going my dock is like 10 feet long, and some people are even using see-through 


materials to do it, and they are saying to DEP and Army Corps why are you picking on me; it is 


the water quality, stupid?  We need to have at least three tiers on this.  As the agency folks move 


forward with enforcement things, I would just caution you to have a prepared statement ready 
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when you deal with irate dock owners demanding why are you not doing something about the 


fertilizers. 


 


MS. DEATON:  On that point, I wouldn’t put water quality degradation in the parentheses with 


shoreline development.  It is almost a separate thing, because it is due to not just the immediate 


shoreline development but runoff in the entire watershed, so like shoreline development, 


parentheses, blah, blah, blah, comma, and water quality degradation.   


 


Then there is dredging.  That is the other big impact I think, which is kind of I guess part of 


shoreline development or it could be separate; but this is just research the way it’s worded.  If we 


leave it like that, I think we need another one that just says the council encourages the impacts to 


SAV be avoided by those activities or strive to maintain water quality to a level that would 


support SAV groves and things like that. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Or if there is some sort of like design recommendations for docks that you all 


know of right now, that is something that could be recommended in here. 


 


MR. WILBER:  You touched on a point.  For the most part, across the South Atlantic the 


permitting of docks and piers is done at the state level; that the Corps of Engineers basically sets 


up these kinds of shell regional general permits; and as long as a state is acting consistently 


within that shell, there really is no federal permit that is issued for a particular dock or a pier. 


 


Now in Florida there has been a lot of research on dock orientation, dock height, dock width, and 


dock materials in an effort to minimize the shading to the area below that.  All of that research 


has basically pointed out that surprisingly the criteria that matters the most is the height of the 


dock relative to mean high water or mean sea level, depending on what you pick.  In the South 


Atlantic, Florida is the only state that has a minimum dock height requirement.  You don’t have a 


minimum dock height requirement in North Carolina, South Carolina or Georgia.   


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, technically you do, but in reality you don’t in North Carolina.  If you 


really want to make some change on this, this is a change that really needs to be done at the state 


level; because the federal permitting agencies have largely not really washed their hands of dock 


permitting, but have set it up so that the states can handle it.  You guys are the state people.  


What do you need from the council to help carry that message within the states? 


 


MR. STREET:  There are strong movements underway in North Carolina and probably in one or 


two other South Atlantic states by their legislatures to do away with all state rules that are 


stronger than federal rules.  If they do away – if our legislature say those rules passed by the 


Coastal Resources Commission in North Carolina no longer exist; there does need to be 


something by the feds or by somebody to take its place. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  I echo what Mike has said, and that bill has passed the Senate and is now 


going to the General Assembly.  The Department has a new secretary and assistant secretary, and 


the assistant secretary is already hammering our division director to liberalize the pier rules.  Six 


months ago staff was working to weaken, I hate to say the word weaken, but to liberalize the pier 


rules.   
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We’re already working on language to allow more slips and that kind of thing on the general 


permit that doesn’t get circulated, an expedited form of the major permit, one that I issue on the 


ground and nobody else sees but me.  Well, I send a copy to the Corps and the local building 


inspector, but that movement is underfoot at the state level.   


 


Staff made recommendations.  There were some things that could be done to make it easier and 


allow for certain types of activities to happen that had little or minimum impact, and our director  


gave that to the assistant secretary and his comment said this is not near enough. 


 


MR. STREET:  That kind of a thing will directly affect what the council has in a number of 


policies, because, for example, you could, with something like that, see a huge increase in piers 


and heavy boat traffic and some other things like this in primary nursery areas for council- 


managed species. 


 


MS DEATON:  I was going to say that one thing that is needed is more research on the shading 


in North Carolina, because it seems like it has been said we need site-specific information on 


what that height is.  Because if we don’t have that, then we’re not going to have any support 


from the state to require somebody that it’s a safety hazard to be that high.   


 


That’s what I’ve heard.  Recently there was a pier application and over SAV and somebody 


wanted it to be denied because of shading, but all the docks around there of the same height had 


grass under them.  Even though there are places where I see there is not grass under the docks. 


there are some where there is.  I don’t think we have enough like for the council to put a number 


in there and for it to hold for us in North Carolina at least. 


 


MR. WILBER:  But would it be okay for the council to have a statement that says states are 


encouraged to design criteria for docks and piers that minimize impacts to SAV and those 


specifications should include dock height as well as dock width and materials; something like 


that. 


 


I can just tell you we are under a tremendous amount of pressure in NOAA to get the Habitat 


Conservation Division out of the dock-commenting business.  Even though we don’t comment 


on docks, the fact that we receive 400 applications a year that we then throw into the no staffing 


pile; that is just viewed as unacceptable.  We’re trying to find ways to not even have the Corps 


receive these permit applications.  A more stronger push by the states of dock permitting would 


kind of help us do that.  In Florida it is all Monroe County. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Monroe County wants lots of docks and Monroe County will just permit 


whatever kind of dock? 


 


MR. WILBER:  The programmatic general permit that the Jacksonville District uses to allow the 


state to exercise its own permitting authority throughout all of Florida for some reason has an 


exemption and doesn’t allow Monroe County to operate. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Because of the Sanctuary? 


 


MR. WILBER:  No, I think it is more because the typical dock in Monroe County is not really 


something perpendicular to the shoreline.  It is something parallel to the shoreline, because of all 
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the canals and stuff.  The result is that we get 400 permit applications a year for docks in Monroe 


County.  We get 30 for the rest of Florida, Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina added 


together.  That is the kind of disparity that we’re talking about.  Mark. 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  We also want to include some language to try to encourage the number of 


docks to decrease, like using joint-use docks or community docks.  You can get around I guess 


the minimum width, and you can have a larger dock if 20 people use it.  You are still going to 


have impacts to SAV, but overall the impacts would be less.  It would be more localized. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  Just to follow up on that, in North Carolina we do have rules in place to 


encourage that type of development. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I was just going to add that and they actually revised their dock rules.  They 


started out being much better.  Do you remember if you wanted to be wider, you had to be 


higher, so that was that incentive and vice versa, but then it all got nixed in the end based on 


politics.  They are better but they lost a lot of their good changes. 


 


MR. WILBER:  At the end of eight, we could put down multi-family docks may be wider or 


something like that – community docks; that is better.  Community docks may warrant wider 


maximum width or something. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Florida also uses internal storm water ponds with the connection as dock.  


They’ve taken up one piece of parcel.  They put a big storm water pond in it and put a dock in it, 


and then have a lift out to the river.  It is sort of like a new take on all those dead-end canals. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  I tell you when you talk about docks in South Carolina; you’re talking about a hot 


bed of controversy.  The word “state” in there bothers me.  If you are talking about SPA, let’s 


talk about North Carolina and Florida.  Let’s leave South Carolina out of that “states” and maybe 


Georgia.   


 


Case in point is my dock was built in 1948.  It is still in use.  I rebuilt it.  It was built to where the 


high water mark covered it twice a year, which it still only covers it twice a year.  I’m speaking 


to climate change right now.  I’m not a believer because of that.   


 


I need a lawn mower to cut the spartina grass that grows up through the cracks.  It is very low to 


the marsh.  How high is the right height?  How wide is the right width?  Who knows?  Nobody 


here does.  I’m a little concerned about us addressing docks. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Since there is not SAV in South Carolina; and this is the SAV policy, then this 


wouldn’t even affect you.   


 


MR. MIKEL:  I understand. 


 


MS. DEATON:  But there are studies that show like how much shading occurs to spartina marsh 


also form docks, so there is information out there.  It doesn’t mean that no marsh will grow under 


a dock; but it might grow less dense, and it is okay on a small scale, it’s a cumulative issue. 
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MR. MIKEL:  You know what kills most of it is old marsh that high tides bring up in mats and it 


ends up on top of the new stuff. 


 


MR. WILBER:  To clarify eight to address Jenkins concerns; states are – well, I was going to put 


it someplace else but – 


 


MR. MIKEL:  Might as well. 


 


MR. WILBER:  States are encouraged to minimize impacts to SAV by developing design 


criteria. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Do they ever address covers on docks?  That has been a big issue around here.  


That adds additional shade and everything.  Is that to be addressed in the minimum/maximum 


height and width, dock covers? 


 


MR. WILBER:  In Florida there is a generic dock; and if you are no larger than the generic dock, 


you kind of have a streamlined permitting process.  That generic dock in Florida does not allow a 


covered boat lift.  There is also a size for the boat lift.  Now I don’t know if North Carolina 


speaks about covered boat lifts or not. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  It does; you have to have a minimum shoreline length.  We’re looking at total 


shaded impact from a boat house and the platform associated with a pier.  Really, we don’t look 


at the shading impact when permitting the six foot wide access out to a platform in the 


boathouse.  That is not really accounted for in the shaded impact that is anything wider than six 


feet.  Again, the boathouse itself takes a permit and there are rules that speak to how large and 


that kind of thing. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Let’s try to move this along.  All right, so we’ve got some touching stone here 


about trying to get some design criteria, minimize impacts to SAV.  By limiting it to SAV, it 


means it is really only targeting North Carolina and Florida.  Is there any other big point we need 


to cover?   


 


The only thing that has come up a little bit earlier that I just want to expand upon a little bit is 


that we had said in here that we’re doing some investigation of restoration techniques.  That is 


Number 10.  Pending the results of that investigation, the seagrass policy is not going to 


recommend or pooh-pooh any particular restoration technique. 


 


(Question asked off the record) 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I think we could say something more like cost benefit.  There is no one right 


fix for any area.  What we’ve looked at is high energy, low energy, very different; you know, 


Gulf/Atlantic very different.  I think we would just have to word that as appropriate.  By cost 


benefit, I mean something like when we put in, say, like pea rock tubes; what is the difference in 


terms of reestablishment of seagrass in blow holes or scars if you plant it versus if you don’t 


plant it.  Does the two months difference make up for the cost?  That is what I mean by cost 


benefit.  That might not necessarily be economically viable, but it is a cost benefit. 
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MR. WILBER:  Do we want to touch upon ratios or functional assessments or something to 


determine the amount of restoration needed as a part of the mitigation action? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Wouldn’t we just have to defer to whatever is required by whichever agency is 


permitting it? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes; you’re going to have to defer, but do you want to suggest something? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Wow; that is a loaded question.  I don’t; do you, Anne? 


 


MS. DEATON:  I think in the text – well, the text that has to be modified first.  It says like 


restoration isn’t preferred rather protected because of the low – so we’re going to have to update 


that because there are some new restoration techniques that work like when you fill the prop 


scars with the tubes.  As far as the ratio, I mean, the text has to be modified, it has got to address 


restoration, but maybe point out that a restored habitat is not as – the ecosystem services 


provided by a brand new restored SAV bed is lower and so deserving of a higher than one-on-


one ratio. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Time lag, risk and all that.  I know that in Florida those are covered under our 


mitigation assessment.  They are under HEA, so I assume you guys do that, too? 


 


MS. DEATON:  We don’t allow SAV mitigation unless it is for a public benefit.  Like DOT puts 


in a bridge; they are allowed to do mitigation. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  What does that mean; they can’t impact either? 


 


MS. DEATON:  Right. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  There is no SAV impact. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  Those are the current rules. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Right.  That’s not necessarily completely complied with, because it can be like 


small amounts.  There are instances where small amounts of SAV are allowed to be dredged, for 


example. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Then they do mitigation for that or they just do no mitigation? 


 


MR. TROWELL:  Is that Marine Fisheries Commission rules you’re speaking to about no 


mitigation?  Our mitigation rules don’t speak to SAV. 


 


MS. DEATON:  No, they just don’t allow mitigation, period, unless it is by a public – maybe a 


state agency for a project that has public benefit. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  Yes, and that is speaking mainly to the filling of coastal wetlands marsh is 


where that comes up quite a bit.  Our rules, when it speaks to SAV habitat, it is to avoided 


altogether, and a lot of times it can be a project killer unless it is like a large DOT project or 


something with a large public benefit.  The only other project that I can think of that has 
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significant SAV impact that eventually was permitted, a private development type project, was 


Sandy Point, but that was a debacle altogether. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Speaking to Amber’s question, having looked at hundreds of projects in North 


Carolina and hundreds sin Florida; I have never seen anything in North Carolina that is 


analogous to something like Rybovich Marina wanting to come in and dredge four acres of 


seagrass bed to create a marina basin.  That kind of project would just be unheard of in North 


Carolina. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Jacksonville District is, what, 11 or 13 acres that they want to dredge now. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes; so it is a big difference between the two states.  But for Sandy Point, I was 


wondering if you were going to bring that one up. 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


AP MEMBER:  I’ve fished gillnets in that area and, boy, you want to talk about making a big 


problem for yourself, if you are not careful when you’re fishing in that area, you set your net in 


the wrong place where they dredged those channels, you’re going to spend hours of 


backbreaking work in clearing them.  To the life of me I don’t know how our agency and DMF 


missed that up front through the scoping process.  But, anyway, that is water under the bridge 


now. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, I think we’ve kind of got to the point where diminishing returns on the 


SAV.   Are you ready to take a break and then we’ll come back and break out into breakout 


groups. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  One last quick point, on the last point with the investigating restoration 


techniques; Anne, your comments about the review of like the ecosystem functions; should that 


be kind of part integrated in here, so it gets to that issue of restored versus natural? 


 


MS. DEATON:  Sure. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Roger will propose some language for consideration by the seagrass team.  All 


right, break, 20 minutes. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay; let’s see if we can wrap up, and we only have three and a half more hours 


to go today.  The last session we are going to break out into groups here, and I am going to float 


an idea or two about how we go about doing that.  I think we’re now at the point where the 


policy statements that are left to talk about are the ones that a few people have a lot of interest in, 


but not necessarily the whole group.   


 


Breaking out into smaller units, I think would make some sense.  I am just going to throw out 


some ideas here.  You guys can feel free to push back.  Now the state subpanel leads have kind 


of led these discussions for the most part in the past.  The Georgia Subpanel lead is not here 


today, so you have got a freebie here with Pat. 


 


Priscilla, I know has worked on the estuarine invasive species or the marine one; which one? 
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(Answer given off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, going back to the last AP meeting, you also had the dredging one.  At this 


point you are more or less prepared to either continue with the estuarine invasive species or to 


start kind of almost anew with the dredging one.  Do you have a preference between those two 


today? 


 


MS. WENDT:  No, I don’t; maybe whichever one most people are interested in talking about. 


 


MR. STREET:  By dredging; what do you mean?  There is not one called dredging. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Beach nourishment is the actual content of it, so it would be the beach 


nourishment one. 


 


MS. WENDT:  That was one we did not address at all last time, because we just didn’t have time 


to get around. 


 


MR. WILBER:  How many folks here, just raise your hand; that would be interested in a 


breakout group led by Pricilla focusing on beach nourishment? 


 


MR. MIKEL:  What is choice Number 2? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay; so we’ll go through the list, because obviously some things aren’t good 


enough to vote for on their own.  The other item is our colleagues from the Fish and Wildlife 


Service were leading the in-stream flow policy statement.  I do believe Alice has enough of what 


was done last time that she could pick up for the missing Fish and Wildlife Service folks and 


lead that group today. 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  Yes; in our group last time we had Wilson, John Ellis was leading, and then 


I think, Tom, you were in there and Mark was recruited into our group as well.  We could 


definitely sit down and try.  We were working on the in-stream flows and the energy policy. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I was just going to say in-stream flow; you’ve got whatever revisions you 


have made so far on yours.  The energy had some updates that actually had been discussed in the 


past in the version that you’ve gotten that captured some historic things that we were trying to do 


on relicensing, and on some baseline wind; so it does provide kind of a springboard to take it to 


the next step. 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  I was going to ask where those came from, the revisions? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so getting to the list, I guess for all the choices; one option is you can 


hang out with Alice and go through in-stream flows; you can hang out with Priscilla and go 


through beach nourishment, or you can go – I guess you don’t think there is really much reason 


to go through marine invasive species at this point? 


 


(Answer given off the record) 
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MR. WILBER:  Okay; and the third option then would be to find some group who wants to do 


energy and would appoint some person within that group to kind of lead that discussion and 


collect the notes.  We’ve done aquaculture; we’ve done SAV.  The artificial reefs were really 


Pat’s baby, and he is not here today.  The marine invasive species seems to not have a whole lot 


of interest in it, and the estuarine invasive species seems to have progressed pretty far in the last 


few weeks, anyway, when Priscilla sent it out. 


 


MS. WENDT:  I can’t recall who was in the breakout group with me except Pat Geer was for at 


least part of the time, I know, and Bill Kelly was also part of that group.  They were the only 


ones who had any substantive remarks to make.  Essentially it was to include lionfish and tiger 


shrimp in the estuarine invasive species policy statement.  They are already in the marine policy 


statement.  Because they are seeing more and more of them in inshore and estuarine 


environments, they wanted them included in the estuarine as well. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Again, I think the leading candidates – we can only really have three groups 


today, maybe – would be energy, in-stream flows and beach nourishment.  Unless there is some 


other topic area that you have not heard mentioned yet that you think the council should have a 


habitat-related policy statement on; that could then be a fourth choice, but that would be starting 


with a completely blank page, because we don’t have a policy statement to build on. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Well, I wondered about the artificial reef policy.  It looked like there was a 


placeholder for it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, Pat was sort of leading that.  I would say we just sort of give Pat a 


homework assignment or something. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  \ On the flow; that is not going to encompass the energy portion of it or it will or 


it won’t? 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  They are currently separate. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Maybe Jenk’s question is whether you’re talking about flows from  


hydroelectric plants.  That would be part of the in-stream flow; whereas, I think the energy 


policy or at least the intent of that was really more about offshore winds, oil and gas kind of 


stuff; things that are not really related to riverine flows. 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  The way it is written right now, it does have hydro as part of the energy. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, we can move it. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Actually there was a footnote.  I included all the recommended updates on 


that, but there was a footnote that talked about very specifically that point about in the energy put 


in context any of the water withdrawals and different things for other plants.  It was a footnote, 


but they aren’t specific other than being highlighted as in hydro. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Does that answer your question? 


 


MR. MIKEL:  It just makes the choice tougher. 
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MR. WILBER:  Well, what would make it easier?  Would there be any problem with moving 


FERC stuff into the in-stream flows at least for the purpose of today, and then having the energy 


discussion limited to things that happened in estuaries or the ocean that are not part of a FERC 


licensed hydroelectric project.   


 


That I think makes a relatively conceptual clean-cut.  The choices again would be in-stream 


flows to include FERC hydroelectric projects; energy; i.e. wind, oil and gas drilling offshore; and 


beach nourishment.  Those are the three choices; who wants to do beach nourishment?  Okay.  


good, all right that is roughly a third.  In-stream flows, okay.  Then I guess everybody else is 


going to do energy.  Who is energy?  Okay. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Jenks and I could do it the old-fashioned way, right? 


 


MR. MIKEL:  Well, I’m going to probably go with Alice, because I think she’s going to be 


talking about it.  If she’s not, I’m with you. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, if we’re not going to really do the energy one, which is fine.  If there is 


not interest, then I would actually rather go to the beach nourishment one.  Then we just have 


two groups.  Does it sound good? 


 


AP MEMBER:  We’re going to have a chance to revisit all of these topics? 


 


MR. WILBER:  No, no absolutely not. (Laughter)  We probably will talk some tomorrow, 


maybe later today about, okay, what is the next step.  Hopefully we’ll have some volunteer who 


is going to now take the input received and turn on track changes and really go at it.  If you’re at 


the point where you think track changes is just going to make it too messy, you just want to 


rewrite the whole thing, by all means just go ahead and rewrite the whole thing.   


 


Then if we can kind of set some kind of target for – I’ll just throw out a date, say, like the end of 


July where we could collect the revised or next generation of these policy statements; then we 


could pass it around for an e-mail type review inside the AP in time to get those comments back 


in time for a roughly November AP meeting, which I have had a request for not being in 


Charleston.   


 


Then if we get to the point where we’re done with it at that November AP meeting other than 


minor little cleanup issues, then we will have enough time to get it into the council’s briefing 


package for the December meeting in Wilmington.  That is the kind of rough schedule.  Now 


these APs do not have to move together as a group if there are some – I’m sorry, these policy 


statements don’t have to stay together as a group.  If some are ready to go, they can go.  Others 


can be tabled back to the group for much more consideration and beefing up.  It just depends on 


how they go individually.  I think roughly that is the kind of schedule we’re looking at. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Where is the next meeting going to be? 


 


MR. WILBER:  I don’t know; I’ve heard some people don’t want it in Charleston. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I have to get with our administrative group and they have to come up with a 


cost justification to be able to do it outside.  I mean, part of it has to do with also the staff 
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involved in the meeting, et cetera.  If we can work out and maybe even a member can help find a 


location that ends up being reasonable; Habitat has been in Charleston like forever, so there is 


some justification to look beyond here. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I would just guess that if any of you folks outside of Charleston have control 


over a meeting room that is available at no cost, that would be a significant contribution to tilting 


the economics one way or the other.  Let’s break and pick apart the two policy statements we’ve 


kind of gone at.     


 


(Whereupon, the AP held breakout group discussions.) 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right so just to recap.  We’re going to basically set a date, the target date of 


July 31 to get the next iteration of these plans out.  The people who have more or less been 


coerced or volunteered into doing the next iteration; we’re still looking for Amber and Anne on 


the SAV.   


 


I will work with Priscilla on the beach nourishment one and she will also put the last little bow 


on the invasive species one.  I’ll talk with Pat Geer to get him to continue on the artificial reef 


one; the in-stream flows to include FERC hydroelectric stuff will be the Fish and Wildlife 


Service. 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  I’ll send out the changes we made to our group via e-mail and continue 


conversation. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The aquaculture one, Chris and Ken; they volunteered to do that.  Which ones 


have I left out?  The energy policy one; no one has done that one.  We will see if we can get 


Jocelyn. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Wilson had actually said he was going to be involved and help some. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, we’ll try to recruit someone outside the committee to do the energy one 


unless there is someone in here who wants to do it.  Okay; that’s it, right?  Now, a couple that 


came up that we just need to have on the record as something we want to consider doing; we do 


not have a policy on groins, jetties and seawalls.  We think it might be worth developing one if 


time is available to do one.  Was there any other in our group that we talked about besides the 


groins, jetties, and seawalls?  Mike. 


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, I know up in the northeast, beach nourishment is relatively more common 


inside estuaries than it is in the southeast.  The considerations tend to be a little different. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I guess the question I’ve got is do we address adequately the removal inshore 


or whatever the certain situations where there has been sediment brought from inshore out.  I 


mean, there may be very unique situations, but if it is adequately covered, then maybe that is 


fine. 
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MR. WILBER:  The current beach nourishment one is a little bit lean when it comes to 


discussing the borrow area or the mining area.  We’ll work on that when we gussy it up for the 


next round.  I guess until we find a lot more examples of beach nourishment occurring in an 


estuary, we will basically say this applies to oceans and estuaries; but because of the experiences 


in the southeast, it is basically built upon the experiences in the ocean or something like that. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Instead of developing another policy on groins and jetties, since groins are often 


associated with beach nourishment projects, would you want to combine the two?  Now jetties 


are channel stabilization devices mainly for navigation; but groins, you see those a lot more often 


then you see jetties, at least applications for groins.  It’s just a thought. 


 


MS. DEATON:  It would help when you’re weighing one alternative over another; and in North 


Carolina where they just permitted some terminal groins, the terminal groin has to be done in 


conjunction with a beach nourishment project.  They are very interrelated. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes; we talked about that in the group.  My feeling in the group was it got too 


scary to talk about combining it; but maybe it doesn’t look quite so scary the way that you guys 


put it.  In our group, we can take a stab at it and see how it looks.  If it looks good, we’ll keep 


rolling with it.  If it looks too messy or incomplete, then maybe we’ll retreat.  Combining seems 


like actually a good thing to do. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I don’t think you need to include jetties, because again they are a little bit 


different than groins unless you think that there are a lot more jetties coming down the pike.   


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


AP MEMBER:  I didn’t say seawalls, but I was just talking about doing groins and jetties. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think adding groins is a very simple thing to do.  When I heard jetties, I had to 


do an Oregon Inlet letter two weeks ago so I was like still shaken from that.  We’ll do 


breakwaters and groins.   


 


(Question asked off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, seawalls would have to be someplace else, because sea walls are not part of 


beach nourishment projects. 


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Offshore breakwaters in Florida? 


 


AP MEMBER:  The Corps is looking at considering that a civil works project.  The town of 


Edisto is really pushing hard to get that included. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Why do they tell you guys this stuff? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I have an inside man at the Corps.  I don’t think it is going to go anywhere just 


because of the cost, but it is out there. 
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MR. MIKEL:  Are they just going to build a big sand dune out there or what? 


 


AP MEMBER:  It’s a combination of a beach and nourishment project, a groin project, and at the 


end of each groin just offshore, several hundred feet, a little T structure made up of manmade 


reef balls to dissipate wave energy. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so I think that is it for the policy statements.  We’ll put out an e-mail to 


everybody next week just kind of making all that stuff clear again, but that should be simple.  


Roger, there was something else you wanted to do before we broke? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  One of the other items was the progression – and I think Pace has already 


discussed the progression on building a state of the South Atlantic Fish Habitat Document.  I 


think one of the things that are going to happen after this meeting; we were hoping to have a 


little bit more progress, have some discussions with the state subpanel chairs in the context of a 


number of different activities going on and figure out how to progress with getting something 


like that combined or at least moving forward further for our region and tied to the activities.   


 


Then as we move into the November meeting, we can at least address where this may be and 


how it can be developed.  I mean, unless we’ve talked about generally what some of the context 


may be; I think we need to have that subpanel chairs discuss where we can potentially go with 


this one; weigh some of the other activities.  That was one of the things.  Any other thoughts, 


Pace? 


 


Before we break, what I’m going to do is I am just going to e-mail a presentation on the status of 


the ecosystem coordination; because at this stage with everybody doing this, it is probably going 


to be a little bit much.  What I would like to do is just quickly highlight what is going to be 


included in it. 


 


Really, what it is touching on is the fact that there are a number of other bigger regional activities 


going on in our area that can benefit the activities of both the advisory panel and the council, and 


our state partners and regional partners.  One of the first things I have talked to a couple of you 


about was the activities of the Southeast Coastal Ocean Observing Regional Association,  


SECOORA, the Ocean Observing Group. 


 


I have briefed a number of members that were involved earlier on, on some of the activities.  


That effort is continually evolving and projects involve.  One of the more recent, there was a 


recent meeting of some of the subgroups; the technical groups of that last week.  They addressed 


healthy ecosystems, working waterfronts, clean coastal communities, and a fourth component 


that tries to capture the interactions of the region and ties directly to the Governors Alliance – 


I’ve mixed the two.  That actually is for the Governors Alliance technical teams.  That met last 


week.  The Ocean Observing Association is continuing moving with their projects on building a 


comprehensive ocean-observing capability for the entire region.   


 


One of the specific things that has unfolded with our activities is the attempt to begin to build 


connections between the observing information and fish stock and fish information.  We have a 


collaboration between partners under the fishery independent survey, MARMAP with Marcel 


Reichert and South Carolina DNR, and with the SECOORA group and funded through some 


work with Razmus and the efforts of Mitch Roffer and ROFFS to combine and to very 
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specifically look at how we can link, say, the environmental information collected on the fishery- 


independent surveys with the environmental information collected through the systems; look at 


variability and actually get some of this type of analysis that provides habitat suitability 


modeling, so that you can adjust potentially some of the CPUE indices based on environmental 


variability.   


 


The intent is to bring the oceanographers in discussions of environmental variability and 


environmental issues to the table in stock assessment.  Formally, the effort that is going to unfold 


this year is going to be tied and have a focus on specifically red porgy, which is due for a stock 


assessment coming up, so there is a real opportunity to get the oceanographers specifically 


discussing with the stock assessment scientists some of these tools that may be able to give some 


more view of how some of the environmental variability adjusts or may influence some of the 


populations, as well s the surveying going on. 


 


That is one of the more significant efforts on building that connection between ocean observing 


and fish stocks.  I had mentioned the Governors Alliance.  The South Atlantic Governors 


Alliance continues to evolve and move forward.  As I mentioned, the technical teams did meet 


last week.  They rolled out a Regional Information Management System that they have been 


designing.   


 


It will have a lot of cross-sectional information layers for the entire region as a benefit to the 


individual states, as well as to help provide some inputs for regional comprehensive view and 


management at the regional and balancing and some of the spatial planning discussions.  There 


are some interactions or connections directly with our South Atlantic Habitat and Ecosystem 


Atlas; designations of essential fish habitat, all the spatial information on fisheries; so we’re still 


in discussions about how some of these different systems are kind of all unfolding at the same 


time and providing sometimes similar, if not the same information; so how that goes forward is 


changing and moving. 


 


One of the other activities is there is a National Habitat Board and plan that was developed 


through collaboration in the entire country.  What it did is it created regional partnerships, one of 


which is a Southeast Aquatic Resource Partnership, SARP, that I sit on and work with that is 


directly involved with providing resources for aquatic habitat conservation. 


 


There is actually a habitat plan nationally.  There is a southeast plan that they have developed.  


There are a number of the different partnerships.  Another one is the Atlantic Coast Fish Habitat 


Partnership, but we have been involved to a degree directly with SARP.  SARP has connections 


to the community and had some relevant connections because of discussions we’ve had to the 


community based restoration programs.  What they are trying to do and throughout all of our 


partner states have funded efforts to do restoration efforts.   


 


They are now in the process of doing coordination to draw on all those to come up with what 


may be some of the more accepted practices across all these different programs.  It has relevance 


to some of what we’ve just discussed about providing some guidance on best practices, et cetera.  


We may be able to draw directly from some of the work that is being funded directly through 


that organization.   
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One of the other newer groups that have been developed is the South Atlantic Landscape 


Conservation Cooperative.  It is one of a number of these that have been developed throughout 


the country.  It is an organization that is trying to look from the highest level of view.  It is 


actually looking at terrestrial freshwater and marine systems; and in our case the southeast covers 


that entire section and through into the EEZ.   


 


The benefit of this is to try to look at everything from terrestrial interactions, marine river 


interactions and provide resources that give you better regional distribution of these, and then 


begin looking at some tools to better understand the impacts of sea level rise or some of these 


other things that may happen in our region. 


 


The real powerful aspect of the conservation cooperatives; they are tied directly to USGS who 


has climate science centers.  They actually have funded science centers that one of their main 


clients is the conservation cooperatives.  If you make the link all the way up this chain, one of 


the things I see as a benefit is our participation will maybe provide the ability to get resources 


down from these science centers to be able to provide us some view and snapshots and 


connections to down-scaled models to understand what may be some of the change of the 


essential fish habitat designations regionally may have on managed species, like gag or 


estuarine- dependent species.   


 


There are some connections that I think are going to be real beneficial to our region in the long 


run, and that continued collaboration is pretty significant and beneficial.  One of the other 


aspects that connects both SARP and the South Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative is 


their invested resources in in-stream flow work.  I think that is one thing I want to make sure that 


we get in the discussions for the in-stream policy; because they have invested in the southeast in-


stream flow network and the information that provides at least a lot of the research and 


capabilities and tries to facilitate watershed level in-stream flow analysis and guidance. 


 


Plus, they are providing some research planning on what the best research will be needed to be 


able to connect species and flow information.  There are some real opportunities to build on it.  


Moving it to the Landscape Conservation Cooperative, again looking from the higher level, 


they’ve even taken it a step further to look at, say, distribution maps of surface flow change and 


come up with areas that are going to be the most significant potential for impacts; so getting that 


entire area and then being able to look at all the flow information and be able to put it into 


systems that really target from upstate all the way to the coastal zone, where the hotspots are 


going to be on as that surface float changes where they are going to be are some products that are 


already being done as part of the collaboration between the cooperatives and the other 


partnerships. 


 


Again, things that can really benefit kind of the bigger picture in the impacts on our region or our 


habitat or species managed.  Of course, the tools that we’re developing with the Atlas and some 


of the other ones are going to go further.  The ecospecies, species life history detailed online 


systems, are hopefully going to be connected into a lot of our continued discussion.  I think we 


would like to be able to maybe connect some of that very specifically into the policy statements 


that have references to where you can find information on species distribution, on habitat, FEP, 


et cetera.   
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All of those connect into the broader scope of what is going on in our region and how we can 


draw on and focus or guide some of these different efforts, especially funded efforts to benefit all 


of what is being managed or conserved in our region.  That is the quick snapshot.  As I said, I 


would send.   


 


I expect in the November meeting we are going to probably get a little more of that really kind of 


upfront in terms of seeing some of the things such as, say, the products that are connecting fish 


and oceanographic.  I think they are going to be matured enough that they are going to be 


worthwhile seeing how we can see some of those benefits in the future.  That’s all I wanted to 


say.   


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, 8:30 tomorrow morning.  Be on your best behavior; we’re going to be 


with the “Coral People.” 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, we’ll be joint with Coral.  The chairs of the Law Enforcement and the 


Deepwater Shrimp APs will join to hopefully put the last details on what is going to be 


recommended to the council for public hearing for the extension of the HAPCs; all those other 


last pieces you received are highlighting that. 


 


(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned on May 7, 2013.) 
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The Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council convened in the Hilton Garden Inn, North Charleston, South Carolina, 


Tuesday morning, May 7, 2013, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Pace 


Wilber. 


 


MR. WILBER:  We’re going to begin.  Good morning to everyone.  As usual, the agenda has 


some administrative matters we have to attend to at the beginning.  But before we get around to 


doing that, we’ll do the traditional go around the table and everyone can introduce themselves, 


say who they work for and if they want to say briefly some comment about the jobs that they do 


and how it relates to habitat that would be fine.   


 


MR. TROWELL:  My name is Steve Trowell.  I work for the state of North Carolina Division of 


Coastal Management out of the Washington Regional Office.  I am a field representative 


involved in permitting and enforcement actions.  Mainly I work in the Hyde and Beaufort 


County, Ocracoke Island area. 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  Mark Caldwell, Charleston Ecological Services Office for the Fish and 


Wildlife Service.  I am the Regulatory Team Lead, primarily working with Clean Water Act 


permits and federal activities that involve impacts to habitat in South Carolina. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Pricilla Wendt; South Carolina Department of Natural Resources.  I’m in the 


Office of Environmental Programs.  I review and comment on projects in the coastal zone. 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  Alice Lawrence.  I’m with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in Athens, 


Georgia, and I work on aquatic issues in Georgia, mainly for hydropower issues, Corps of 


Engineers’ dam operations and anadromous fish issues. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I’m Anne Deaton.  I’m with North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries.  I’m 


in the Habitat Protection Section, the Section Chief.  Our section is involved with review of 


permits as well as habitat planning through the Coastal Habitat Protection Plan.  We work with 


other agencies on regulatory and non-regulatory means to try and enhance habitat conditions. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  I’m Terry Gibson.  I wear a couple different hats.  I’m the owner of Fly & Light 


Tackle Angler Magazine.  I own a charter service in Jensen Beach, Florida, on the Indian River 


Lagoon and adjacent coastal waters.  The habitat underpins my livelihood so I’m here to stick up 


for it. 


 


MR. PARKER:  Bill Parker; Hilton Head Island, South Carolina; fishing nearshore and offshore 


28 years. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’m Pace Wilber.  I work for the Southeast Region of NOAA Fisheries.  I’m 


specifically in the Habitat Conservation Division here in Charleston and I supervise the Atlantic 


Branch, which has offices in Beaufort, Charleston, St. Augustine, West Palm Beach, St. Croix 


and San Juan, Puerto Rico.  I have a fairly broad perspective of habitat, but don’t get in very 


deep, unfortunately, very often. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Roger Pugliese; South Atlantic Council staff; responsible for all our habitat 


activities and our move to ecosystem-based management, continued development and refinement 
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of our fishery ecosystem plan, all our ecosystem coordination efforts with a lot of the regional 


organizations like SECOORA and South Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative, the 


Governors Alliance and beyond, SARP, et cetera, and continue our efforts in leading the nation 


in our habitat activities in the Southeast Region. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I’m Amber Whittle with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission.  I’m the 


Habitat Research Administrator, so I oversee our habitat research groups. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  Chris Elkins from North Carolina.  I hold a recreational seat here.  I’m a retired 


microbiologist from UNC Chapel Hill, but I live at the coast now.  I also sit on the North 


Carolina Marine Fisheries Commission. 


 


MR. STREET:  Mike Street.  I am retired from the North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries.  


I was Anne’s supervisor at one time.  One of the things she didn’t mention is that our staff 


prepared and maintains the North Carolina Coastal Habitat Protection Plan, which is cited in a lot 


of things.  Anne and I did a lot of the writing along with others.   


 


I’m here to try and keep the habitat going in some very difficult situations now both natural and 


manmade.  I like to fish.  I’ve been sportfishing myself for over 60 years.  I want to keep doing it 


and have my son do it and my wife and daughter and my grandson.  It is personal with me. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  No job, no title.  That being said; I’m Jenks Mikel from Edisto and I’ve got a 


burning desire to leave this world at least the way I found it. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Carter Watterson.  I work for the Navy, fisheries habitat biologist with the 


Naval Facilities Engineering Command out of Norfolk, Virginia. 


 


MR. JONES:  Tom Jones.  I live in Atlanta and have a place in St. Simons.  I’m an investment 


guy, but I’m the recreational sports fisherman representative for Georgia.  


 


MR. PRATT:  Terry Pratt; commercial fisherman for 50 years, and been on various and sundry 


environmental committees for 40 years.  I was there before Mike Street and Anne and Steve.  I 


have worked with both state agencies and the National Wildlife Federation in lobbying Congress 


to set environmental policies. 


 


MS. HILFER:  Susan Hilfer.  I’m a recreational fisherman from Beaufort, South Carolina. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so we’d like the folks in the peanut gallery to come and introduce 


themselves; and if you could, if you could come up and speak into the microphone. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  Tom Burgess; South Atlantic Council. 


 


MR. HUDSON:  Rusty Hudson; President of Directed Sustainable Fisheries, representing the 


East Coast Fisheries Section out of Florida here today, which is a subgroup of the Southeastern 


Fisheries Association under Bob Jones.  I try to appear at every AP meeting there is.  Thank you. 
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MR. RILEY:  My name is Ken Riley.  I’m an ecologist with the NOAA National Ocean Service.  


I’m from the Beaufort Lab, and my background and experience is in marine spatial planning and 


aquaculture development. 


 


MR. NEMETH:  I’m Doug Nemeth.  I am the Natural Resources Manager for Navy Region 


Southeast, which goes from Texas to Georgia down to Gitmo.  


 


MR. WILBER:  Thank you everyone for introducing themselves.  The next item of the agenda is 


the approval of the agenda itself.  If there are any comments on items people would like to see 


added to the agenda that we would cover either today or tomorrow when we’re in a joint session 


with the Coral Advisory Panel, please speak up. 


 


The one item that I personally will put on the agenda is this fall will end my two-year stint as the 


Chair of the Advisory Panel, so we need to begin to think about a succession that we can put in 


place next fall.  If anyone has any ideas how to pursue that; maybe if we have some agenda time 


later today, we’ll put that up for discussion. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, and that is going to be a pretty critical point, because we are going to be 


moving, as we finalize these policies into the next AP meeting, setting the stage for the final 


revision and update of the entire Fishery Ecosystem Plan, as well as refinement of the EFH 


designations; so there is a lot that is going to happen over this next year and a half that this group 


is really going to be kind of the group that is going to lead and provide that guidance to the 


council  on where we go.   


 


It’s going to be important to keep things moving forward.  It is a pretty critical time with a lot of 


other activities on spatial planning and everything.  Fisheries and fish habitat need to have a very 


strong voice right now or they will get buried in a lot of the noise of all the different types of 


activities going on right now.  It’s pretty important roles, especially as we move forward. 


 


MR. WILBER:  If there is time later today, we’ll throw that up for broader discussion.  The next 


item on the agenda is the approval of the minutes from last November.  Has anyone seen any 


glaring omissions or mistakes in the minutes that should be brought to the attention aside from 


the misspelling of my name throughout the entire minutes? 


 


MR. GIBSON:  I’ve got one.  Kathy is spelled with a K and not a C.  She told me not to do that, 


but I told her I was going to make it legal, anyway. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, so we will make those notes and hopefully not repeat those errors in 


the future.  Are there any other additions to the minutes or clarifications?  You guys all know the 


drill by now.  Somebody needs to make a motion to accept the minutes; second; any opposed?  It 


carries unanimously, thank you.  Roger, do you have any opening comments? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, just quickly.  This meeting is one of the – well, most of them are 


somewhat informal.  This is one of the more informal ones, because I think we’re trying to get a 


little bit more down the road in terms of really getting some of these policy updated, refined and 


really provided to the appropriate groups that are looking at some of these interactions in the 


coastal zone and in offshore waters. 
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More than half of today is going to be in breakout sessions to be able to look again at this.  I 


know there are a number of individuals that have been working in the background on some of the 


revisions.  We have a fairly significantly updated aquaculture policy that we’re going to start 


with this morning, but then go into those breakout sessions to be able to look at. 


 


Everybody was provided both the original policies and then the Word Versions of the other 


policies so we can start moving forward and look at which ones actually have the ability to get 


updated.  The plan then is to move forward between now and the fall meeting to refine and 


essentially have all of those in formats that can be approved by the council as updated versions 


and potentially new versions. 


 


There was a shell added, because there was a lot of discussion last time about an artificial reef 


policy; where we go in terms of the outline and how to structure that; so that is also in the 


groupings of what we have.  That is going to take up most of our AP meeting this time.  In 


addition, we are just going to touch on where we want to go with the report on the state of the 


South Atlantic habitat and where we move forward. 


 


A lot has not been done, but there are a lot of other activities that are going to feed into that from 


other organizations and other information sources.  I think we are going to probably have after 


this meeting more substantive work with the chairs of the AP subpanels and then really get that 


kicked up and moving forward. 


 


Some other things that also are going to happen is in these discussions, as they relate to the 


policy, discussions on refinements of EFH; I think that is something that is going to happen, as I 


mentioned, as we move forward this year.  This will kick off the opportunity to have some of 


those discussions, both the actual information by species, by area, and then some of the spatial 


information, so we can have some of that discussion as we are in some of the breakout areas .   


 


But that said, that is kind of the context of what we’re doing and the directives to the group.  


Definitely feel free to be as involved as possible.  This is by no means the end of the process.  It 


is the beginning of getting these in the most appropriate form and be able to provide the most 


significant guidance for the council and other regional individuals involved and wanting to know 


what the impacts are in fish habitat and fisheries. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Roger, just a clarification; when you said the goal was to have the package of 


policy statements ready for approval in the fall; we mean the December meeting in Wilmington 


and not the Charleston meeting in September, right? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes; this would be in probably the November or fall AP meeting to have it 


refined and finalized, and then the council will adjust and finalize in December.  Yes, the end of 


the year essentially, yes, because the timing; we are going to have the AP meeting prior to 


finalization. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I just have a question about the policy.  You’re saying that the policies are used 


by the council and different APs.  What other applications are these of these policies?  Who uses 


them as guidelines and sticks with it; anybody?   
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MR. PUGLIESE:  The intent was to have rapidly the ability to respond to activities if there are 


permits or policies being developed for one of these different types of areas; the ability to 


reference those and be able to in either council responses, which are somewhat limited to council 


direct responses, the day-to-day activities are through the Regional Office’s review.   


 


The intent is to ramp this up in terms of beyond NOAA Fisheries; hopefully, the state agencies, 


et cetera, ni using them.  I think there needs to be more work, and this is an opportunity to get 


this type of information out beyond what has traditionally been used.  Pace will pick up on that.  


Sometimes they are also referenced in the individual permit and policy reviews, but I think there 


needs to be more effort to get these into the forums that are being looked at what the impacts on 


those habitats are and that there are standing council-based policies that have been developed. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, this is just my personal observation and not the agency’s point of 


view; but when you look at the six or seven policy statements that the South Atlantic Council 


has, there are a few – maybe one aquaculture that I think really to me is a policy statement.  It 


sets forth the council’s view on how it wants to see aquaculture develop within the region and 


how it relates to traditional fisheries and things of that nature. 


 


The other policy statements like sea grass, in-stream flow, things like that; there is no real what I 


would consider policy in those.  Those really are sort of summaries of the literature and some 


bold statements without citation sprinkled throughout them.  In order for those to be used in my 


consultation arena – and I’m sure it is not that different in other consultation arenas – it would be 


really nice if those policy statements were kind of upgraded a little bit to have a much more 


concise summary of the literature within tech citations.   


 


Essentially those would be the paragraphs that you could block paste out of a council document 


and into your comment letters with a high degree of confidence that it is an accurate summary of 


the literature, it is an up-to-date summary of the literature, and it is a very insightful set of 


comments about how habitat and fisheries are kind of related to each other.   


 


I think that is really what I would like to see personally out of these policy statements, and that is 


what I think carries the most weight.  In my review chain, when I have to deal with a gnarly 


project that goes up the hill, so in that kind of context my personal thought on how to move 


forward with these things is in a group like this it is really good to talk about the 


recommendations part.   


 


The literature to support those recommendations is largely something that would have to be done 


in between meetings, either by volunteers from this advisory panel or by council staff; but 


getting everyone’s collective wisdom on what the recommendations should be I think is a really 


valuable thing to have.  Then we can kind of fill out the middle and the beginning of the policy 


statement once we know sort of what the end story is. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  While we’re on that subject – Mike and Anne know this – North Carolina is 


moving towards legislatively stripping some of the environmental protections we’ve had.  In 


fact, there is a bill introduced that would eliminate any rules and regulations that are stronger 


than the federal rules.   
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I don’t know whether that will pass or not, but that is a trend.  I think having the South Atlantic 


policy a strong one and even rules and regulations that follow that policy can do a lot at least in 


North Carolina to give us some feet to stand on as we move forward, because we’re going to 


have some sweeping changes coming up. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  I just want to second Chris’ remark.  The same thing is happening in Florida.  


Most of our environmental regulations are being gutted.  To have this as something of a backstop 


would be very helpful. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think that is going to be a really important message to send to the council, 


because to some degree a lot of things have been done at the habitat levels.  I think some of these 


types of developing potential problems could really influence how some of these different 


information gets used; and how important the habitat conservation directives from the council 


and the collaboration between states and the council and partners in our region; that these 


policies hopefully will ultimately provide, how important that is. 


 


Sometimes I think you get that idea that we have done a lot on habitat and the council doesn’t 


need to do as much.  I think the message needs to be sent back up to the council that these are the 


types of things that really are going to make a significant difference.  Essential fish habitat 


mandates this, but a lot of people’s idea of what they are, are probably some of the things that 


have provided the foundation to hold the line. 


 


We get to hold the line in terms of not going backwards and really trying to move forward.  Here 


is an opportunity.  We’re part of a broader system.  What happens in the one area is not only 


impacting that.  You’ve got resources that are using these habitats throughout the region, so 


you’re going to have a potential population impact on gag grouper, on species; mackerels and 


species that are dependent on those inshore habitats; but they are part of the broader system. 


 


I think it is really important that these messages be brought up and to work on say that was on 


aquaculture be continued and expanded for our other policies.  We do have the opportunity.  That 


is why I was really happy that we were able to have two meeting this year, because we kind of 


have been in that point where we can only get so far before.   


 


Here we actually have set the stage to I think move forward with the direction that Pace wants to 


see this, and it addresses exactly the concerns you all are having.  I think the council will take 


that to heart.  Tom, while he identified himself as a council member, is also the chairman of the 


Council’s Habitat Committee.  Hopefully, the message is clear and he can relay that to the rest of 


the council and how important these efforts are going to be. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Let’s move on to the next item, which is the discussion of the aquaculture 


policy.  Chris, which one of you is going to present? 


 


DR. ELKINS:  I’ll just preface this.  At the last meeting somehow I was encouraged to take over 


this aquaculture thing.  Fortunately, I knew a lot of people in aquaculture, because I do go to 


some of the meetings and I grow oysters myself.  I recruited a bunch of my friends, the real 


experts.  Ken is one of them, but there are several other people; James Moore is from NOAA, 


Ken’s boss; and Mark Turano from Sea Grant and others.  I can’t take much of the credit other 


than being a good scout and a recruiter, so, Ken, it is all yours. 
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MR. RILEY:  I appreciate Chris coming to us and asking for our input.  It’s been a lot of fun 


putting together a team to develop a draft of this policy.  I am relatively new to NOAA.  I’ve 


been with NOAA and the Beaufort Lab for about a year, but I want to point out that this is not a 


single person operation. 


 


This is our aquaculture environmental effects program staff.  We have a staff of about seven or 


eight full-time staff working in marine aquaculture specifically with regards to spatial planning, 


habitat protection and a variety of different things.  We are located at the Beaufort Lab.  We are 


the second oldest marine lab in the country; established in 1899. 


 


I should say I prepared this presentation with; if you’ll indulge me, for about four minutes of 


who we are and what we’re doing and then about ten minutes of policy development stuff, and 


then we can engage and talk about the policy itself.  But please interrupt if you have questions.  I 


work at the Beaufort Lab; and one thing that was interesting to me is reviewing the history of the 


Beaufort Lab was to see that it was originally established for the culture of marine fishes. 


 


In 1899 there was a foresight that the Beaufort Lab was in a unique place between different 


biogeographic regions, and it had this unique ability to culture a variety of marine fishes, 


including some of the first work was on oyster culture.  I work for the National Ocean Service, 


which is part of the National Centers for Coastal Ocean Science. 


 


Specifically I work for the Center for Coastal Fisheries and Habitat Research in Beaufort.  We 


have about 90 employees working at our center in Beaufort.  We conduct research that we say is 


science serving coastal communities.  Specifically we conduct research to address four main 


theme areas.   


 


These areas are science to address harmful algal blooms; we conduct climate research on climate 


impacts to coastal communities; we work to understand the impacts of coastal pollution; and we 


conduct science to support coastal and marine spatial planning.  It is in the latter two theme areas 


that we specifically work for marine aquaculture.   


 


In the past four to five years James Morris has developed a marine aquaculture effects research 


program.  Our program vision is that we’ll develop decision support tools to support coastal 


managers, enabling them to safeguard the environment while supporting aquaculture in the 


coastal zone. 


 


In other words, what we want to do is be able to develop tools that managers can make timely 


and confident and responsible decisions about citing aquaculture in the coastal zone.  Our 


aquaculture research takes four main research areas.  The first is environmental effects of 


aquaculture.  We then work on technology development.  An area that I specifically work on is 


marine spatial planning to inform siting.  Then finally we’re increasingly asked and taking on 


climate change effects.  


 


What I will do is just show you some of the highlights of our work.  Our research program has 


really focused on for the last four years marine-caged culture and the environment, and 


specifically looking at the environmental interactions of how marine-caged culture is going to 


occur in U.S. federal waters and help support projects in the Gulf of Mexico, Hawaii, Puerto 
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Rico that are underway; and then the development of projects in other regions as they continue to 


develop. 


 


The synthesis of this project and the work over the past few years has been a white paper, a 


NOAA technical memorandum that is coming forth this spring, now this summer; We reviewed  


over 500 papers and conducted an entire comprehensive summary of environmental impacts of 


marine aquaculture. 


 


It was reviewed by 30 scientists and managers, both internal and external to NOAA, and 


encompassing both U.S. scientists and European scientists and some South American scientists 


as well.  It is currently in the final review and approval phase.  There are five chapters to this 


document, a chapter on water quality, benthic chemistry, marine life chemicals and then some 


management tools. 


 


The area that I specifically work in is development of spatial planning tools for marine 


aquaculture.  We see that these tools have a variety of uses.  The first one – and you will see 


there to your far left – is site screening; so specifically like the creation of data atlases.  This 


would be like GIS maps and layers that can look at how aquaculture integrates into the coastal 


environment; so not just water quality and will the environment support marine aquaculture, but 


how does it interact with other users in the coastal environment as well as protected species.   


 


Then we take that a step further to do modeling and simulation studies.  We actually run 


simulations of net pen operations or shellfish culture operations and look at the environmental 


impacts.  The final stage, which we haven’t quite fully developed yet, is particularly site 


selection, getting down to the nitty-gritty of a specific site that will be commercially developed 


for marine aquaculture.   


 


Over the past year we’ve been providing support for the Gulf Aquaculture Fishery Management 


Plan, and specifically we developed the environmental monitoring guidelines for that plan.  


We’ve recognized the need to develop standard methods for environmental monitoring.  We’ve 


worked with Jess Beck, who is the NOAA Fisheries Southeast Regional aquaculture coordinator. 


 


 


We’ve also developed best management practices for the Caribbean offshore aquaculture 


industry as well as coastal managers, and specifically we held a stakeholder workshop.  We’re in 


the process of finalizing this document, which are just best management practices for offshore 


marine aquaculture.  Then, finally, we’ve had a number of international exchanges, people 


seeing our work that we’re doing with the Gulf and in Hawaii and different regions; and sothey 


have invited us to help with marine aquaculture siting, development of aquaculture development 


zones in Maraca, Bermuda, the Bahamas, and Mexico.  


 


There are a lot of collaborative opportunities, and specifically there are opportunities to work 


with coastal managers in those regions.  That is a little bit about who we are and what we’re 


doing.  Let me tell you a little bit about aquaculture.  The World Bank says that aquaculture 


represents the fastest-growing sector of global food production.   


 


It grows on average about 1 percent per year.  If we take a look at global fish production, 1950 to 


2011, you can see that just two years ago aquaculture production surpassed world fisheries 
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harvest; so today aquaculture contributes 54 to 55 percent of our global fish production.  


Aquaculture is coming in kind of a big way, and we want to be prepared for it, and specifically 


looking at being prepared for the environmental impact.   


 


If we look at global aquaculture production in terms of a different world view and global map, 


here you will see the actual real contributors of aquaculture to our global fisheries.  You will see 


that about 60 percent of our aquaculture production is from China with another 30 percent from 


Asia; so 90 percent of world aquaculture production is coming from Asia.  This is pretty big.   


 


The reason why we’re concerned is this rise of the middle class.  If you take a look at the Asian 


economy, Asian demographics; what you will see is by the year 2030 there is expected to be a 


571 percent growth of the Asian middle class.  While we’re importing over 90 percent of our 


seafood, and a lot of that from Asia, we’re anticipating that those imports are going to turn 


around and are going to go the other direction to support this growing middle class in Asian 


communities.   


 


You can see here the middle class for North America, the light blue there on the left.  Our middle 


class isn’t expected to grow very much.  It is a very small percentage, a fraction of a percentage.  


But what we do know in the United States is that baby boomers like fish, and they are going to 


eat more and more fish as they age.  This was a Twitter announcement that I got just stating that 


with the health benefits and so many benefits of eating fresh fish, the baby boomers are going to 


eat more fish. 


 


NOAA in 2011, along with the Department of Commerce, developed aquaculture policies to 


support aquaculture development.  NOAA aims to increase aquaculture production by one 


million metric tons by the year 2025.  The target outcomes of these are competitive aquaculture 


businesses that work with traditional fishing communities and support working waterfront 


communities. 


 


We want to keep those seafood processing and distributors alive and well in terms of the 


communities that they work.  This aquaculture development also supports healthy aquatic 


ecosystems.  We want to develop a sense for aquaculture that is valued by the public.  The public 


has gotten a lot of misinformation in the media that builds on a long history of negativity towards 


aquaculture.   


 


We want to turn this around and be able to show that aquaculture is compatible with seafood 


production, it is compatible with fisheries and it is compatible with the environment.  I thank 


Chris for bringing the policy opportunity to help contribute to the development of the policy for 


the interactions between essential fish habitats and marine aquaculture. 


 


To tell you where it is at; we kind of consider it is just the first draft is complete.  These are the 


folks that have contributed it, Chris and James Morris Mark Turano from North Carolina Sea 


Grant, Carol Price from NOAA NOS, myself, Todd Kellison from National Marine Fisheries 


Service and Jessica Beck from the National Marine Fisheries Service.   


 


We have a whole suite and outlined list of reviewers that have contributed comments since, and 


we have to incorporate some of those comments.  It is still in the track changes phase and it 


needs additional review and clearance by someone from NOAA.  Our goal was to synthesize the 
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current state of knowledge and provide managers with a better understanding of the environment 


interactions with marine aquaculture. 


 


We know that we can’t in just a few pages provide a comprehensive compendium of all 


aquaculture knowledge and research, but we wanted to give you at least an introduction.  


Aquaculture, let me just define it as we did in the policy.  We defined it as the propagation and 


rearing of aquatic organisms for commercial, recreational and pubic purposes. 


 


Aquaculture encompasses a lot of different species and a lot of different types of production.  


Aquaculture is farming, but it is also fishing.  This is based on legal opinion by NOAA General 


Counsel.  General Counsel says that fishing – under Magnuson-Stevens, fishing includes 


activities and operations related to taking, catching, and harvesting of fish. 


 


I should say that this definition of aquaculture is fishing has been held up in a couple of court 


opinions, specifically in Hawaii, so it has been challenged.  What I want to do is just introduce 


you to some types of aquaculture.  Here we see an example of aquaculture for food production; 


this would be striped bass production. 


 


Then we have ornamental production.  A lot of people think of ornamentals as just having one or 


two fish in an aquarium; but when you get into aquaculture, this is intensive production, 


production of thousands and thousands of fish in tanks or ponds or in net pens.  This is 


production of fish for fishing bait.   


 


I tried to pick species that were out of the typical ordinary, so University of Miami right now is 


working on production of bigeye scad or goggle eye as fishing bait.  Myself, I worked at Harbor 


Branch Oceanographic Institution, and so aquaculture is certainly production of natural products 


and culture of organisms for pharmaceutical or drug applications. 


 


I should add I didn’t include a slide, but it also includes like algae for bio-fuels.  Aquaculture is 


stock enhancement; so replenishment, replacement of stocks; and again I tried to pick species 


that were kind of out of the ordinary.  This is a Florida fighting conch in a stock enhancement 


project that we worked on a number of years ago in South Florida. 


 


It is also your traditional stock enhancement that people think of in terms of finfish.  Here is 


snook, a stock enhancement from marine lab.  I will add that our policy was developed and it 


does not specifically address habitat issues related to stock enhancement.  It would become too 


comprehensive of a document. 


 


The environmental impacts vary with farm operation, and we developed this document with 


consideration of all different type of farm operations.  One of the things that we should talk about 


today is should we just talk about the types of operations that would occur in the waters that you 


have jurisdiction over – that the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council has jurisdiction 


over or should we include all aquaculture operations within the region; so from pond culture to 


offshore net pens to land-based tank production systems.   


 


Then the environmental impacts vary with species and trophic level.  I had some projects years 


ago that I worked on sponge development in the Bahamas.  That is a pretty low trophic level.  It  
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requires no feed in terms of it is a nice candidate species.  Then you have species like grouper 


and cobia that would be a much higher trophic level and require much more inputs.   


 


The next few slides are just on the environmental impacts assessment of offshore marine 


aquaculture, and this is what we kind of envisioned as our future of our offshore finfish culture 


industry in the nation.  Impacts to water quality; what we have seen thus far with demonstration 


projects in the limited industry that has developed is that the water quality impacts are generally 


specific to within the cage and the neighboring waters adjacent to the cage out to say 30 meters.   


 


Beyond 30 meters, beyond the cage, we see very little impact of decreased water quality around 


these net pens.  Now these net pen operations have to be sited in areas that have good flow, good 


tidal exchange, good current, and it is really all about proper siting.  The case of salmon 


production in the seventies and eighties; that was just poor siting where they had big pollution 


effects.   


 


What we see is that the nutrients like nitrogen and phosphorous is assimilated very quickly by 


the offshore phytoplankton communities.  While there have been a few publications on the 


linkages or connections between utrification and harmful algal blooms, it really hasn’t been 


substantiated.   


 


When we look at the impacts of offshore aquaculture, the place where we really measure it is in 


the benthic chemistry; and specifically what we’re looking at is the total carbon in the sediments.   


We look at sulfides, hydrogen sulfide production and redox or the oxygen that is in the sediment.  


Are the sediments still aerobic or are they going anaerobic or without oxygen?   


 


In terms of marine life, what we typically look at for impacts is the diversity of benthic infauna, 


polychaetes and worms.  Is there a great diversity of those polychaetes and worms or in areas 


that are impacted where it has gone anaerobic, is marine life absent?  For offshore net pens and 


operations, we rarely see effects out beyond 100 meters from the net pen.   


 


The next two areas are fish.  What we found really interesting about offshore aquaculture 


operations is the fact that these actually act as fish-attracting devices.  They actually serve as 


habitat and bring in fish to these net pen operations.  In fact, in the Bahamas there is a large net 


pen operation that now is a tourist attraction, because divers go specifically to the net pen so they 


can see the fish and the sharks that congregate around the net pen and the cage operations.   


 


Fish consume approximately 27 to 80 percent of the organic waste.  The feed that isn’t being 


eaten or any waste that is coming out of the net pen itself is being consumed by the fish that 


congregate at the bottom, at the base of the cage or around the cage.  The cages certainly provide 


food and shelter.  There are definitely issues with protected species, and these are things that 


have to be discussed and worked out in a regulatory framework; marine mammals, sharks, sea 


turtles and birds.   


 


In terms of chemicals, there are not a tremendous amount of chemicals that are used in offshore 


aquaculture, specifically because they are not allowed.  The regulations are very strict.  I’ll give 


you an example.  Increasingly net pens are made out of copper and other metal-based products 


that are anti-valence, and so there is some concern about buildup in the sediments related to that.   
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In terms of antibiotics, in the entire United States there are only three approved antibiotics for 


marine aquaculture, and in the region for the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s 


jurisdiction there are no approved antibiotics for the use in marine aquaculture.  There is a lot of 


concern about antibiotics, but the truth is right now they are not allowed.  We cannot have 


concern about things if it is not permitted.   


 


Therapeutics; the only two therapeutics that are available are hydrogen peroxide and formalin.  


Then, like I said, there is some concern about copper and zinc accumulation in benthic 


sediments.  I just want to show you how good husbandry, change in best management practices 


can affect aquaculture.   


 


Here you see heavy antibiotic use in the eighties and early nineties for the salmon industry.  


Since 1995 through today, antibiotics are only used in about 5 percent in the global salmon 


industry.  They have been able to not have to use those antibiotics because of good breeding, 


good husbandry, good best management practices.   


 


Then one of the last points I wanted to point out was there are a lot of questions about fish meal 


and proteins and aqua feeds.  NOAA and the U.S. Department of Agriculture has spent millions 


of dollars and had extensive projects to deal with the aqua feeds issue.  Specifically this is a 


broad partnership across federal agencies, NOAA, USDA, FDA, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.   


 


The results of this product was a publication in 2011, the future of aqua feeds.  They had 20 


findings where they studied seven case studies and they looked at what is the future of aqua 


feeds.  What they found is that there is no requirement for any marine fish species to have fish 


meal or fish products as components in their feeds.  We can grow fish on completely alternative 


protein sources, so there is no requirement for these fish. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Such as? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Such as soy or corn; a combination of those products.  We can also do it on 


byproducts from poultry and the poultry industry and that type of thing.  Tyson right now is 


investing tremendous amounts of investment capital into aquaculture feeds, because they have 


products coming out of their poultry processing facilities. 


 


The other thing I should point out is that since 2005, the use of aquaculture fish meal is going 


down.  This is something recently that I came upon and it didn’t make it in the first draft of the 


document.  This came out of NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Services Office of Aquaculture.  


The fact is that this research is now – the results are now making their way into feed plants and 


feed manufacturing companies; and so recognizing that there are alternative protein sources that 


can go into these feeds.  I should say the soy industry has had a large part in putting soy products 


into aquaculture feeds.   


 


The question is what happens if you feed carnivorous diets with no animal meals.  There are 


dozens of these papers now that have come out; but what you have to note is look at the dates of 


publication.  They are only within the last three, four, five years that this alternative feeds work 


has come out.   
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If you look at some of these species like cobia, Florida pompano, these are high trophic-level 


species that are able to eat and consume vegetable proteins.  Offshore aquaculture really requires 


cooperation between the research community, coastal communities, farm owners and operators 


and coastal managers and regulators.  That is what I have to share with you.  I would love to talk 


about the policy with you.  Thanks. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Any questions for Ken? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I just have a comment.  I read over the policies before I came.  In the overview 


section, you have these different topics in there; and then at the end of each topic there are some 


pretty specific recommendations kind of.  Then there is the separate policy section at the end, but 


those recommendations are not carried over into the policy section.  I just thought it might make 


it stronger if you pulled that from the text and kind of reiterated it at the end. 


 


MR. RILEY:  We’ll do that. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Because it’s some strong statements, so it might be effective to have those in the 


policy section. 


 


MR. RILEY:  Have them online.  Yes, absolutely that is great. 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  Ken, this is not really a direct policy question, just more on the information.  


You talked about the increase of the marine aquaculture.  How does that compare to freshwater 


aquaculture; or did you include all those numbers in your data?  Is there a separation between – 


is there a significant difference between mariculture and freshwater aquaculture, the growth? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Well, the lines are becoming very gray.  That was one of the challenges I had 


when we were all working to develop this document.  We developed in the context of 


aquaculture within the coastal zone.  Maybe for the management council it should be more 


specific to their areas of jurisdiction, but we considered all types of aquaculture that would affect 


essential fish habitat within the coastal zone.  In Southern Mississippi that includes catfish 


culture and southern Florida that includes a lot of ornamental fish ponds and things. 


 


MR. STREET:  You mentioned as a question early on the scope of the policy.  Has that been 


decided already or is that an issue that we need to take up; that is, whether it is just strictly South 


Atlantic Council managed species or anything that may affect those species or anything in the 


South Atlantic coastal and offshore area. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I believe the policy should come into the shore.  Habitat issues, whether they are 


in federal waters, state waters, or on land that affect habitat usage and the health of marine 


fisheries I think is fair game.  I see no reason to draw a line. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  This is building from a pre-existing policy, and I think the intent is that it 


cover all the array of essential fish habitat for a managed species; so the intent is that it does go 


into pelagic and benthic habitats as far as they extend through the system.  It would include both 


inshore and offshore and nearshore habitats.   
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At least that is the way it was originally drafted and this is carrying on.  Remember, this is 


coming out of this group.  If there is any concern over that, that is something that needs to be 


raised, but I think the intent is that it captures the mandates on the conservation of essential fish 


habitat, which extends throughout all the areas. 


 


MR. STREET:  Well, I would agree that it should be a broad policy, but I think that we need to 


state it then specifically.  Also if there are things that should not be included, then we should say 


that as well.  But we need to be specific as to the intent of the policy is insofar as its geographic, 


biological, environmental scope. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, I agree, nothing makes a boundary more clear than to describe the 


boundary both from the inside and from the outside.  Yes, I think that is a great thing to do. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  Growth hormones; it is just a matter of time I’m sure before these fish farmers 


will be using growth hormones to get their product to market quicker.  The thing that bothers me 


right now, you mentioned Tyson, and I know they’re using it in their chickens.  I don’t know 


whether that chicken poop ends up in the fish meal that we’re feeding the whatevers, but we are 


going to create a super fish around the pens. 


 


MR. RILEY:  That is a great comment.  All I can say is if we’re using bone meal or feather meal, 


which is the product that they are using in fish meal.  That is a great comment.  Right now 


growth hormones are not allowed in any aspect of aquaculture. 


 


MS. DEATON:  It might be hidden, like it might look like it doesn’t have the growth hormones, 


but through that trickle-down it could be there, as well as the antibiotics, I was thinking.  But my 


question was where do they have these offshore net pens or any kind of offshore aquaculture in 


the southeast now?  You said somewhere in Florida.  Are there any or – 


 


MR. RILEY:  In the southeast we currently don’t have any offshore aquaculture.  Florida has 


developed the most comprehensive state plan for offshore aquaculture, so the state of Florida has 


developed an offshore aquaculture development plan, but we don’t have any aquaculture here.  I 


guess the most extent of any offshore aquaculture would be oyster culture that is rapidly 


developing. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Do you think that they could do something like that in the Atlantic; or because 


of the waves, is it too high energy? 


 


MR. RILEY:  If you can imagine, for instance, in Australia and New Zealand they are doing 


these net pens and operations in seas that have 4 to 5 meters of height, so that is 20 foot seas.  


We can certainly – the engineering and technology is there where we can deploy the operations 


for that type of thing. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Would that be the contingency plan for when hurricanes come through like in 


2004?  In 2004 we had five hurricanes in Florida’s Gulf Coast come in five weeks.  That is a 


contingency that engineering is going to help when you have acres and acres of net pens. 


 


MR. RILEY:  Well, it depends on the technology employed.  We’ve had offshore net pens that 


are submerged, and so they are 20 feet below the surface and below the wave impacts.  We’ve 
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had direct impacts to demonstration sites, snapper farm in Culebra, Puerto Rico, that has had two 


or three hurricanes that passed directly overhead – I believe they were Category 2 storms – with  


no impact to the operation.  Those were completely submerged operations.  Mussel farms could 


be equally submerged.  It is an application of the correct technology.  I was there in 2004 and 


2005.  I lost all my aquaculture facilities at Harbor Branch, so I can attest to the damage of 


hurricanes. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  Maybe there should be some kind of bonding capacity to help with cleanup if one 


of these things goes awry; is it in here? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Yes sir; in the policy we had a statement that stated that – I’d have to find it 


exactly.  It says permittees must have adequate resources legally committed to ensure proper 


decommissioning of obsolete or storm-damaged facilities.  It is the last page before the 


references. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I just went over it before I got here, and the one comment I have is it is all full 


of the negatives, the potential impacts, but if the council’s position is we support aquaculture if 


done properly, so that it can offset direct harvest impacts; I think that should be in here, too, 


something to that effect that we support sustainable, properly managed aquaculture. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, some kind of bottom line executive summary abstract kind of thing I think 


would be a good inclusion.  I don’t know if we read or remember the original aquaculture policy.  


My recollection of it is it was pretty dour on aquaculture.  I think maybe some of that original 


tone might still be in the newer one, but certainly if this is not 180 degree turn it is 150 degree 


turn maybe from the bottom line message of the old one.  Chris probably put more time into 


thinking about that than anybody else. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  Yes, I think this way we pretty much threw the old one out and started over. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  I apologize to any engineers in here, but I don’t think much of them, and I’ve 


had a lot of experience.  That is not a prejudice.  It is just a habit of humans and engineers to 


figure we can engineer and there is an engineering solution to everything.  I live in Jensen Beach; 


I’ve been through three incredibly strong hurricanes in the last ten years of so now. 


 


I’ve watched the storms rip all the algae, the invasive algae, the caulerpa algae off of reefs in 


120, 130 feet of water.  I watched the last – I watched Sandy take all this dune restoration sand 


from the beach and move it a mile and a half offshore on top of a reef in 60 feet of water, 


millions of acres of sediment.  I just find it almost impossible to believe that you can engineer a 


cage to hold fish that can withstand a 25-foot swell at a 20 something second interval that goes 


on for days.  As a point of policy I think that, absolutely, Mike is right; we need a strong bond 


and there needs to be not just how you’re going to get the gear out of there once it’s damaged; 


what are you going to do when you’ve genetically contaminated the wild populations or 


whatever else?  I think we need to be really rigorous on that.  Not to poo-poo aquaculture, 


because we’re going to have to go there, but we don’t need to have what happened here what 


happened in Chili with an earthquake. 


 


MR. STREET:  You need to remember that lionfish came from aquaculture. 
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AP MEMBER:  I guess that comes under unintended consequences. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I have a couple of questions.  You mentioned that it became necessary to get a 


legal opinion that aquaculture constitutes fishing.  Why was that necessary to have a legal 


opinion? 


 


MR. RILEY:  I will say I didn’t get the legal opinion for this document.  That legal opinion was 


for an operation of almaco jack being cultured off of Kona, Hawaii.  It is an operation that is 


sited and they have numerous net pens, a very successful operation.  Some of the environmental 


groups have continuously sued and tried to find ways to stop aquaculture development. 


 


That provided an impetus for defining that aquaculture is fishing.  I’ll also add that aquaculture is 


defined as fishing in the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Plan.  That gave them the 


authorization to manage it within the context of a fishery management plan.   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I’ll make a comment about that.  As this discussion has occurred through the 


council’s deliberation over time, the Gulf Council had stepped forward the activity and 


management directly through the fishery management created a framework aquaculture plan, 


with the idea that it could be managed through the council efforts in the Gulf of Mexico. 


 


The South Atlantic has fallen back to this policy and really hasn’t taken that step to endorse it as 


integrated into the individual plans; but the council could proceed with that similar type of effort 


to ensure that it is in the context.  If there is a legal opinion that specifically identifies it; that is 


an option that the council could endorse in the future if they would want to go down that road. 


 


One thing that was stated; there was this uncertainty about the ability to manage that way.  The 


South Atlantic had already had an aquaculture for live rock.  There is a federal permitting for an 


aquaculture program under the council’s purview already.  The policy is there if the council 


wants to proceed in the future in a similar method as the Gulf. 


 


At this point, this may provide more contexts about where aquaculture can go in the South 


Atlantic Region; but I wouldn’t go as far as saying the council has wholeheartedly endorsed and  


saying aquaculture is going to happen definitely.  I think we’re walking between that.  It is 


intentional, because the directive was conservation of habitat as being a priority in all this 


process; and then as that unfolds policies and other opportunities for management can arise if the 


council decides that is the way they want to control it or be able to be involved directly in the 


process.  Right now it is giving the context and doing things like you just discussed on bonding 


and different things.  It was trying to get those in the queue early and discussion.  If anything   


really went more formally in there, of course, that would have to be a lot more significant in 


terms of really getting that.  Then the lawyers really would come out. 


 


MR. STREET:  Yes, just a couple of specific questions relative to Ken’s presentation.  You 


talked about most of the environmental effects were from feed and water quality and all are 


dissipated after about 30 meters.  We have to remember that 30 meters; if it is a pen, is a volume 


metric distance.  It is not just in a single plane.   


 


If you have a pen that is in one acre; the total affected area is far more than one acre.  If you have 


a cube or a sphere, it is far more than just the size of the cube or sphere.  Then my question is are 
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we willing to accept for the benefits that will be derived the negative impacts on that additional 


area, which is a buffer zone of some sort?   


 


If you get into then the issues of hormones and things like that and the noted attractiveness of the 


area outside of the container are important or popular, for want of a better term, feeding areas for 


wild stocks; those wild stocks go off in various places, and they could well spread predators, 


hormones, and other things in their reproduction.   


 


Because of the council, are we willing to accept the near distance and potentially longer distance 


degradation that may result?  Again, that is a negative viewpoint, I recognize that, but has this 


been significantly analyzed, plusses and minuses to be able to say that, yes, it is an acceptable 


tradeoff because those negative impacts are being addressed, are being reduced compared to the 


salmon issue from 15 or 20 years ago and things like that?   


 


I saw a film within the last month or so of aquaculture in Turkey.  It was in the Mediterranean 


side, not the Black Sea; but there were pens, raceways; there were onshore ponds, just the whole 


thing within a fairly small area.  It was very positive on it; but I don’t know.  I’m asking for 


where do we want to go? 


 


MR. RILEY:  I’ll just say that in terms of the salmon net pen operations; the zone of influence is 


generally about 10 meters out form the net pens, and that is about 20 net pens.  It is a pretty 


sizable operation.  If you look in the upper right-hand picture there, 20 meters out from that cage 


operation in terms of a regulatory compliance with Maine Department of Natural Resources, 


Washington Department of Natural Resources; that is their considered zone of influence, so it is 


the entire grouping of cages and net pen operations.  It is the entire group or set of net pens at 


that distance out from the operation.   


 


(Question asked off the record) 


 


MR. RILEY:  I’m sorry, I’m not sure of the exact area.  I was just there in January, so I should 


know, but I am sorry I don’t know.  They are actually the ones – Maine Department of Natural 


Resources is actually giving us guidance on video surveillance, benthic monitoring, water quality 


monitoring for some of our monitoring guidelines. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  I just want to reiterate we have to trust the people that they’re going to site these 


in a proper way.  That is the key component that Ken is talking about.  The second thing has to 


do with this continued hysteria about hormones.  Let’s talk about the relative amount.  Let’s say 


that we have 100 of these round spheres in the Gulf Stream. 


 


We’re actually going to feed them chicken hormones, which we’re not probably; we’re going to 


give them soy; but relative to the amount of hormones that are being flushed down from Raleigh 


in our estuaries, it is a tiny fraction.  In the Gulf Stream we have this dilution effect.  I think we 


have to look at each farm individually, with each of the potential problems and make sure that 


each hoop is jumped through by each farm for the regulatory people that are doing it.  Our job is 


to give guidance overall to that regulatory group.  We can all come up with bad scenarios, but I 


think our job is to provide an overview and a positive overview, knowing full well that we know 


all about what might happen.  I’ll leave it at that. 
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MR. WILBER:  I think that is a good point.  We have to kind of remind ourselves of the context 


within which an aquaculture venture would be permitted.  I don’t really know the answer to this 


question, but if someone wanted to do an aquaculture cage farm today in federal waters off the 


coast of North Carolina, Georgia or South Carolina; whom do they submit their permit 


application to?  I don’t know.  Does anybody know what the answer is to that? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I’d say the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  That would be the permitting 


authority over that action. 


 


MR. RILEY:  I’ll show you the next slide, which I kind of saved it there.  These are the permits 


that are required for offshore aquaculture in the Gulf of Mexico.  This is our first attempt to map 


out the framework for the permits.  I should say I work for the National Ocean Service, and 


NOAA Fisheries, NMFS, is the lead permitting agency for the Gulf of Mexico. 


 


We’re trying to figure out where our science contributes to their regulatory authority; but at the 


top there you see offshore aquaculture permit would be NOAA Fisheries.  Army Corps of 


Engineers would be construction permit, Section 10.  Going down to the lower left, anchoring 


and mooring structure permits, the Army Corps.   


 


I just had a meeting last week with BOEM, who said that they also have a permit if you are 


going to be anchoring into the sediment.  If you are going to co-site in the Gulf of Mexico with 


offshore aquaculture and energy production – I guess in the South Atlantic that could be wind 


energy – you are going to need permitting from BOEM and BSEE.  Then EPA is going to give 


you MPDS permits and ocean discharge permits.  Then NMFS and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 


Service are going to certainly be looking at your marine mammal protection and endangered 


species. 


 


MR. WILBER:  This is a great slide.  Looking at this slide, if each agency takes a very strict 


view of what its regulatory authority is; the only two boxes there that would cover impacts to 


habitat and impacts to critters would be the permit for offshore aquaculture from NOAA, and the 


marine mammal protection stuff, which would be a mishmash of the Fishery Service and the Fish 


and Wildlife Service, although I think it would be mostly the Fishery Service given the distance 


from shore. 


 


The Corps is not going to entertain environmental concerns in a Section 10 permit application.  


BOEM is really not going to be that concerned about environmental impacts beyond the physical 


anchoring – I mean if you kind of use what they’re doing now and wind energy as an example.  


How much experience does NOAA have in processing these permit applications? 


 


MR. RILEY:  I think they’re learning fast.  For the Gulf of Mexico, we are anticipating receiving 


permit applications in late 2014.  That is just receiving.  I cannot comment on the review process 


and duration. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so this aquaculture policy from the council would largely serve as a 


checklist of really important considerations; that we would want all of these boxes, especially 


NOAA Fisheries, because it is doing both the aquaculture permit and the Marine Mammal 


Protection and Endangered Species Act consultation; to go through that checklist of really 


important issues to make sure that they were adequately considered in the processing of that 
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permit application.  We’re not really trying to presuppose the outcome of that assessment 


through the policy.  We are just identifying the really important issues the assessment should 


cover. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Shouldn’t the Coast Guard also be listed on there for navigational issues, like 


your very first slide?  I dove on fish cages in Hawaii, and those were like 80 feet down, but your 


first slide has it above the surface.   


 


MR. RILEY:  Absolutely. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  You may want to add that to your matrix. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Kenneth, my apologies; I’m not sure that that is going to work out after the 


legislative battles on who has turf or territory, because I thought the Corps would have more say 


than Ken’s chart up here does.  I don’t know; but if we’re making decisions relying on this as our 


–  go ahead, Roger. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I would make a comment real quick.  What this is mapping is connected to 


activities in the Gulf that are just starting.  Really, I think it pretty much under plays is that whole 


first box, which is the council’s management and permitting connected to FMPs.  That is a lot 


more complex I think than what we’re doing. 


 


In the South Atlantic, the council has just established this to provide these kinds of scopes.  If 


they wanted to go forward with having full control over that, that decision and the development 


process would have to be adopted.  This is a model for the Gulf of Mexico right now, and I think 


Pace is right or your comment is right about the Corps having more influence. 


 


I think under the one umbrella the whole EFH and requirements is also embedded under the FMP 


side that is captured by that permit.  It is connected to it there versus a lot of the other 


coordination that I think are being identified.  I think as Pace indicted, though, in this case it 


would be the management policies that the council is developing.  In our case we have kind of 


packaged those.   


 


Those would be influencing at least hopefully a lot of the other activities that are shown under 


here.  I think there still has – and I was just talking to our council chair of the habitat group, that 


the South Atlantic Council has not endorsed actually moving forward with full permitting 


through the council level.  They would have to do that for this to kind of really connect in or 


expand or be functional.  Right now the guidance is on looking at what the implications are 


wherever it’s coming from.  Then that type of decision could come further.  I guess this is going 


to sort out some of these jurisdictions beyond what the interactions are right now. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I was just going to say I think the Corps – I mean, I don’t understand why the 


Corps would not pass on any application they received to NMFS to review and the same with 


EPA to whatever state water quality agency there is.  In North Carolina what is happening is that 


even on just inshore oyster restoration they are adapting.   


 


When they start to see activities, they will add it into their process.  Now even for our culture 


planning that we’ve done for decades, we have to get a Corps permit, because they want to make 
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sure everybody else has to get a Corps permit, because we are getting a lot of nonprofits doing 


activities.  I think as the activities occur, they are going to make sure people review it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The difficulty I think sometimes is each one of those agencies that is listed up 


there evolves over time with how it views its own set of responsibilities and how it executes 


them.  The Corps in particular, if you look over a large enough time period, you can find them 


exercising all kinds of authorities that are strictly outside a Section 10 permit inside a Section 10 


permitting process. 


 


You can find differences between one Corps district and another as to how willing they are to go 


outside those strict boundaries.  My bias at this moment in time is I am now suffering from the 


Corps, particularly the Jacksonville district going on a very restrictive approach.  They are doing 


less under Section 10 today than they did a year ago.   


 


They were doing less a year ago than they were doing four years ago on pipelines and 


transmission lines that go through deepwater corals and things like that.  Even to the point where 


they say if the boat itself is not going to be a hindrance to navigation while it is putting the cable 


on the ground, they don’t need a permit from the Corps to lay a cable through deepwater corals 


out in federal waters. 


 


Everything is a little kind of squishy here.  The other point that Anne mentioned that I think is 


really good, and Roger mentioned as well, is that this is sort of the federal view of permitting 


captured in this slide.  It doesn’t have the state view of permitting.  The importance of the state 


view of the permitting is going to depend on how close it is to that magic line and how credible 


you can say the impacts are going to move into state waters. 


 


Then the other issue related to that is this is the Gulf of Mexico.  Their state waters are at least 


three times as far offshore, up to four times as far offshore as what we consider to be state waters 


here on the Atlantic Coast.  It is a sort of a different kind of world out there.  I think this slide is 


an excellent springboard to understand the context of the discussion. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Just a comment; looking at this thing here; if I’m a private investor and I want to 


build one of these farms and I take it to the bank, they are going to look at that and want to know 


what the cost benefit ratio is for this operation; and when are we going to make a profit, when are 


we going to start?  I might be dead and gone by the time my permit gets approved. 


 


Then, when it is up and running, I am just trying to imagine the pounds to finished product you 


are going to come up with for the money you’ve got to put into it for a private business.  Now I 


know the government can do it, because cost/benefit ratio is something they don’t really have to 


seemingly bother with. 


 


The other thing has anyone looked at Google Earth lately at the southeast coast of China and 


seen these pens along the shore; just massive on all of the coast there.  They are raising fish.  I 


wonder; you know, you go into any supermarket here; a lot of what you see if from Southeast 


Asia and China.    


 


I’ve often wondered how our Food and Drug Administration is keeping up with the content of 


pathogens and antibiotics in the fish that they raise.  I’m not so much worried about what we 







Habitat AP Meeting 
                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                                                                                         May 7, 2013 
 


22 


 


might raise or what we’re raising.  I don’t know; it is just probably outside of the scope of what 


we’re doing here, but just a comment.  Thank you. 


 


MR. STREET:  Relative to a comment that Ken made; in reviewing and looking at one project 


and another project and another project, yes, each one needs to be reviewed, but you also need to 


look at direct, indirect and cumulative impacts.  If you have one here and ten miles away you 


have another, you are not going to worry about cumulative impacts. 


 


But if you have one here, one another half mile, one another half mile, one another half mile; 


then, yes, you are going to have cumulative impacts.  This is something that needs to be built 


into the system at the beginning, because the issue of cumulative impacts is very difficult, but it 


is also very, very, very real. 


 


MR. WILBER:  We need to put a bow on this.  I can kind of see two things.  We can go through 


the page that has the policy recommendations and just kind of quickly go through, collect any 


comments on those – I believe there are nine on that page – pass that off to Chris and he can mull 


those over in the second draft.   


 


We can do that now or we can take a quick break and then come back and do that after the break.  


I’ve heard one voice for a break.  All right, so we’ll break for 15 minutes and then come back 


and then go through that list of the policy recommendations.  Thank you. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Roger is going to put up the page that has the policy statements.  It was noted 


already that there are some other policy statement stuff earlier in the document, so we will 


eventually move all those into this section as well.  I guess we’ll just start with Number 1 and go 


to Number 9.   


 


All right, council strongly supports through public review an effective regulation of marine 


aquaculture activities in the South Atlantic EEZ.  South Atlantic fisheries are dependent upon 


healthy habitat already impacted from many anthropogenic activities’ sources, so marine 


aquaculture must be ecologically as well as economically sustainable.  I guess the key parts of 


that statement; we strongly support the public review and effective regulation of aquaculture and 


it must be ecologically as well as economically sustainable.  Does that give anybody any gas? 


 


All right, Number 2; permits should be for at least a 10-year duration with annual reporting 


requirements and a five year comprehensive operational review with the option for revoking at 


any time in the event there is no prolonged activity or there are documented adverse impacts to 


marine resources.  Apparently there is a comment there about the sentence.   


 


Given the changes underway in coastal ecosystems in response to storm events, rising seas and 


introduced species, such a cyclical review is essential.  Does anyone have any issues with that?  


Seeing none; wow, you guys are going fast.  The council approves use of drugs, biologics and 


other chemicals approved by the FDA, EPA, USDA or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 


specifically for the use in offshore open water or net pen aquaculture.   


 


MS. DEATON:  Does that exist; like to they have that list now or is it to be developed? 


 


MR. RILEY:  It is in the appendices; your list is. 
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MR. STREET:  Do they actually apply any of these chemicals in the pens or in the feed that they 


give them, or is it when they are in the nursery before they are stocked?  Whole garlic; do they 


rub the fish with the garlic or what?  I don’t know how this stuff works.  That is why I’m asking. 


 


MR. RILEY:  In terms of approved; hydrogen peroxide and maybe to a little extent formalin is 


applied on the vessel, and they will pass animals through a bath on a vessel for offshore. 


 


MR. STREET:  Before they stock them? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Similarly, or in the middle of production, they will do a harvest, a partial harvest 


and they will do a bath.  It will be a bath treatment.  Similarly if you had oysters, and let’s say 


they had some other fouling organism and you wanted to clean your oysters; you might pass your 


oysters through a brine solution, a really strong salt solution.   


 


That is a typical treatment that you would pass them through a bath that was a ship-based bath.  


Under the investigational new drug is Slice, which is a feed additive that is approved only for 


experimental purposes.  It is an FDA permit that is held and then assigned by the U.S. Fish and 


Wildlife Service.  Slice is a feed additive for sea lice control.  Sea lice is a small crustacean that 


would infect offshore finfish.  But it is technically not an approved drug; it is an investigational 


new drug. 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  Ken, you just mentioned the Service approved the drug for sea lice?  Could 


you say that again, because I can’t imagine how involved the Service would be for an approval 


of a drug for an offshore project unless it had something to do with migratory birds?  I think you 


said Fish and Wildlife Service approved the drug or got approval. 


 


MR. RILEY:  For all investigational new drugs, FDA transfers or has permitted U.S. Fish and 


Wildlife Service to accept experimental protocols and distribute limited use permits for 


investigational research.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service does not permit drugs.  The Food 


and Drug Administration does all of the permitting for drugs.  Farmers would operate under the 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s permit.  Does that clarify?  I’m sorry; it is a complicated 


process. 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  Well, I was just not familiar with or had not been involved with the Fish and 


Wildlife Service doing those activities, especially for offshore waters, and that’s fine.  But I did 


have one comment on maybe a potential word change.  Instead of “or”, I would put “and” up 


there.  It has to be approved by all those agencies for use in offshore open water or net pen 


aquaculture. 


 


MR. WILBER:  But what if an agency is silent on the topic? 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  That’s a good question.  I would think that if we were requested for a 


comment, we would comment on it.  We may say we have no comment or have no objection to 


it, but we would not be silent, per se.  We wouldn’t just ignore it.  Perhaps “and/or”; the way it 


reads that you can just get one of those approval; you may have another person that – or EPA 


may approve it but USDA may not approve it, and that gives them the right to use that.  But if 


you put “and” or “and/or”. 
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MR. RILEY:  There are no dual regulations of any of these products.  This is in the appendices, 


and maybe it shouldn’t be in the appendices; but the U.S. Food and Drug Administration 


regulates the use of animal drugs and animal feed.  The EPA regulates disinfectants, sanitizers 


and aquatic treatments solely for the control of algae, bacteria slime and pest control.   


 


The USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service regulate veterinary biologics, including 


vaccines, bacterins, antisera, diagnostic kits and other products of biological origin.  Those are 


your three managing agencies.  They have discreetly partitioned all their regulatory authority.  


 


MS. WENDT:  Unless the council has their own toxicologists that they consult with, I’m not sure 


the council should be in the business of approving these drugs and chemicals over which other 


agencies have jurisdiction.  I would suggest that the council just defer to these other agencies 


rather than say they approve of these drugs unless they have some independent way of reviewing 


their use themselves in a scientific way. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I think we should leave it open a little bit, because sometimes issues come up; 


not necessarily from our experts, but from other experts who might be on the panel who aren’t 


here that might have an issue with a future ingredient.  I think we should leave it at least a little 


bit open that we can make further comments if the list changes or on this list. 


 


MR. STREET:  How about the council accepts use of drugs, biologics and other chemicals as 


approved by the FDA and/or EPA and/or USDA specifically for use, because Fish and Wildlife 


Service is not an approving agency nor is NOAA, but those three are the ones that are charged 


legally with authority. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think that will work.  What he is saying is put the “and” before USDA and 


delete the Fish and Wildlife Service, or “or”? 


 


MR. STREET:  Well, approved by the FDA, and/or EPA and/or USDA, because they each have 


the groups that they have authority over.  Then delete the last “and/or” specifically for use in 


offshore open water or a net pen aquaculture.  Now, those are the only two classifications of 


culture with which the council is going to be specifically concerned in; and that is offshore open 


water or net pen, because the council’s authority is only from three miles out; or are we taking it 


more broadly.  If that is the case, then the open water or net pen culture may not be appropriate if 


we want to have a more broad context? 


 


MR. WILBER:  That is an excellent point.  What I would propose then is that we delete 


everything from offshore to pen.     


 


MR. STREET:  If we don’t want to restrict it that way, it would end after USDA. 


 


MR. WILBER:  That would work, too.  Well, it is less words if we just delete everything after 


USDA.  The fact that the statement is inside an aquaculture policy implies that the statement is in 


fact relevant to aquaculture.  That will work. 


 


MR. STREET:  Or another one could be added somewhere that provides for state concerns, 


policies, and plans.  What the group has to say on that – that is a new issue really. 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  I think it is clear that the group or at least the intent is to cover all the aspects 


so that you address all the implications for EFH across both offshore as well as inshore.  This 


was specifically trying to capture the implications of use of these types of drugs, et cetera, in 


offshore areas; so either a tandem or elimination either avenue would accomplish.  What would 


be more useful to the state partners is to have it very specific or just keep it this, and then it 


covers it all. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I would keep it general, because you don’t know what is going to develop in 


terms of aquaculture in Pamlico Sound, Indian River Lagoon, inside waters.  That would be my 


thought, general.  


 


MS. WENDT:  If you read it as you’ve edited it now, what does it say?  The council accepts use 


of drugs approved by these agencies. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Correct. 


 


MS. WENDT:  For what?  It is sort of a general statement that doesn’t go anywhere if you just 


read it.  I mean, we’re picking it apart. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, we can add in aquaculture or for aquaculture to the statement. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Yes, now you’re saying that the council accepts these drugs.  Are we ready to 


move on to Number 4? 


 


MR. MIKEL:  No, I still think it is too broad; growth hormones have been okayed by USDA.  


This certainly is a loophole for them to start using growth hormones.  I just don’t think we need 


to introduce that into our oceans.  In the old days we used to dump our garbage and everything 


else in there, and we’ve cleaned up a lot of that. 


 


Now all of a sudden we’re putting wind farms and fish farms and God knows what else in the 


ocean, and I think we are going to create a monster.  I mean all we’ve got to do is look at the 


younger generation there, and they reach puberty at 9 and 10 and not 16 and 17. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’ll have to defer to Ken, but the way that is written now; would growth 


hormones be included? 


 


MR. RILEY:  If one of those agencies approved that at some future point, then it probably 


would. 


 


MR. WILBER:  That is because of the word either drugs or biologics? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Well, it is a hormone so that is a biologic.  I have attached in the appendices the 


current drugs, and there are not hormones except for hormones for spawning reproduction. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  I understand that, but we are doing a policy paper and we’re getting ready to say, 


oh, yes, well, we can do that if USDA approves it. 
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AP MEMBER:  How about if we put in something that the council reserves the right to – some  


disclaimer that would allow if some new evidence or something came up that we needed to act 


on to get us out? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  One of the other tact you could take is specifically identify which ones are 


allowable now, which is a very short list, and then review of other will be subsequent.  You’re 


talking about some very basic types of things from brine to peroxide to simple types of – in the 


South Atlantic Region, right?  Is that correct? 


 


MR. RILEY:  That’s correct.  Do we need to put in a statement there the council accepts the use 


of currently approved and future drugs, biological and chemicals are subject to review? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, I think we have some options here.  I’m just brainstorming what I think 


the options are.  We can pretty much – we have an appendix that lists what is approved, and we 


could modify the statement to say accepts the use of drugs, biologics and chemicals as listed in 


Appendix, blank, and approved by those agencies. 


 


We’re only endorsing or accepting at this moment in time the ones that are listed in the appendix.  


The other option is to let the statement pretty much stand as is and then add some kind of caveat, 


either about a class of drugs like growth hormones, that we reserve the right to make a decision 


about those later; or we make a general comment about; well, we’re going to continually look for 


new information.   


 


If new information comes in, we will update the policy.  Do we want to be real restrictive and 


reference the appendix at this point, because that kind of addresses these kind of “what if” 


concerns that we’ve been voicing; or do we want to highlight a particular class of drug for 


exclusion from this statement? 


 


MR. MIKEL:  I visualize five, six, seven years from now some lawyer looking at this and saying 


you haven’t outlawed them or told us we couldn’t do it, so we’re going to do it; and we lose. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, so we need to make a decision; are we going to go as listed in the 


appendix?  The appendix doesn’t list any of the growth hormones, right? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I think we should go with your third option, which is still flexible but it doesn’t 


involve us having to look at this every three months. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Ken said there is a fourth option; we just delete this whole bullet.  Anne. 


 


AP MEMBER:  The third option was saying we reserve the right to go back and look at it. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I was going to suggest maybe adding a sentence into the policy to the effect that 


something like the council will work with FDA, EPA, USDA to ensure that any future products – 


let’s see; does not approve products that are found to be endocrine disrupting; to have significant 


endocrine disrupting effects on aquatic organisms.   


 


Because it is still under research about which chemicals they are, how much is too much, how 


much will have a negative effect.  I think there are a lot of unknowns to be too specific; but just 
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some kind of a cautionary sentence that you know that is not good and we’re going to keep an 


eye on it. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I wouldn’t want to limit it to just endocrine.  I mean, it could be something else 


that we don’t even know about. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Well, endocrine disrupting is pretty broad.  That includes the growth hormones. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I know but what if it is antibiotics or some other completely different chemical 


they use.  What if it is just something else that is not a growth hormone?  I would want to keep it 


more general. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Shouldn’t that read not approved products that have endocrine-interrupting 


characteristics? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Well, just in his appendices, Table 3 is investigational new animal drug 


exemptions for use with permits held by U.S. Fish and Wildlife.  Well, there is about four or five 


hormones right there in that list.  These are already under investigation, correct? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Yes, Ma’am, they are. 


 


AP MEMBER:  You’ve got everything from pituitaries to testosterone, luteinizing hormones.  


They are already under investigation, so this probably is an important thing to address right now, 


right, because they are probably right up on the next list for approval, right? 


 


MR. RILEY:  Well, I guess my only question is the lawyer and the jurisdiction.   


 


AP MEMBER:  Right, but I mean if – 


 


MR. RILEY:  You are correct, and the fact that this INAD program is a method to allow farmers 


with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service oversight and veterinary oversight to have access to more, 


because they are so limited on products that they can use. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Trying to get us out of this; you know, we have to kind of be realistic too about 


what the council’s jurisdiction is and what their authorities are.  The council really has no option 


other than to accept the use of drugs, biologics and chemicals that are approved by FDA, EPA, or 


USDA. 


 


It is not like they have an option to say, no, we don’t accept it.  The key part really is to voice an 


appropriate note of concern about things that are under investigation, have not been approved, or 


haven’t even really been thought of.  That is kind of what that last added sentence is kind of 


getting at is that the council will work with the various agencies to ensure future approvals do 


not include products that have endocrine-interrupting characteristics.  Whether we need to now 


put a comma and put something else besides endocrine-interrupting characteristics, and then 


finish off that list or not; I don’t really know.  This is way outside my area of expertise. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  Maybe we should say instead of we’ll work with say support the continued 


research, because again the council doesn’t have that expertise.  As you stated, I think the 
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council is getting outside – we are going to have to depend on and rely on the expertise in the 


EPA, USDA, and FDA to ensure that we’re not introducing something that is going to be 


harmful. 


 


MR. STREET:  Aren’t the purposes of some of these hormones that are in the list ; like methyl 


testosterone, it is intended to have endocrine-interrupting characteristics by converting a 


population from a theoretical 50/50 to a 90/10.  That is an endocrine-interrupting characteristic. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, but this caveat in this sentence is for future approvals and not 


commenting on the wisdom of past approvals by those permitting agencies. 


 


MR. STREET:  Okay, endocrine-interrupting characteristics on non-target species. 


 


MR. WILBER:  That’s good. 


 


MR. PARKER:  I think Paragraph 3 is weaving kind of a tangled web for council that they might 


not be able to use like, or whatever.  Can we eliminate 3; can we just bypass it? 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  Is there a public review process with FDA, EPA, or USDA?  There is.  


Okay, it may be important for future products that come out that the council may want to provide 


comments during those public comment periods; maybe not necessarily support, but review and 


provide input. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, it is painful but it’s getting better. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  I wish we had a lawyer here.  What I could envision here is the aquaculture 


industry gathers a tremendous amount of power, and they do some sort of thank you for smoking 


type campaign on fish that is poisonous in the end.  All of us consumers, we realized we’ve been 


poisoned and we file a class action lawsuit.  Could the council get dragged into this because of 


this policy? 


 


MR. WILBER:  We have to ask a lawyer. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  If so, can we put something in here that protects the council to something like –  


 


MR. WILBER:  I think that is something – I mean, once this policy is kind of done and it goes to 


the council for approval; that will include a review by council, and we can make sure that they 


are aware of that concern before it ends up at council. 


 


MR. BURGESS:  As I’m listening, I do get the idea of the AP that to move forward cautiously in 


the future about what is accepted and approved.  Your message will be – you know, the council 


will know that.  However you want to word it is fine; but as far as moving forward in the future 


with what is approved; they will know that you have your concerns. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I was just going to ask Roger real quickly if he could either remove or 


lighten that watermark.   
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AP MEMBER:  That’s what I was going to mention.  It is a matter of semantics, but I would just 


recommend to ensure future approvals, do not include products. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right; are we okay with that? 


 


(Question asked off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes; or do you want to delete it? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Shouldn’t it be disrupting as opposed to interrupting? 


 


MR. WILBER:  The first sentence is going to have to – I think the simplest thing is to keep the 


first sentence there, because that introduces the whole drugs, biologics and chemicals kind of 


notion.  It is a topic sentence. 


 


AP MEMBER:  We want to limit it to only that?  I mean couldn’t we say future approvals do not 


include products that are harmful to X, including endocrine disrupting? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Or you could say after endocrine disrupting or otherwise harmful to non-target 


species. 


 


MR. PRATT:  How about if we change the whole sentence and say the council does not approve 


of the use of drugs, biologics and other chemicals that will have detrimental effects on endemic 


wild species’ populations and people;  won’t that cover it? 


 


AP MEMBER:  You used the word approve at the beginning, which we cut initially. 


 


MR. PRATT:  Well, that is what you’re doing. 


 


MR. RILEY:  You could say endorse. 


 


MR. PRATT:  The less words we can put in it, Pace, the more it is going to be accepted and the 


easier it is going to be to defend. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Terry, just repeat it so Roger can catch it.  All right, so I guess we have more 


options than we care to have at this moment.  We can replace three with what Terry just provided 


or I also think we could keep three pretty much as written and add Terry’s as the last statement. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Just one more; I would say “may have” instead of “will have”, because we don’t 


know that. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Pace, I would say populations or people so that it doesn’t have to affect both.  It 


can affect either one and you would still oppose it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, there will be opportunities to comment on this through e-mail and at 


the next AP meeting. 
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MR. MIKKEL:  That was not my intent, but that is closer and I didn’t mean for us to get bogged 


down. 


 


MR. WILBER:  You think we got bogged down on this one; wait until the next one.  Okay, 


moving on, Number 4; the use of non-native species should be prohibited in offshore 


environments.  The use of genetically modified organisms is a highly controversial debate and 


should be considered as a separate issue pending approval by FDA.  Now, this may be one of the 


cases where we do want to limit the statement to offshore environments as opposed to making it 


general for all environments; but that is something to consider as well. 


 


MR. STREET:  If you just say offshore and there was a non-native there and it got loose, they 


will be in other places.  If there are non-natives nearshore or estuarine that gets loose and they 


can live in offshore environments, they will get to those environments.  There is no way that 


escape will be limited to the specific location or environment in to which it originally escapes. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Such as the lionfish. 


 


MR. STREET:  Who knew? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I’d recommend just stop the sentence at “prohibited”. 


 


MR. RILEY:  If you’re going to include coastal habitats, South Florida and Florida; their 


aquaculture industry is dominated by ornamental fish culture.  It would contradict with state law 


or state industry for Florida.   


 


AP MEMBER:  But those are in ponds. 


 


MR. RILEY:  In ponds and tanks; no, no, they are.  I just wanted to clarify to make sure. 


 


AP MEMBER:  We’re just saying should; we’re not saying must.  We would encourage not 


doing it, but we’re not saying they shouldn’t. 


 


MR. WILBER:  My question to find out really how serious of an issue this is inshore.  Wouldn’t 


a hybrid mussel or a hybrid clam be considered a non-native species here?  There is plenty of 


aquaculture of hybrid mollusks inshore.   


 


DR. ELKINS:  What about hybrid striped bass? 


 


MS. DEATON:  I don’t know about the mollusks; I don’t think they are in North Carolina. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Florida, the two hard clams; campechiensis and Mercenaria mercenaria, aren’t 


there hybrid of those that are raised in aquaculture farms? 


 


MR. RILEY:  They’ve also done a lot of work in North Carolina with the Asian oyster where 


they have put it out in the natural environment. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Well, they were considering it, but they’re now. 


 







Habitat AP Meeting 
                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                                                                                         May 7, 2013 
 


31 


 


MR. RILEY:  No, they have been out there when they were doing their testing, and some of 


them got released. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I don’t know; I was going to say what if you changed that to public trust waters, 


which would exclude the ponds and the tank type things.  What you want are no non-natives in 


public trust waters; and as far as the hybrid thing, maybe – I don’t know; that is not really a non-


native.  It depends on what it is a hybrid with. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, the problem is the next sentence when it starts talking about genetically 


modified organisms.   


 


MR. RILEY:  I’ll just say that the Gulf Council spent extensive time and many, many pages and 


many, many discussions and meetings on the definition of genetically modified organisms.  They 


went to the length of defining it as insertion of DNA from another species or organism into the 


culture species so that you could have the opportunity for breeding programs and domestication 


programs, because you can get a slippery slope in terms of defining what genetic modification is. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  To that; what was the policy then that they approved for genetic in offshore?  


What is their position in the Gulf amendment now? 


 


MR. RILEY:  It is very specifically defined as no genetically modified organisms.  In fact, it is 


defined very specifically it has to be local stocks.  You can’t take Atlantic stocks and stock in the 


Gulf; and if there are separate stocks in particular species, it has to be the same stock where the 


operation is sited. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Some of that has evolved since this original policy position, because this is a 


spinoff of the original policy to try to get to the point of both non-native and genetically. 


 


MR. RILEY:  FDA has specific language that I’m not sure exactly what it is, but I think they use 


genetically engineered is their terminology.  They shy away from saying genetic modification 


since it can be so broad; but they have a very specific terminology that I could research and 


communicate that with you if you are interested. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I guess that was where I was going with this; that since this has evolved since 


this last statement about it being an issue under discussion and everything; is this the time to 


integrate and discuss both non-native and genetically in one point?  You stated that the 


terminology being used right now is genetically engineered would be it. 


 


MR. RILEY:  I can’t say that is exactly right, but I know that it is not genetically modified.  The 


FDA does not use genetically modified. 


 


MR. STREET:  May I suggest that we limit four to just the first sentence; and then because it is 


something different, and you can call it 4A or renumber from there down.  Are we prepared for 


discussion of GM stuff? 


 


AP MEMBER:  My gut thought is that would be a very big restriction on aquaculture; I’m 


thinking, but I don’t know. 
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AP MEMBER:  Can I say something?  Let’s say the gene in oysters that confers resistance to 


dermo was identified in a strain in Virginia, and I wanted to develop a line in North Carolina 


with that resistence gene.  I can introduce it using modern genetic techniques into the North 


Carolina oyster or I could bring that oyster down and through ten years of cross-breeding and so 


forth, I can introduce that gene along with other genes from Virginia into the North Carolina 


oyster to get rid of dermo.  That is what we’re talking about. 


 


The second scenario is what we’ve done with corn, rice and all the other crops we have.  They 


are genetically modified; but modern molecular biologic techniques were not used.  There is 


more than one way to skin a cat here.  It is really fuzzy and I’m not sure that it is something that 


we need to dwell on.  Let other people like the FDA do this. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, speaking to that point; we could change this to say the use of genetically 


engineered organisms is a highly controversial debate and should be considered separately by the 


council pending approval by FDA.  We’ve raised the flag that it is an issue.  We’ve not really 


taken a stance as to like what side of the sandbox we’re in, and we’re going to wait to be more 


informed by agencies that have the ability to inform the debate.  Priscilla. 


 


(Question asked off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  And not going any farther than that? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Just clean it up. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Oh, got it.  Thank you. 


 


MR. STREET:  What I wanted to ask is one of the big issues in the genetically modified seeds is 


the fact that they are patented and greatly restricting the use by farmers of seeds that they may 


want to use; and it is not just U.S.; it is a worldwide issue.  Is the scenario presented on the 


modifying a single gene for dermo-resistant versus bringing in a wild stock with its other 


characteristics. 


 


If it would be a patented gene and somebody were to pay the company and have it on their farm, 


and then it got loose and was hybridizing with wild stock in North Carolina or Virginia or 


Florida and South Carolina, Georgia; wherever; could the holder of that patent then say all of the 


oysters in these states are mine?  It is a legal, sticky issue but I am not sure. 


 


I doubt if he would win and the court would say God did it.  That is an act of God that they are 


all out there.  I think we need to be very careful and not go too far.  The way it is there now 


probably allows that.  What we want to do is say it’s an issue; talk about it; don’t bury your head 


in the sand. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Just as staff bringing this back up to the council further; given the Gulf 


Council has taken a position in offshore waters on genetically altered species managed by the 


council; this is a situation where you may want to keep this, but really have the focus on the 


inshore relative to the debate, and consider that there has been some precedent about talking 


about the use of genetically – I mean, does anybody anticipate the use of any genetically altered 


in offshore waters, truthfully?   
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I mean, I understand Chris’s justification for some of these other activities, but in offshore or 


managed species where you could potentially have population impact and different things like 


that; is that anticipated as really something that would happen, especially given the fact that the 


Gulf Council has already taken a significant position on the use of those?  I’m just raising that, 


because I think that is new on the table versus where we were in this discussion earlier on. 


 


MR. STREET:  What are the most likely species that might be involved in offshore pens or 


enclosure or whatever in the next ten years in the South Atlantic? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The ones that have been tested – and right now you may clarify this – in 


Puerto Rico they are already looking at – they have cobia pen culture; and the state of South 


Carolina is doing investigation on cobia aquacultures, so that is one I know.  There are a lot of 


other discussions on supplementation in the Gulf of Mexico for some of the reef fish population.   


 


I don’t know where that is ultimately going.  I’ve also heard black sea bass is potentially one.  


Those are at least some.  I think truthfully black sea bass is probably going to be mostly inshore, 


if they do go down those roads.  These are just kind of rumblings about what is either being 


tested or some of the other research that is contributing. 


 


MR. RILEY:  The offshore species that are readily developed and could be applicable tomorrow; 


number one would be cobia, Florida pompano, red drum, striped bass, red porgy, and then 


possible shellfish species. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, so are we okay with what’s there?  Is it okay to move on to the next?  


Note for the record that I see lots of nodding heads in the affirmative.  Number 5; given the 


critical nature of proper siting, the applicant should provide all needed information to evaluate in 


full the suitability of potential sites.   


 


If sufficient information is not provided in the application review time allotted by existing 


processes, the permit should be denied or held in abeyance until required information is 


available.  It’s just my personal view that is a pretty standard alternative siting type language.  


 


MR. WATTERSON:  How are we defining all needed information? 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’m not sure how the council would define that, but from a permitting agency 


you have criteria that you have to evaluate that you inherit from your authorities.  You look at 


the siting decision with respect to those criteria; and if there is a box missing, you ask for the 


information needed to fill the box.  For example, if I’m an agency that focuses on economics, I 


ask economics questions.  If I’m a fishery agency, I ask fishery questions.  If I’m a water quality 


agency, I ask water quality questions. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  My only question here was is this limited to environmental considerations, 


or it also limited to, well, they don’t want to put an aquaculture site in an area that is heavily 


fished, which would not be so much environmental as socio-economic. 


 


MR. STREET:  That would be under the purview of the agency that is reviewing or permitting.  


Steve knows how that works in North Carolina. 
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MS. DEATON:  I was just going to add that the permit; there is no permit application for an 


offshore aquaculture facility right now, so they will develop it and they can put in there whatever 


they want.  I would think navigation concerns, fishing concerns – well, when we review permits, 


we look at fishing impacts and navigation impacts, but I guess National Marine Fisheries Service 


does also.  They can put that in an application or the review process. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Strictly speaking, the Fishery Service would look only at the environmental 


impacts.  If we have to issue a permit, we would get the navigation information from a 


commenting agency.  Carter, is there a word that we can insert here to clarify this, or is this 


basically okay as is? 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I’m fine with it. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I know where you’re going, Carter, because with our review, that is, of 


course, going to be fishing operations, fish habitat, and all those types of aspects being taken into 


account.  We’re dealing with something, as Anne has indicated, doesn’t have a permitting 


process right now, so we’re trying to front-end load at least as much guidance before we go 


down the road; because if we go further, I think a lot of this at least from the council perspective 


and from NOAA Fisheries would have to include some of that type of information, because 


otherwise the implications for that are going to be more significant.  But if you want to be clear 


about it, as Pace said, we could specifically indicate those components right here. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, no one has proposed a wording change.  Carter said he was okay.  . 


 


DR. ELKINS:  Would there be any place in here for public comment for an offshore?  I know 


that in North Carolina we sit down any time there is a lease or a pound net set up in a public trust 


resource and ask if there is opposition to allow the public to have their say.  I also know that the 


council has a history of asking maybe to a fault too much public comment in some of their 


fishery rules and regulations.  Is that an appropriate thing or should we just leave it up to the 


regulatory agency here? 


 


MR. TROWELL:  Through the regulatory process, there should be and will be a public comment 


period, public hearing and that kind of thing. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Moving on to Number 6, which is the new Number 7; monitoring plans should 


be developed by the applicant/permit holder and approved by NOAA Fisheries with input from 


the council.  Monitoring plans should be reviewed, approved and funded prior to 


implementation.  Any comments? 


 


MS. HILFER:  How can you fund a monitoring plan before it is approved? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, it has to be funded prior to implementation. 


 


MS. HILFER:  Funded prior to implementation; to be reviewed, approved and funded prior to 


implementation, so they have to have money up front. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes; that is my interpretation of that.  For a large controversial project, that is 


kind of standard stuff from the regulatory. 
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MS. HILFER:  But for how long would they have to – if it is a ten-year project?  They have to 


put it in place is what you really mean, right? 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think they have to demonstrate they have the resources to meet the 


requirements for – 


 


MS. HILFER:  To pay for it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, to pay for it, and to conduct any – 


 


MS. HILFER:  It’s just a little awkward; I don’t know 


 


MR. STREET:  I think the review and approve is one process; monitoring is another process.  


We’ve got confusion here.  It should be reviewed or following review and approval, which is 


what we’ve been talking along.  Well, no, monitoring plans should be reviewed and approved; 


and then probably a separate sentence following approval, monitoring should be implemented by 


– the monitoring plan should be implemented upon approval by the permittee; something along 


that line.  I know there have been issues in North Carolina where we recommended monitoring 


and things like that for permits, and they were never done even though it was a permit condition. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so monitoring plans should be – 


 


MR. STREET:  Should be implemented upon implementation or something like that.   


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. STREET:  Yes, I know.  I agree with that, Anne, that is not good English. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  If we went back to what it said before, but put in at the end “funded prior 


to implementation of the aquaculture operations”.  I think that would solve it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, I agree. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  It reads:  “Monitoring plans should be reviewed, approved and funded prior to 


implementation of the aquaculture operation. 


 


MR. STREET:  That gets back to the confusion of review and approval, which is a separate step 


from implementation of the plan.  I think it is two separate sentences. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The plan has to be reviewed and approved and funded prior to implementation 


of the aquaculture operation.  Then the only question I would add is do we want to throw in the 


word “construction”, you know, like “aquaculture construction and operation”; like they can 


construct the facility but not be viewed as operating it?  Is that a distinction? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Construction up at the front end. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Excellent.  Mike, is that okay? 
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MR. PUGLIESE:  That reads:  “Monitoring plans should be reviewed, approved and funded 


prior to construction and implementation of aquaculture operations. 


 


MR. STREET:  One thought – and I’m not quite in there – the monitoring should be an integral 


part of the aquaculture operation.   


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so we could get to that end by at the end of the current word “operations”, 


insert “and tie to an adaptive management program”.  That would be a common buzzword way 


of dealing with that.  I see some heads nodding.  Are we okay with this?  All right, new Number 


8; Permittees must have adequate resources legally committed to ensure proper decommissioning 


of obsolete or storm-damaged facilities”. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  Like I said earlier, bond should be in there somewhere, adequate resources can be 


expended before bankruptcy or whatever and then nobody is left with anything but a mess. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The question I would have is legally committed; is bonding just one way they 


can be legally committed or do we want to tie them to just to a bonding?   


 


MR. STREET:  I think they should be tied to something that they can’t get out of.  I have seen 


you declare bankruptcy and you walk away.  My question is the legal commitment is an issue, 


because I know for a number of permit projects in North Carolina; we as an agency recommend 


there be a bond, and that bond was never included in project permit conditions. 


 


I think we were told that we don’t have the legal authority to do so.  Is there in fact legal 


authority somewhere in federal permitting primarily is what we’re talking about here and not 


state permitting if it is going to be primarily offshore; but is there such an authority to actually 


require it?  I absolutely want us to make a recommendation like this, and I think bond is probably 


the best term to use, but can it actually be done? 


 


MR. MIKEL:  The highway department. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’ve seen bonds as permit conditions from like the Coast Guard and FERC and 


the Army Corps of Engineers.  They don’t do it cavalierly, but it can be done.  I think the more 


relevant question is does NOAA have that authority in the issuance of an aquaculture permit?  


We either have that authority or we don’t.   


 


If we don’t, then it probably would be an Act of Congress to get it.  We can put “should have” or 


something in there to make sure that this is a point that is visited.  The other thing I would note, 


too; and this is more common in the FERC arena than elsewhere, but there are often these 


sidebar agreements that have legal standing, but are not part of the regulatory process of the 


issuing agency.  Like in a hydro-licensing operation, there is often a settlement agreement where 


everybody agrees to do X,Y and Z.  


 


FERC looks at it and says but we only have the legal authority to require X in a license for this 


hydropower facility; so this settlement agreement remains the sidebar kind of thing that has legal 


standing, but allows everyone to mutually agree to the expansion of the authority of the agencies 


involved.   
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(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, I don’t think we necessarily have to say that.  I’m just recognizing that 


even if NOAA – first off, going back to the wonderful diagram we had of the legal authorities, a 


couple of those boxes do have the authority to require a bond; but given what their role would be 


in the review of an aquaculture facility, I doubt seriously they could be convinced to exercise 


that authority to require the bond. 


 


The key agency that has to have that authority is NOAA, because we issue the aquaculture 


permit, and I don’t know if we have that.  I think the council saying that some kind of financial 


assurance to deal with a decommissioning or a storm-damage facility is important; the actual 


mechanism for it I don’t’ necessarily think we know enough to specify what it should be.  I’m 


just noting with an example from FERC that there have been some creative ways to kind of go 


outside the boundaries of your sandbox. 


 


MR. STREET:  I would suggest adequate resources, then parenthetical; such as a bond. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  This provides the opportunity to investigate whether live rock aquaculture has 


the bonding capability already in it; and if the Gulf Council, in their implementation of the most 


recent action on that, has addressed this issue of how they address or include bonding.  We can 


look at that as this policy moves forward. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  The reason I’m so insistent on that; right now I think we’re going through a 


permitting process.  We may be through with it down on the Outer Island for an oyster farm.  I 


brought up the idea of a bond, and I don’t know whether they went through with it or not.  I think 


they thought they should do it; I don’t know whether they did do it.   


 


Then they were trying to put a dollar value on getting the pens out of the water.  I think the 


farmer himself put a dollar value on what it would cost him to get it out.  Then the contractor 


shows up and says, oh, no, it will be three times that much.  It can be a serious matter.  I don’t 


know what is happening in North Carolina; but the clam farm situation in South Carolina, we’ve 


still got clam pens in the water from an operation that went belly up, what, 20 years ago. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  To that point, I had a quick question because the way this reads, it says 


“obsolete or storm-damaged facilities”.  Should we include “abandoned”, so that if you have 


somebody – because I don’t think it is covered in the way that is stated.  I was thinking after you 


said that before, if somebody goes bankrupt, that is not really covered under obsolete, maybe a 


fully operational facility, but if it just gets abandoned. 


 


AP MEMBER:  You could also add permit revoked.  If Fisheries were to revoke their permit, 


they would be able to access those resources to remove their operation if they didn’t willingly 


remove it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Looking good!  Let’s move on to Number 9; the issuing agency should have 


clear authority to repeal or condition permits in order to prevent environmental damage and 


exercise its authority to repeal permits if it becomes evident that environmental damage is 


occurring or if permit conditions are not met. 
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MR. STREET:  Is repeal or revoke the appropriate word? 


 


MR. WATTERMAN:  I would just say we might want to say “in order to prevent or minimize”; 


“clear authority to repeal or condition permits in order to prevent or minimize”, right there. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay; and it’s got the word “should”, because we can’t tell another agency what 


to do under its authority. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  With all due respect, I don’t like “minimize”.  I want it to be back like it was. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Well, in reality anytime you put something out in the environment, there  


is going to be some level of environmental damage.  As we already talked about, you’re going to 


have nutrification within a certain area around the aquaculture facility.  That is environmental 


damage within that area.  I mean, you can’t prevent it; it’s going to be there.  The reality is you 


have to minimize it to the extent you can. 


 


MR. STREET:  In the first line should it be “revoke” instead of “repeal” also? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Are there any comments on this one?   


 


MR. CALDWELL:  To follow up on what Carter was saying, that last sentence or last part of the 


sentence, you need to take out that environmental damage is occurring; because just the 


placement of the structure there, you are going to have environmental damage.  I would just say 


if it becomes evident that permit conditions are not met; revoke the permits if the conditions are 


not met. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Could you say that again, Mark.  


 


MR. CALDWELL:  Just eliminate the environmental damage in that last part of the sentence; 


exercise its authority to revoke permits if it becomes evident that the permit conditions are not 


met.  No, leave “if it becomes evident”, leave that in.   


 


MR. WILBER:  You’re saying that the permit acknowledged that some environmental damage is 


going to occur and it is authorizing that damage to occur.  Then if it goes beyond what was 


authorized to occur, that is when – okay. 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  Correct. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  You need to put that back in, Roger, after “evident”. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  A quick note to address Jenks and other concerns; the thing that we always 


used “to the maximum extent practicable”; I mean, that whole issue of minimize – I understand 


exactly what you’re saying, because a lot of times actually in our policy statements we push very 


hard conservation or preservation and really downplay some of the issues of mitigation because 


of that very specific request to try to be more stringent.  The opportunity to maybe even include 


something like to the maximum extent practicable may at least get it further down the road, if 


that is the desire, or just go back. 
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MR. WATTERSON:  I agree with that suggestion; put it in after “minimize”. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Taking my hat as Chair off, I’ve never liked that phrase “maximum extent 


practicable”, because it introduces the whole notion that someone gets to do an economic 


balancing test as to whether or not the additional approval is warranted the cost it takes to 


achieve it.   


 


It is always handled by an agency that tends to be biased towards one side of that equation versus 


the other.  That phrase just always bugs me.  Even when I worked for the Corps of Engineers and 


used it almost every hour, it bothered me. 


 


AP MEMBER:  One final thing; I think we need to take “revoke” out of the first part of that 


sentence because it is addressed in the second part of the sentence.  “The issuing agency should 


have clear authority to condition permits in order to prevent or minimize damage and exercise its 


authority to revoke it if that becomes evident”.  Take out “repeal”, too, yes, take all that out. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Excellent.  All right, anything more?  I guess operationally I have to look at 


Chris and Ken here, so you’ve gotten a bunch of input.  We’ve gotten some track changes here.  


Are you guys ready to take on Draft 2 or are you looking to council staff to come up with Draft 


2, which might be a really difficult thing given how busy they are. 


 


MR. RILEY:  We’d be happy to. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right.  Well, personally I think you guys did an outstanding job.  This was 


really good.  Given all the pain the original aquaculture statement went through, me personally, 


this is just great.  It is really particularly good that, Chris, you were able to get the National 


Ocean Service and their ties into the NOAA aquaculture program to participate in this.  This was 


really very good.  Thanks. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I’ll work closely with you, because I want to make sure that we also have – I  


know Todd was involved at the Beaufort Lab and make sure that we have even more of their 


involvement directly.  You’re right there. 


 


AP MEMBER:  It’s right down the hall. 


 


MR. PUGIESE:  Yes, I know.  I just want to make sure.  And if there are any issues that you may 


for standardization purposes with other policies, you may want to try to address, because this 


ultimately becomes a policy that is going to be again brought through the AP and then up to the 


council as a council policy statement. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, it is 11:43.  It is a little bit earlier than we intended to have our lunch 


break, but we can’t really accomplish the next item on the agenda in any significant way in the 


next 20 or 30 minutes.  I would suggest that we break now for lunch and resume at one o’clock.    


 


The Habitat and Environmental Protection Advisory Panel of the South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council reconvened in the Hilton Garden Inn, North Charleston, South Carolina, 


Tuesday afternoon, May 7, 2013, and was called to order at 1:00 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Pace 


Wilber. 







Habitat AP Meeting 
                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                                                                                         May 7, 2013 
 


40 


 


MR. WILBER:  Seeing how the morning went and the value to a group discussion; we are kind 


of floating the idea of rather than immediately breaking out into breakout groups; that we would 


take the SAV policy statement, which I think almost everybody in this room has some significant 


expertise and a significant stake in; and going to the recommendations section of that and going 


through editing, adding new recommendation, deleting unnecessary ones.   


 


Then the idea is once Amber and the others who are working on the SAV policy statement have 


kind of absorbed all of that sort of group think; then we’ll go back to our respective offices and 


then fill in the background sections and the scientific summaries and things of that nature that are 


needed to kind of support those recommendations.  Hopefully, we won’t come across any 


recommendations that have no scientific justification or anything like that; but if we come up 


with some of those, we can do that, too.   


 


That is our recommendation for how to move forward at least initially this afternoon; and then 


after that is done, then it might be a more appropriate time to break up into two groups with some 


of the remaining policy statements and do the same thing but in a smaller unit.  Does that seem 


okay with everyone?  For the record, note that lots of heads are nodding in the affirmative.  


Roger is going to put up on the screen the part that talks about the recommendations.   


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, it goes into the planning.  I think these entire three paragraphs are tied to 


the first statement, which is the recommendation of the conservation of existing SAV.  I think 


that is one of the biggest points that it is trying to make here, alluding to some of the problems 


with restoration.  The bottom line with that whole front end is conservation and protection of the 


existing SAV was the priority in the first paragraphs.  Then it moves into planning, monitoring 


and  research.   


 


MR. WILBER:  Is there any way you can take that paragraph with some strategically placed 


carriage returns; sort of break it up into its individual recommendation.  


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think the first one is the primary recommendation here. 


 


MR. STREET:  Are you trying to make policy statement out of that first one, management? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think what Pace wanted to do – this was an earlier form that we used to build 


these statements, and what he’s trying to do is extract the key emphasis to get the crux of what 


that is in a succinct individual recommendation.  The rest of them that are in planning and 


monitoring kind of get to that, but this one is one big, long and expansive to get to the point of 


conservation of all existing SAV. 


 


MR. STREET:  Okay, go back up to the management. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Unless there is a different message that you see. 


 


MR. STREET:  The conservation you said is critical.  It doesn’t say recommends or will or shall 


or should.  We have measures to restore or enhance SAV impacted by human actions or 


something is not proving successful.  Therefore, existing SAV habitat should not be impacted by 


human activities.  That is drawing a line; but because you can’t dependably restore it or enhance 
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it, only Mother Nature does that and she does a pretty good job sometimes, then maybe you just 


say no. 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Okay, that is essentially getting to – that is where it linked both of them.  It is 


embedded in here so I had to extract that.   


 


MR. GIBSON:  I think that’s a good move.  One question and one comment; is that categorically 


true that we haven’t had any success in the region on seagrass restoration?  Second, I think we 


should add that because restoration efforts are expensive and have not met with success or much 


success.   


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Florida is currently looking at that actually.  We pulled all of the permits for 


impact and restoration in Florida, and we’ve started a humongous database.  Now our second 


phase is we’re going to go out and look to see what has been successful and what hasn’t been 


successful after the five-year success criteria is up. 


 


I don’t think I can answer that question.  Certainly, we’ve done some experiments about what 


works and what doesn’t in certain areas.  To me this whole first paragraph is very descriptive, 


and that is something that Anne and I need to work on to update the descriptions.  We were 


hoping just to kind of look at what we want to be our directives; sort of like what aquaculture – 


their 8 or 9 points were.  That is what we wanted to look at. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  Would you be kind enough to describe seagrass to me.  I don’t think we have any 


in South Carolina.  We have Spartina; is that considered seagrass? 


 


MR. STREET:  No, that’s emergent. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  But that is a good question; if we’re looking at SAVs or are we looking at 


seagrasses?  I mean, do we want to include sargassum and things that are important or do we just 


want to include seagrasses; so this is just going to be seagrasses. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Is it just seagrasses?  I thought it said SAV.  I’m thinking about low salinity 


grasses, because I think they have a real different response to restoration.  I can think of a couple 


of successful restoration projects with the low salinity grasses. 


 


MR. WILBER:  We do have a bit of a terminology difference between the states.  In North 


Carolina, SAV does include the low salinity grasses, which are not taxonomically related to 


seagrass, per se.  Sometimes those low salinity species are excluded from the term “SAV” in 


Florida and things like that.  The question I would ask is would a bunch of policy statements 


related to SAV in North Carolina have to be couched by salinity zone or would you be able to 


make those statements in a blanket way across all salinity zones? 


 


MS. DEATON:  I think the impacts are the same, so I would say treat them all the same; 


although they might biologically have different thresholds or criteria, but as far as management it 


is very similar. 


 







Habitat AP Meeting 
                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                                                                                         May 7, 2013 
 


42 


 


MR. WILBER:  I would then suggest that the policy statement be built around the term “SAV” 


in its first use; you know, there is a footnote that takes you to an appropriate definition of what 


SAV means for the purpose of this policy statement.  It may say something like in North 


Carolina SAV means, blankety, blankety, blank; in South Carolina it means something different.  


In Florida it means a third thing; and that for the purpose of this policy statement we feel that 


they can all be lumped together. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I think in North Carolina it is a gradation.  You go from your high salinity 


grasses to this metahaline to the lua and the meso.  You have a lot of your federal fishery 


managed species also use that.  That would be my justification. 


 


MR. STREET:  Yes, the ecological function is the same across the board in North Carolina from 


those that are purely freshwater, but in the coastal freshwaters to the high-salinity species. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’m okay with lumping them.  I would definitely defer to the North Carolina 


folks about that issue.  My only concern is that if we start making blanket statements about 


restoration doesn’t work and things like that; does the fact that we’ve lumped too many disparate 


types of grasses under the term SAV; have we now made it difficult to make those relatively 


concise blanket statements? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I don’t think I would make that blanket statement. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Yes, I agree, because in some of those brackish water environments we’ve seen 


a tremendous increase in the SAV.  They made a big comeback. 


 


MR. WILBER:  We’ll have to be careful as we wander into these blanket statements.  The only 


other thing, just to make sure that we’re all aware, is that the council’s EFH designations actually 


introduce the term “submersed rooted vegetation, SRV”, and define SRV to include those low- 


salinity seagrass species; and separate that from more polyhaline seagrasses. 


 


There is a little bit of a cleanup in the EFH language that would probably have to be done to 


bring it in complete sync with this, but I view that as something to put on the “to do” list  and not 


on the urgent list.  That can easily be dealt with and it can be dealt with at an appropriate time. 


 


MR. STREET:  Yes, the expansion of low-salinity species in North Carolina is not restoration, 


though; it is natural. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  I was just going to point out, Roger, if you can go to the management 


section, scroll down.  The paragraph that starts with The South Atlantic Council strongly 


recommends; that is not a complete sentence.  You could say that a comprehensive strategy be 


developed. 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Just a note, in the appendices you do have the description of mainly the 


marine for both Florida and North Carolina.  The key there is it had the connections with the 
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species covering it; so what we want to make sure is as we expand and refine that, it captures all 


the other species, including prey, et cetera.  I think that is going to be important. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, any issues with those first three bullets?  To some extent they are the 


Mom and apple pie kind of bullets.   


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, there you go.  Just to ask a question; I’m not really sure what is meant by 


regional planning here.  Does that mean that one sort of needs to often look well beyond the 


footprint of a proposed project to understand what is happening to SAV and to make appropriate 


recommendations for an SAV impact, because one needs to take a regional kind of approach? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Two comments on that; we have a lot of restoration work to do, and hopefully 


we have the technology to do it, or we will soon, but we don’t have a lot of money.  We need to 


think about it from a spatial prioritization strategy to where is the most important seagrass and 


what do we need to do? 


 


For example, Brant Gilmore has done some work in the Indian River Lagoon, and he shows that 


the seagrass beds close to the inlets are more important for reef fish productivity.  If the council 


is primarily concerned with managing federally managed species, well, shouldn’t we be worried 


about the seagrasses that are the most important recruitment areas for the species that they’re 


managing? 


 


Second, back to the money issue; I’ve just seen a lot of restoration efforts just go in pell-mell 


without any organization.  This is one of my great hopes for coastal and marine spatial planning 


was that we could sit down and really take a look at what our resources are and where we should 


go first, second and third; and where we can learn from our mistakes and set up monitoring 


programs that inform the entire region. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think you touched upon an important issue; and that is do we want to put 


something in the SAV statement that indicates some SAV beds are more important than SAV 


beds? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I would defer to my other more expert colleagues on this panel. 


 


MR. STREET:  As soon as you start prioritizing habitat types, two through whatever the last one 


is will be put up for auction. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Is that what your point was going to be? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Yes; I second what Mike just said. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’ll argue the other side just to keep the discussion moving.  You can talk about 


SAV at certain locations being especially important without necessarily having to go down the 


road of denigrating the importance of SAV at other locations.  I can tell you that in our comment 


letters, we build upon Grant Gilmore’s research and the research of others and talk about SAV 


beds that are in close proximity to inlets as being especially important and needing special 
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protection because of their position in the landscape being where larval fish might first settle out 


or where juvenile fish get their last little big hunk of meal before they have to run the gauntlet 


through the inlet to get out into the coastal ocean or vice versa.   


 


There is an emerging set of scientific studies through landscape ecology that show the 


positioning of resources is as important as the resources themselves.  Are we comfortable enough 


in that context identifying particular SAV beds as warranting extra special protection? 


 


MS. DEATON:  Well, I think prioritization is good for spatial planning, but maybe not 


appropriate right here as one of the very first recommendations in an SAV policy.  Maybe if it is 


in the context of marine spatial planning so that it is not taken out of context by others; because 


when it comes to dredging, I am going to recommend against dredging SAV no matter where it 


is.   


 


It also depends on how much SAV you have and how what other habitats you have around as 


alternative refuge areas.  I wouldn’t want a blanket statement prioritizing one area over another.  


It is going to be different in Florida than it would be in North Carolina in a smaller water body. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  Well, I was going to say you might qualify that statement for council- 


managed species certain seagrasses are more important to council’s managed species. 


 


MR. STREET:  Don’t use the word “important”, say “more utilized”, possibly. 


 


MR. PRATT:  Anne is going to be mad, but particularly in North Carolina and I think in some of 


the other states, any anadromous fish-spawning stream particularly that are utilized by herring, 


shad and striped bass; the juvenile of those species might prefer a clean, sandy bottom for their 


transition out of the upper estuary and to the main part of the Sound.   


 


What this is advocating is that we put grass everywhere, and that is not what I see.  Anne doesn’t 


remember when there was no grass in the Western Sound and so on; however, I do.  I don’t think 


we can restore it as it spreads by seed, it spreads by rhizome, and it spreads by, for lack of a 


better terminology, its own notion.  It comes up when it wants to and it dies when it wants to.  


Anything we do, I think we should consider the use of those anadromous fish before we put a 


structure in their way. 


 


MR. WILBER:  This bullet as crafted talks about regional planning, which to me is a toe into 


landscape position kind of stuff, and it talks about integral part of an ecosystem, which gets to 


the habitat complex kind of issue that just came up as well.  Do we want to go so far as to build 


upon that or do we just want to leave it as is? 


 


To give another example and the one that we actually have now in Florida; near Peanut Island 


we’ve got a lot of seagrass impacts from multiple dredging projects that are proposed not only 


for the Intercoastal Waterway but for the marinas that are connected to it.  Peanut Island is right 


in the throat of Lake Worth Inlet.   


 


The mitigation that is being proposed back to us is SAV beds that are 10 miles away and 5 miles 


away from the nearest inlet.  I can’t remember the name of those islands down there. 
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AP MEMBER:  Snook Islands. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, Snook Islands.  As a fisheries ecologist, I look at those SAV beds that they 


are proposing for mitigation and saying they do not perform the same ecological function as the 


seagrass beds that you are asking me to authorize the impact to.  I want some kind of mitigation 


that speaks to the impact to the ecological function that is being lost.  That is what this whole 


regional planning part of ecosystem kind of thing opens up.  Do we want to go down that road?   


 


MR. STREET:  In the context of the council, regional generally means throughout the South 


Atlantic or in a fairly large context, so I think “regional” is the wrong word.  I think if you are 


talking about planning water body planning at the water body scale or watershed scale, 


something like that may be what is meant, but regional for most of my career in fisheries meant 


interstate, not intrastate or within a watershed.  I think the word “regional” in this place is wrong, 


because all four states that we’re talking about do not have SAV.  South Carolina and Georgia do 


not. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I’m trying to think back to how some of this came to be, because it is prior to 


a lot of deliberation on spatial planning, et cetera, but we did have some connections into say the 


activity and work being done through Albemarle/Pamlico Sound efforts at that level.  I think it is 


twofold here with that as well as the fact that you have regionally managed resources that depend 


on say SAV in North Carolina and Florida.  Gag grouper, for example, so there are regional 


aspects of that.   


 


Between those two aspects, I think that is what that was kind of trying to get; how you really 


tease that out of this or modify it or change it to really address those, because those are two 


different parts.  The one is kind of a subunit, as you said, at a watershed level with the sound 


level, the ability to manage.  Actually we had it tiered one time in a presentation on how you 


transition from there to the state habitat plan to the council’s management of the species, so that  


kind of bridge between – it seemed more appropriate to address that here. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I’m willing to take a shot; so replace the word “regional” with “watershed”.  


After the word “of” put in “habitat complexes integral to a healthy ecological system”; all right, 


then just get rid of the “an”.  Does that help? 


 


AP MEMBER:  Have we ever had anything like an SAV habitat area of particular concern? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The SAVs are habitat areas of particular concern.  The entire distribution is 


considered an HAPC under the present designation. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I would take out that first “integral”, “treats SAV as a part of habitat complex 


integral” or “complex as integral”. 


 


MR. WILBER:  You can tell I just took calculus. 


 


MR. GIBSON:  As the token English major here, I would just say that you need some sort of 


modifier in front of part that punches up that language a little bit; so maybe a vital part of the 


habitat complex, vital or something that underscores how important a part it is.  Let’s see; 
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“Planning which treats SAV as a vital part of a habitat complex, integral to a healthy ecological 


system.”   


 


MR. STREET:  I don’t remember; does the document define SAV habitat; not SAV, but SAV 


habitat? 


 


MS. DEATON:  We haven’t made any edits, so we can do that, but we were going to work on 


the text later.  We’ve expanded the definition to take into account interannual seasonality; going 


back, it can include areas that don’t actually have SAV present.  It just has to be supporting it in 


the near past. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think it’s very valuable if the policy statement makes that point, that it is not 


just a snapshot; it is some kind of integration.  Then I also wonder do you have to have ever 


demonstrated seagrass at that location or to call it seagrass habitat or can you just look at depth, 


water clarity and sediment characteristics and claim that?  I know in North Carolina you guys get 


away with that fairly often. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Well, the definition requires that SAV has to have been documented there 


within the past 10 growing seasons, but it is very general in what is documented.  It doesn’t have 


to be a mapping.  It could be some kind of notes, it can be monitoring data, and it can be 


professional memory. 


 


MR. WILBER:  An example is Bonner Bridge.  NC DOT has accepted it for the purpose of 


calculating the SAV impacts, essentially the drip line of the entire bridge.  You can look at that 


and say certainly seagrass must have grown underneath there, because there are seagrass on both 


sides of it, but can you actually produce a data or a photograph or someone’s memory who says 


there was seagrass there, and you can’t.  There is this inference that seems to happen. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Pace, am I correct, in Florida it is if there is seagrass there at that moment, that 


they are mapping it?  We don’t really have the transitional habitat.  We don’t do a matrix.  We 


just do if it is actually there at that moment when they do it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  In Florida the history has been it is subject to case-by-case negotiation.  When 


there have been multiple surveys of an area and it has been accepted in the permitting process, 


the cumulative SAV map, so you just add them all together and you compute what the new 


acreage is.  Then sometimes in that process, the areas that have multiple overlaps form surveys, 


sometimes they get weighted a little bit more if you have to parse out the quality of the seagrass.  


But there have also been some of the marinas in Palm Beach where this cumulative approach is 


just a little bit too messy to deal with.  The applicant in hopes of getting their permit sooner just 


agreed to call everything seagrass within a box that had negotiated boundaries about it, 


regardless of whether SAV was found in every square meter.   


 


That is sort of the range of what is going on in Florida.  I think that is also true in the St. Johns 


River.  There is going to be a lot of SAV lost because of saltwater intrusion up the St. Johns from 


the Jacksonville Harbor deepening.  The Corps is modeling what that loss is going to be, and 


they are basically just drawing a big polygon kind of approach.  I think that lays the foundation 


for our broad view of SAV.  The other issue came up is do we want to define SAV habitat, and 


do we want it to be defined in a way that it allows inference of where SAV should be? 
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MR. STREET:  Some of the research was done by Jud Kenworthy in the modeling that they did 


at the Beaufort Lab, and he was pushing this, was if the depth bottom type were suitable, not 


necessarily the insulation, but the potential for the insulation if the water is clear would constitute 


SAV habitat.  That was a little more expansive than our commission could handle, but he had 


good data and a good model.  It was just maybe a little too advanced for some people.  Wave 


action was the other issue. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I think that it is very hard to not allow somebody to do dredging on piece, 


because it could be SAV habitat, which is where the concern was in defining it like that, but I 


think it is worth in this policy to say any shallow water body, any shallow water habitat with 


appropriate sediment and semi-protected waters has the potential to be SAV habitat and therefore 


consideration should be made prior to dredging, which is like permanently altering it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Roger is typing these notes, and I’m wondering if we could just turn this into the 


bullet.  I wouldn’t get hung up at this point at the numbering or the ordering of these numbers, 


because that all can be dealt with later by the folks who know how to make this into a good 


story.  We could say SAV habitat includes any shallow water habitat with appropriate sediment. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I didn’t mean that as a definition. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, I’m putting words into your mouth; isn’t that what a facilitator does? 


 


MR. STREET:  Sediment, depth, wind field I think were the three primary considerations in 


Jud’s model. 


 


MR. WILBER:  SAV habitat may include any shallow water area with appropriate sediment, 


depth – and I am trying to avoid wind field, because it is a bit jargony, but the point – 


 


MS. DEATON:  Low wave energy? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, and wave energy.  Well, appropriate sediment, appropriate depth and 


appropriate wave energy, so I think that would all be fine. 


 


MR. STREET:  Terry will tell you that the freshwater grasses in Western Albemarle go to 20 


foot depth. 


 


MS. DEATON:  The other key thing is its light availability, and depth is the surrogate there, but 


it is really not the depth but the light. 


 


AP MEMBER:  So say light penetration. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Yes, light penetration. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Replace it or parens? 


 


MR. WILBER:  No, just add it. 
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MR. TROWELL:  I think the broader stroke you take when you define the SAV habitat the more 


you weaken your policy statement.  I don’t know how to wordsmith this, but adjacent to areas 


supporting SAVs or has been documented historically to have SAVs present.  But again in 


dealing with permitting and stuff like that; you are capturing a whole bunch here. 


 


I feel like if you can’t provide some documentation, okay, it is 200 yards that way and we all 


know it migrates, or historically five years ago there was a large bed of it here; if you can’t show 


that type of documentation, then most likely you are going to be unsuccessful in preventing a 


project. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so at the end we add “adjacent to existing SAV or areas that historically 


supported SAV”. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  In Florida we use 1950 aerials as our historical baseline, but there are areas 


there that can no longer handle SAVs.  There is the Intercoastal Waterway, there are dredged 


areas, there is where the past has moved, so you probably need some qualifier or an “and/or”. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Does that look okay, Anne? 


 


MS. DEATON:  That looks fine.  My thoughts had been not just to be defining it, but just saying 


if it is that condition, it is worth taking a closer look on activities and not adversely impacting – 


what am I trying to say?  It’s fine like that. 


 


MR. WILBER:  It is a starting point.  Okay, other bullets we should be having in an SAV policy 


statement?  We could skip down to the monitoring and research part.  We’ll leave it up to the 


seagrass team to determine the fate of those.  Do we want to say what a standardized mapping 


protocol should be? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I think I can visit that one.  I think Florida has a very standardized one that we 


used for the oil spill; you know, time of day, angle of light, cloud cover and that sort of thing.  I 


think I can introduce that pretty easily in terms of mapping, like aerial mapping. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I know it might be different in some areas based on water clarity and color, the 


size of the grass.  We found they took photographs and a lot of it wasn’t visible because the 


patches were so small; I don’t know. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  We used it for the Chandeleurs; we used it all over Florida for the oil spill.  


MS. DEATON:  I just didn’t want you to box into one method if that is not going to work in 


another area. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  No, I thought that it would be something I could introduce and then we could 


discuss.  We’ve also been working on satellite mapping and remote sensing, too; pretty deep into 


that. 


 


MR. STREET:  Anne, in the aerial photography in North Carolina, the groundtruthing, didn’t it 


show some areas were actually algae rather than SAV?  Is groundtruthing part of what you’re 


talking about? 
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DR. WHITTLE:  Yes, our water management districts randomly pick plots to go out and look at.  


We do monitoring and mapping, but I think that their photo interpreters have gotten to the point 


where they can actually tell the difference now between – because they do it every two years, 


they can tell the difference between macro algae and seagrass.  I think macro algae is darker and 


closer together. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Amber, you guys do have in your seagrass mapping protocol a statement about 


the time of year when one can do the mapping.  I believe that statement is you can do it any time 


of the year. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Yes, we did them both spring and fall for the oil spill so we weren’t just doing 


them during the growing season.  For the water management districts, they always do it in 


January of February. 


 


MS. DEATON:  That’s a regional difference, because the leaves drop off in North Carolina in 


the winter so you have to map in the spring/summer for the high-salinity grasses but in the fall 


for the lower-salinity grasses. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I think we can put that all in there.  For the actual permitting purposes, though, 


you have to do your actual surveys between April and June in Florida. 


 


MR. WILBER:  This is where the Fisheries Service has a disagreement with Florida; where we 


have done a review and recommend that the SAV mapping in Florida be done between June 1 


and September 30.   


 


That is balancing leaf disappearing during the winter and when they’re large enough to be 


reliably detected and the water quality and stuff like that.  We are aware that we have these 


differences, but we’ve never really got down to kind of resolving them. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Well, on the west coast you would have a hard time with water clarity, and that 


is why they do it in the winter because it is the clearest water.  I think we have enough data to 


start.  The same thing with the databases; we host all the databases for seagrass mapping and 


monitoring.  I don’t know about Number 3. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I think we’ve integrated most all of the mapping components of the SAV into 


at least the Atlas, because it is running out of FWI right now, and gotten hopefully the most 


updated stuff in North Carolina integrated, too.  That gets to Number 2. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  The periodic surveys of SAV in the region; are you looking at straight aerial 


surveys? 


 


MR. PRATT:  A little bit bigger. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Which would be quantity.  Are you also looking at monitoring, which is much 


more expensive and you have to go out there, which would be quality?  Do we want to say 


periodic mapping and monitoring of SAV in the region, first bullet, instead of periodic surveys, 


but periodic mapping and monitoring. 
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MR. STREET:  Do we have some place – have we already said somewhere that there is a goal of 


net resource gain?  I don’t remember seeing that in the last few minutes; and also again the use 


of the word “region”. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  The net resource gain ties back to the base council policy.  If you go back to 


kind of the base core policy, it is not only looking at a no net loss but a net gain of habitat in the 


long term.  That is essentially at least I think where this connects to, I think.   


 


MR. STREET:  You know that any place that there is a gain of SAV, there is essentially a loss of 


unconsolidated bottom, because it goes from one category into the other because there is no more 


bottom out there.  It is what it is. 


 


MR. WATTERSON:  Do we have a shortage of unconsolidated bottoms? 


 


MR. STREET:  Not that I know of, but it has its own function, provides its own services; and we 


need to acknowledge that any time you convert it to oyster reefs or something else, there is a loss 


of that type of bottom with its set of services.  I am not saying you shouldn’t do it.  I’m saying it 


should at least be acknowledged. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Do you want to acknowledge that here?   


 


MR. STREET:  I don’t know; I’m just saying that – 


 


MS. DEATON:  This is the SAV document, and plus you have the historical losses that you 


know have occurred to those other structured habitats.  In fact, I don’t know if it was mentioned, 


but like Florida in the last two years has lost almost 50 percent of their SAV in the Indian River 


Lagoon System because of algae blooms.  Chesapeake Bay, with all their efforts, now they are 


saying it is the lowest ever acres of SAV despite all their efforts. 


 


MR. STREET:  I’m just saying that we as professionals need to keep that in mind if you’re 


changing things just be aware. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I think under Number 1 where it says standardize mapping; I think it should be 


mapping and monitoring protocols.  We could discuss randomization, fixed stations and that sort 


of thing.   


 


MS. DEATON:  That would be great. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  We do proffer what we think would be the best in that report, so we could 


discuss that too, of course. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Florida is so ahead on that and we’re trying to get there, but money has limited 


monitoring efforts, so that would be a great thing to work together on. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  People don’t do it; this is just what we recommend. 


 


MS. DEATON:  That’s a start. 
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DR. WHITTLE:  We have 34 different agencies doing it and they would rather standardize 


within their historical data than within the state’s. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Under the umbrella of standardized mapping and monitoring protocols, do we 


want to talk about the concept of a minimum mapping unit? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I think that is covered in our assessment; we can discuss it.  I mean we could 


also discuss using satellites, using remote sensing and trying to keep up with technology, too. 


 


MS. DEATON:  My only concern with that is it is better to get something than nothing.  If your 


money will only pay for a certain resolution, you should go for that rather than not doing it.  


Usually that minimum mapping is related to the cost. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  We also have an issue that I think is very appropriate for here.  We can’t see as 


deep as we need to see with aerial imagery.  We think that we have more seagrasses out in the 


depths and out in federal range, but we can’t see them and nobody is going out there monitoring.  


We actually thing we’re underreporting the number of seagrass in Florida. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The talk, though, has been largely about broad geographic scale mapping and 


monitoring.  Do the standardized mapping and monitoring protocols also deal with project scale 


activities like a proposed marina or something like that? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Well, for our permitting purposes at the state, we do have project scale 


monitoring, and with that goes mapping where people are literally in the water looking at every 


square inch.  Is that what you mean? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes. 


 


MS. DEATON:  But I do think more important is the mapping is standardized somewhat so that 


you can look at changes that are occurring in this area and are you seeing the same pattern in that 


area.  If you don’t have some standardization of methods for that type of assessment , it is going 


to be hard to draw any conclusions.  I can see where it just needs to be site specific for the 


project. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I’m also looking at year-to-year variation, which I think is very important when 


you’re talking about the definition of SAV that we just came up with. 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right; so if we could maybe go back a little bit to the beginning part of the 


bullets, up to planning; just sort of thinking about the topics we’ve touched upon; we’ve got 


some statement that talks about the importance of seagrass.  We have a statement that talks about 


seagrasses and its functional role in the ecological system.   


 


We’ve touched upon SAV habitat not being just where SAV occurs, but where it might have 


occurred before and conditions are still conducive to it occurring.  We have some bullets in here 


on the need for standardized mapping and monitoring protocols.  Are there any other big issues 


in the management of coastal systems that affects seagrass that we need to make sure this policy 


statement touches on? 
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DR. WHITTLE:  I think we need to look at – under monitoring and research, looking at effective 


restoration techniques.  I think that would be its own bullet that just says investigate, I don’t 


know, effective restoration techniques for SAV. 


 


MR. STREET:  When something is economically acceptable to one person or group is not to 


another, I would leave the economics out; recognizing that if you throw enough money at it, you 


may be able to find a way to plow and plant and actually something survived, but a dollar a sprig 


or ten dollars a sprig may be a little too much; but that depends on who is paying for it and how 


large an area.   


 


Ten dollars a sprig for an area the size of the inside these tables might be fine for somebody as 


restoration, but who knows if it works?  Researchers need to develop dependable or long-term 


restoration methods or something.  So far from everything I’ve read over the years, which is 


virtually nothing in the last three to four years, it works occasionally at best. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  If we’re done with that one; I think Number 7 certainly needs some work. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  The impacts of shoreline development; is that encompassing shading impacts 


by piers? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  To me water quality is the most important part of shoreline development.  The 


places where we have had SAV recovery have been almost exclusively water quality driven in 


terms of point source and now nonpoint source restoration. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  What I see in my work area in the immediate threats and things in ongoing 


development is pier development in SAV habitat.  When we had that big economic or real estate 


boom in the early 2000’s, we had a lot of undeveloped land in our upper ends of our river 


systems and creeks off our river systems and our primary nursery areas in the Eastern Beaufort 


and Hyde County areas.  That’s where the development went to these undeveloped lands.  They 


were in primary nursery areas in shallow water habitat and chock-a-block full of SAVs.  As a 


result of that, what I see day-to-day is a lot of pier development in those areas. 


 


MR. STREET:  Again, here particularly with piers you’ve got to look at cumulative impacts, 


because the construction of a pier is a one-time event.  I know the rules were changed to try and 


look at pier width relative to shading and some things like that.  But, the use of the pier by boats 


coming and going, and particularly if a boat – say, I’ve only got a 16-foot skiff, and five years 


later he gets a 25-foot king mackerel boat with a 300 on it or something; you are going to have a 


different impact. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Just to reinforce what Amber said; what I’m seeing a lot of in the Indian River 


Lagoon System now is people that build docks without permits or are having trouble getting 


permits for docks and they are becoming more selfishly fixated on their dock versus all the 


seagrass that we’ve lost. 


 


They are going my dock is like 10 feet long, and some people are even using see-through 


materials to do it, and they are saying to DEP and Army Corps why are you picking on me; it is 


the water quality, stupid?  We need to have at least three tiers on this.  As the agency folks move 


forward with enforcement things, I would just caution you to have a prepared statement ready 
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when you deal with irate dock owners demanding why are you not doing something about the 


fertilizers. 


 


MS. DEATON:  On that point, I wouldn’t put water quality degradation in the parentheses with 


shoreline development.  It is almost a separate thing, because it is due to not just the immediate 


shoreline development but runoff in the entire watershed, so like shoreline development, 


parentheses, blah, blah, blah, comma, and water quality degradation.   


 


Then there is dredging.  That is the other big impact I think, which is kind of I guess part of 


shoreline development or it could be separate; but this is just research the way it’s worded.  If we 


leave it like that, I think we need another one that just says the council encourages the impacts to 


SAV be avoided by those activities or strive to maintain water quality to a level that would 


support SAV groves and things like that. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Or if there is some sort of like design recommendations for docks that you all 


know of right now, that is something that could be recommended in here. 


 


MR. WILBER:  You touched on a point.  For the most part, across the South Atlantic the 


permitting of docks and piers is done at the state level; that the Corps of Engineers basically sets 


up these kinds of shell regional general permits; and as long as a state is acting consistently 


within that shell, there really is no federal permit that is issued for a particular dock or a pier. 


 


Now in Florida there has been a lot of research on dock orientation, dock height, dock width, and 


dock materials in an effort to minimize the shading to the area below that.  All of that research 


has basically pointed out that surprisingly the criteria that matters the most is the height of the 


dock relative to mean high water or mean sea level, depending on what you pick.  In the South 


Atlantic, Florida is the only state that has a minimum dock height requirement.  You don’t have a 


minimum dock height requirement in North Carolina, South Carolina or Georgia.   


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, technically you do, but in reality you don’t in North Carolina.  If you 


really want to make some change on this, this is a change that really needs to be done at the state 


level; because the federal permitting agencies have largely not really washed their hands of dock 


permitting, but have set it up so that the states can handle it.  You guys are the state people.  


What do you need from the council to help carry that message within the states? 


 


MR. STREET:  There are strong movements underway in North Carolina and probably in one or 


two other South Atlantic states by their legislatures to do away with all state rules that are 


stronger than federal rules.  If they do away – if our legislature say those rules passed by the 


Coastal Resources Commission in North Carolina no longer exist; there does need to be 


something by the feds or by somebody to take its place. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  I echo what Mike has said, and that bill has passed the Senate and is now 


going to the General Assembly.  The Department has a new secretary and assistant secretary, and 


the assistant secretary is already hammering our division director to liberalize the pier rules.  Six 


months ago staff was working to weaken, I hate to say the word weaken, but to liberalize the pier 


rules.   
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We’re already working on language to allow more slips and that kind of thing on the general 


permit that doesn’t get circulated, an expedited form of the major permit, one that I issue on the 


ground and nobody else sees but me.  Well, I send a copy to the Corps and the local building 


inspector, but that movement is underfoot at the state level.   


 


Staff made recommendations.  There were some things that could be done to make it easier and 


allow for certain types of activities to happen that had little or minimum impact, and our director  


gave that to the assistant secretary and his comment said this is not near enough. 


 


MR. STREET:  That kind of a thing will directly affect what the council has in a number of 


policies, because, for example, you could, with something like that, see a huge increase in piers 


and heavy boat traffic and some other things like this in primary nursery areas for council- 


managed species. 


 


MS DEATON:  I was going to say that one thing that is needed is more research on the shading 


in North Carolina, because it seems like it has been said we need site-specific information on 


what that height is.  Because if we don’t have that, then we’re not going to have any support 


from the state to require somebody that it’s a safety hazard to be that high.   


 


That’s what I’ve heard.  Recently there was a pier application and over SAV and somebody 


wanted it to be denied because of shading, but all the docks around there of the same height had 


grass under them.  Even though there are places where I see there is not grass under the docks. 


there are some where there is.  I don’t think we have enough like for the council to put a number 


in there and for it to hold for us in North Carolina at least. 


 


MR. WILBER:  But would it be okay for the council to have a statement that says states are 


encouraged to design criteria for docks and piers that minimize impacts to SAV and those 


specifications should include dock height as well as dock width and materials; something like 


that. 


 


I can just tell you we are under a tremendous amount of pressure in NOAA to get the Habitat 


Conservation Division out of the dock-commenting business.  Even though we don’t comment 


on docks, the fact that we receive 400 applications a year that we then throw into the no staffing 


pile; that is just viewed as unacceptable.  We’re trying to find ways to not even have the Corps 


receive these permit applications.  A more stronger push by the states of dock permitting would 


kind of help us do that.  In Florida it is all Monroe County. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Monroe County wants lots of docks and Monroe County will just permit 


whatever kind of dock? 


 


MR. WILBER:  The programmatic general permit that the Jacksonville District uses to allow the 


state to exercise its own permitting authority throughout all of Florida for some reason has an 


exemption and doesn’t allow Monroe County to operate. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Because of the Sanctuary? 


 


MR. WILBER:  No, I think it is more because the typical dock in Monroe County is not really 


something perpendicular to the shoreline.  It is something parallel to the shoreline, because of all 
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the canals and stuff.  The result is that we get 400 permit applications a year for docks in Monroe 


County.  We get 30 for the rest of Florida, Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina added 


together.  That is the kind of disparity that we’re talking about.  Mark. 


 


MR. CALDWELL:  We also want to include some language to try to encourage the number of 


docks to decrease, like using joint-use docks or community docks.  You can get around I guess 


the minimum width, and you can have a larger dock if 20 people use it.  You are still going to 


have impacts to SAV, but overall the impacts would be less.  It would be more localized. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  Just to follow up on that, in North Carolina we do have rules in place to 


encourage that type of development. 


 


MS. DEATON:  I was just going to add that and they actually revised their dock rules.  They 


started out being much better.  Do you remember if you wanted to be wider, you had to be 


higher, so that was that incentive and vice versa, but then it all got nixed in the end based on 


politics.  They are better but they lost a lot of their good changes. 


 


MR. WILBER:  At the end of eight, we could put down multi-family docks may be wider or 


something like that – community docks; that is better.  Community docks may warrant wider 


maximum width or something. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Florida also uses internal storm water ponds with the connection as dock.  


They’ve taken up one piece of parcel.  They put a big storm water pond in it and put a dock in it, 


and then have a lift out to the river.  It is sort of like a new take on all those dead-end canals. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  I tell you when you talk about docks in South Carolina; you’re talking about a hot 


bed of controversy.  The word “state” in there bothers me.  If you are talking about SPA, let’s 


talk about North Carolina and Florida.  Let’s leave South Carolina out of that “states” and maybe 


Georgia.   


 


Case in point is my dock was built in 1948.  It is still in use.  I rebuilt it.  It was built to where the 


high water mark covered it twice a year, which it still only covers it twice a year.  I’m speaking 


to climate change right now.  I’m not a believer because of that.   


 


I need a lawn mower to cut the spartina grass that grows up through the cracks.  It is very low to 


the marsh.  How high is the right height?  How wide is the right width?  Who knows?  Nobody 


here does.  I’m a little concerned about us addressing docks. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Since there is not SAV in South Carolina; and this is the SAV policy, then this 


wouldn’t even affect you.   


 


MR. MIKEL:  I understand. 


 


MS. DEATON:  But there are studies that show like how much shading occurs to spartina marsh 


also form docks, so there is information out there.  It doesn’t mean that no marsh will grow under 


a dock; but it might grow less dense, and it is okay on a small scale, it’s a cumulative issue. 
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MR. MIKEL:  You know what kills most of it is old marsh that high tides bring up in mats and it 


ends up on top of the new stuff. 


 


MR. WILBER:  To clarify eight to address Jenkins concerns; states are – well, I was going to put 


it someplace else but – 


 


MR. MIKEL:  Might as well. 


 


MR. WILBER:  States are encouraged to minimize impacts to SAV by developing design 


criteria. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Do they ever address covers on docks?  That has been a big issue around here.  


That adds additional shade and everything.  Is that to be addressed in the minimum/maximum 


height and width, dock covers? 


 


MR. WILBER:  In Florida there is a generic dock; and if you are no larger than the generic dock, 


you kind of have a streamlined permitting process.  That generic dock in Florida does not allow a 


covered boat lift.  There is also a size for the boat lift.  Now I don’t know if North Carolina 


speaks about covered boat lifts or not. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  It does; you have to have a minimum shoreline length.  We’re looking at total 


shaded impact from a boat house and the platform associated with a pier.  Really, we don’t look 


at the shading impact when permitting the six foot wide access out to a platform in the 


boathouse.  That is not really accounted for in the shaded impact that is anything wider than six 


feet.  Again, the boathouse itself takes a permit and there are rules that speak to how large and 


that kind of thing. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Let’s try to move this along.  All right, so we’ve got some touching stone here 


about trying to get some design criteria, minimize impacts to SAV.  By limiting it to SAV, it 


means it is really only targeting North Carolina and Florida.  Is there any other big point we need 


to cover?   


 


The only thing that has come up a little bit earlier that I just want to expand upon a little bit is 


that we had said in here that we’re doing some investigation of restoration techniques.  That is 


Number 10.  Pending the results of that investigation, the seagrass policy is not going to 


recommend or pooh-pooh any particular restoration technique. 


 


(Question asked off the record) 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  I think we could say something more like cost benefit.  There is no one right 


fix for any area.  What we’ve looked at is high energy, low energy, very different; you know, 


Gulf/Atlantic very different.  I think we would just have to word that as appropriate.  By cost 


benefit, I mean something like when we put in, say, like pea rock tubes; what is the difference in 


terms of reestablishment of seagrass in blow holes or scars if you plant it versus if you don’t 


plant it.  Does the two months difference make up for the cost?  That is what I mean by cost 


benefit.  That might not necessarily be economically viable, but it is a cost benefit. 
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MR. WILBER:  Do we want to touch upon ratios or functional assessments or something to 


determine the amount of restoration needed as a part of the mitigation action? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Wouldn’t we just have to defer to whatever is required by whichever agency is 


permitting it? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes; you’re going to have to defer, but do you want to suggest something? 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Wow; that is a loaded question.  I don’t; do you, Anne? 


 


MS. DEATON:  I think in the text – well, the text that has to be modified first.  It says like 


restoration isn’t preferred rather protected because of the low – so we’re going to have to update 


that because there are some new restoration techniques that work like when you fill the prop 


scars with the tubes.  As far as the ratio, I mean, the text has to be modified, it has got to address 


restoration, but maybe point out that a restored habitat is not as – the ecosystem services 


provided by a brand new restored SAV bed is lower and so deserving of a higher than one-on-


one ratio. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Time lag, risk and all that.  I know that in Florida those are covered under our 


mitigation assessment.  They are under HEA, so I assume you guys do that, too? 


 


MS. DEATON:  We don’t allow SAV mitigation unless it is for a public benefit.  Like DOT puts 


in a bridge; they are allowed to do mitigation. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  What does that mean; they can’t impact either? 


 


MS. DEATON:  Right. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  There is no SAV impact. 


 


DR. ELKINS:  Those are the current rules. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Right.  That’s not necessarily completely complied with, because it can be like 


small amounts.  There are instances where small amounts of SAV are allowed to be dredged, for 


example. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Then they do mitigation for that or they just do no mitigation? 


 


MR. TROWELL:  Is that Marine Fisheries Commission rules you’re speaking to about no 


mitigation?  Our mitigation rules don’t speak to SAV. 


 


MS. DEATON:  No, they just don’t allow mitigation, period, unless it is by a public – maybe a 


state agency for a project that has public benefit. 


 


MR. TROWELL:  Yes, and that is speaking mainly to the filling of coastal wetlands marsh is 


where that comes up quite a bit.  Our rules, when it speaks to SAV habitat, it is to avoided 


altogether, and a lot of times it can be a project killer unless it is like a large DOT project or 


something with a large public benefit.  The only other project that I can think of that has 
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significant SAV impact that eventually was permitted, a private development type project, was 


Sandy Point, but that was a debacle altogether. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Speaking to Amber’s question, having looked at hundreds of projects in North 


Carolina and hundreds sin Florida; I have never seen anything in North Carolina that is 


analogous to something like Rybovich Marina wanting to come in and dredge four acres of 


seagrass bed to create a marina basin.  That kind of project would just be unheard of in North 


Carolina. 


 


DR. WHITTLE:  Jacksonville District is, what, 11 or 13 acres that they want to dredge now. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes; so it is a big difference between the two states.  But for Sandy Point, I was 


wondering if you were going to bring that one up. 


 


(Remarks made off the record) 


 


AP MEMBER:  I’ve fished gillnets in that area and, boy, you want to talk about making a big 


problem for yourself, if you are not careful when you’re fishing in that area, you set your net in 


the wrong place where they dredged those channels, you’re going to spend hours of 


backbreaking work in clearing them.  To the life of me I don’t know how our agency and DMF 


missed that up front through the scoping process.  But, anyway, that is water under the bridge 


now. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, I think we’ve kind of got to the point where diminishing returns on the 


SAV.   Are you ready to take a break and then we’ll come back and break out into breakout 


groups. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  One last quick point, on the last point with the investigating restoration 


techniques; Anne, your comments about the review of like the ecosystem functions; should that 


be kind of part integrated in here, so it gets to that issue of restored versus natural? 


 


MS. DEATON:  Sure. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Roger will propose some language for consideration by the seagrass team.  All 


right, break, 20 minutes. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay; let’s see if we can wrap up, and we only have three and a half more hours 


to go today.  The last session we are going to break out into groups here, and I am going to float 


an idea or two about how we go about doing that.  I think we’re now at the point where the 


policy statements that are left to talk about are the ones that a few people have a lot of interest in, 


but not necessarily the whole group.   


 


Breaking out into smaller units, I think would make some sense.  I am just going to throw out 


some ideas here.  You guys can feel free to push back.  Now the state subpanel leads have kind 


of led these discussions for the most part in the past.  The Georgia Subpanel lead is not here 


today, so you have got a freebie here with Pat. 


 


Priscilla, I know has worked on the estuarine invasive species or the marine one; which one? 
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(Answer given off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, going back to the last AP meeting, you also had the dredging one.  At this 


point you are more or less prepared to either continue with the estuarine invasive species or to 


start kind of almost anew with the dredging one.  Do you have a preference between those two 


today? 


 


MS. WENDT:  No, I don’t; maybe whichever one most people are interested in talking about. 


 


MR. STREET:  By dredging; what do you mean?  There is not one called dredging. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Beach nourishment is the actual content of it, so it would be the beach 


nourishment one. 


 


MS. WENDT:  That was one we did not address at all last time, because we just didn’t have time 


to get around. 


 


MR. WILBER:  How many folks here, just raise your hand; that would be interested in a 


breakout group led by Pricilla focusing on beach nourishment? 


 


MR. MIKEL:  What is choice Number 2? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay; so we’ll go through the list, because obviously some things aren’t good 


enough to vote for on their own.  The other item is our colleagues from the Fish and Wildlife 


Service were leading the in-stream flow policy statement.  I do believe Alice has enough of what 


was done last time that she could pick up for the missing Fish and Wildlife Service folks and 


lead that group today. 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  Yes; in our group last time we had Wilson, John Ellis was leading, and then 


I think, Tom, you were in there and Mark was recruited into our group as well.  We could 


definitely sit down and try.  We were working on the in-stream flows and the energy policy. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I was just going to say in-stream flow; you’ve got whatever revisions you 


have made so far on yours.  The energy had some updates that actually had been discussed in the 


past in the version that you’ve gotten that captured some historic things that we were trying to do 


on relicensing, and on some baseline wind; so it does provide kind of a springboard to take it to 


the next step. 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  I was going to ask where those came from, the revisions? 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so getting to the list, I guess for all the choices; one option is you can 


hang out with Alice and go through in-stream flows; you can hang out with Priscilla and go 


through beach nourishment, or you can go – I guess you don’t think there is really much reason 


to go through marine invasive species at this point? 


 


(Answer given off the record) 
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MR. WILBER:  Okay; and the third option then would be to find some group who wants to do 


energy and would appoint some person within that group to kind of lead that discussion and 


collect the notes.  We’ve done aquaculture; we’ve done SAV.  The artificial reefs were really 


Pat’s baby, and he is not here today.  The marine invasive species seems to not have a whole lot 


of interest in it, and the estuarine invasive species seems to have progressed pretty far in the last 


few weeks, anyway, when Priscilla sent it out. 


 


MS. WENDT:  I can’t recall who was in the breakout group with me except Pat Geer was for at 


least part of the time, I know, and Bill Kelly was also part of that group.  They were the only 


ones who had any substantive remarks to make.  Essentially it was to include lionfish and tiger 


shrimp in the estuarine invasive species policy statement.  They are already in the marine policy 


statement.  Because they are seeing more and more of them in inshore and estuarine 


environments, they wanted them included in the estuarine as well. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Again, I think the leading candidates – we can only really have three groups 


today, maybe – would be energy, in-stream flows and beach nourishment.  Unless there is some 


other topic area that you have not heard mentioned yet that you think the council should have a 


habitat-related policy statement on; that could then be a fourth choice, but that would be starting 


with a completely blank page, because we don’t have a policy statement to build on. 


 


MS. WENDT:  Well, I wondered about the artificial reef policy.  It looked like there was a 


placeholder for it. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, Pat was sort of leading that.  I would say we just sort of give Pat a 


homework assignment or something. 


 


MR. MIKEL:  \ On the flow; that is not going to encompass the energy portion of it or it will or 


it won’t? 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  They are currently separate. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Maybe Jenk’s question is whether you’re talking about flows from  


hydroelectric plants.  That would be part of the in-stream flow; whereas, I think the energy 


policy or at least the intent of that was really more about offshore winds, oil and gas kind of 


stuff; things that are not really related to riverine flows. 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  The way it is written right now, it does have hydro as part of the energy. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, we can move it. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Actually there was a footnote.  I included all the recommended updates on 


that, but there was a footnote that talked about very specifically that point about in the energy put 


in context any of the water withdrawals and different things for other plants.  It was a footnote, 


but they aren’t specific other than being highlighted as in hydro. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Does that answer your question? 


 


MR. MIKEL:  It just makes the choice tougher. 
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MR. WILBER:  Well, what would make it easier?  Would there be any problem with moving 


FERC stuff into the in-stream flows at least for the purpose of today, and then having the energy 


discussion limited to things that happened in estuaries or the ocean that are not part of a FERC 


licensed hydroelectric project.   


 


That I think makes a relatively conceptual clean-cut.  The choices again would be in-stream 


flows to include FERC hydroelectric projects; energy; i.e. wind, oil and gas drilling offshore; and 


beach nourishment.  Those are the three choices; who wants to do beach nourishment?  Okay.  


good, all right that is roughly a third.  In-stream flows, okay.  Then I guess everybody else is 


going to do energy.  Who is energy?  Okay. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Jenks and I could do it the old-fashioned way, right? 


 


MR. MIKEL:  Well, I’m going to probably go with Alice, because I think she’s going to be 


talking about it.  If she’s not, I’m with you. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, if we’re not going to really do the energy one, which is fine.  If there is 


not interest, then I would actually rather go to the beach nourishment one.  Then we just have 


two groups.  Does it sound good? 


 


AP MEMBER:  We’re going to have a chance to revisit all of these topics? 


 


MR. WILBER:  No, no absolutely not. (Laughter)  We probably will talk some tomorrow, 


maybe later today about, okay, what is the next step.  Hopefully we’ll have some volunteer who 


is going to now take the input received and turn on track changes and really go at it.  If you’re at 


the point where you think track changes is just going to make it too messy, you just want to 


rewrite the whole thing, by all means just go ahead and rewrite the whole thing.   


 


Then if we can kind of set some kind of target for – I’ll just throw out a date, say, like the end of 


July where we could collect the revised or next generation of these policy statements; then we 


could pass it around for an e-mail type review inside the AP in time to get those comments back 


in time for a roughly November AP meeting, which I have had a request for not being in 


Charleston.   


 


Then if we get to the point where we’re done with it at that November AP meeting other than 


minor little cleanup issues, then we will have enough time to get it into the council’s briefing 


package for the December meeting in Wilmington.  That is the kind of rough schedule.  Now 


these APs do not have to move together as a group if there are some – I’m sorry, these policy 


statements don’t have to stay together as a group.  If some are ready to go, they can go.  Others 


can be tabled back to the group for much more consideration and beefing up.  It just depends on 


how they go individually.  I think roughly that is the kind of schedule we’re looking at. 


 


MS. DEATON:  Where is the next meeting going to be? 


 


MR. WILBER:  I don’t know; I’ve heard some people don’t want it in Charleston. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I have to get with our administrative group and they have to come up with a 


cost justification to be able to do it outside.  I mean, part of it has to do with also the staff 
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involved in the meeting, et cetera.  If we can work out and maybe even a member can help find a 


location that ends up being reasonable; Habitat has been in Charleston like forever, so there is 


some justification to look beyond here. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I would just guess that if any of you folks outside of Charleston have control 


over a meeting room that is available at no cost, that would be a significant contribution to tilting 


the economics one way or the other.  Let’s break and pick apart the two policy statements we’ve 


kind of gone at.     


 


(Whereupon, the AP held breakout group discussions.) 


 


MR. WILBER:  All right so just to recap.  We’re going to basically set a date, the target date of 


July 31 to get the next iteration of these plans out.  The people who have more or less been 


coerced or volunteered into doing the next iteration; we’re still looking for Amber and Anne on 


the SAV.   


 


I will work with Priscilla on the beach nourishment one and she will also put the last little bow 


on the invasive species one.  I’ll talk with Pat Geer to get him to continue on the artificial reef 


one; the in-stream flows to include FERC hydroelectric stuff will be the Fish and Wildlife 


Service. 


 


MS. LAWRENCE:  I’ll send out the changes we made to our group via e-mail and continue 


conversation. 


 


MR. WILBER:  The aquaculture one, Chris and Ken; they volunteered to do that.  Which ones 


have I left out?  The energy policy one; no one has done that one.  We will see if we can get 


Jocelyn. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Wilson had actually said he was going to be involved and help some. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Well, we’ll try to recruit someone outside the committee to do the energy one 


unless there is someone in here who wants to do it.  Okay; that’s it, right?  Now, a couple that 


came up that we just need to have on the record as something we want to consider doing; we do 


not have a policy on groins, jetties and seawalls.  We think it might be worth developing one if 


time is available to do one.  Was there any other in our group that we talked about besides the 


groins, jetties, and seawalls?  Mike. 


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, I know up in the northeast, beach nourishment is relatively more common 


inside estuaries than it is in the southeast.  The considerations tend to be a little different. 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  I guess the question I’ve got is do we address adequately the removal inshore 


or whatever the certain situations where there has been sediment brought from inshore out.  I 


mean, there may be very unique situations, but if it is adequately covered, then maybe that is 


fine. 
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MR. WILBER:  The current beach nourishment one is a little bit lean when it comes to 


discussing the borrow area or the mining area.  We’ll work on that when we gussy it up for the 


next round.  I guess until we find a lot more examples of beach nourishment occurring in an 


estuary, we will basically say this applies to oceans and estuaries; but because of the experiences 


in the southeast, it is basically built upon the experiences in the ocean or something like that. 


 


AP MEMBER:  Instead of developing another policy on groins and jetties, since groins are often 


associated with beach nourishment projects, would you want to combine the two?  Now jetties 


are channel stabilization devices mainly for navigation; but groins, you see those a lot more often 


then you see jetties, at least applications for groins.  It’s just a thought. 


 


MS. DEATON:  It would help when you’re weighing one alternative over another; and in North 


Carolina where they just permitted some terminal groins, the terminal groin has to be done in 


conjunction with a beach nourishment project.  They are very interrelated. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes; we talked about that in the group.  My feeling in the group was it got too 


scary to talk about combining it; but maybe it doesn’t look quite so scary the way that you guys 


put it.  In our group, we can take a stab at it and see how it looks.  If it looks good, we’ll keep 


rolling with it.  If it looks too messy or incomplete, then maybe we’ll retreat.  Combining seems 


like actually a good thing to do. 


 


AP MEMBER:  I don’t think you need to include jetties, because again they are a little bit 


different than groins unless you think that there are a lot more jetties coming down the pike.   


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


AP MEMBER:  I didn’t say seawalls, but I was just talking about doing groins and jetties. 


 


MR. WILBER:  I think adding groins is a very simple thing to do.  When I heard jetties, I had to 


do an Oregon Inlet letter two weeks ago so I was like still shaken from that.  We’ll do 


breakwaters and groins.   


 


(Question asked off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Yes, seawalls would have to be someplace else, because sea walls are not part of 


beach nourishment projects. 


 


(Remark made off the record) 


 


MR. WILBER:  Offshore breakwaters in Florida? 


 


AP MEMBER:  The Corps is looking at considering that a civil works project.  The town of 


Edisto is really pushing hard to get that included. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Why do they tell you guys this stuff? 


 


AP MEMBER:  I have an inside man at the Corps.  I don’t think it is going to go anywhere just 


because of the cost, but it is out there. 







Habitat AP Meeting 
                                                                                                                          North Charleston, SC 


                                                                                                                                                                                         May 7, 2013 
 


64 


 


MR. MIKEL:  Are they just going to build a big sand dune out there or what? 


 


AP MEMBER:  It’s a combination of a beach and nourishment project, a groin project, and at the 


end of each groin just offshore, several hundred feet, a little T structure made up of manmade 


reef balls to dissipate wave energy. 


 


MR. WILBER:  Okay, so I think that is it for the policy statements.  We’ll put out an e-mail to 


everybody next week just kind of making all that stuff clear again, but that should be simple.  


Roger, there was something else you wanted to do before we broke? 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  One of the other items was the progression – and I think Pace has already 


discussed the progression on building a state of the South Atlantic Fish Habitat Document.  I 


think one of the things that are going to happen after this meeting; we were hoping to have a 


little bit more progress, have some discussions with the state subpanel chairs in the context of a 


number of different activities going on and figure out how to progress with getting something 


like that combined or at least moving forward further for our region and tied to the activities.   


 


Then as we move into the November meeting, we can at least address where this may be and 


how it can be developed.  I mean, unless we’ve talked about generally what some of the context 


may be; I think we need to have that subpanel chairs discuss where we can potentially go with 


this one; weigh some of the other activities.  That was one of the things.  Any other thoughts, 


Pace? 


 


Before we break, what I’m going to do is I am just going to e-mail a presentation on the status of 


the ecosystem coordination; because at this stage with everybody doing this, it is probably going 


to be a little bit much.  What I would like to do is just quickly highlight what is going to be 


included in it. 


 


Really, what it is touching on is the fact that there are a number of other bigger regional activities 


going on in our area that can benefit the activities of both the advisory panel and the council, and 


our state partners and regional partners.  One of the first things I have talked to a couple of you 


about was the activities of the Southeast Coastal Ocean Observing Regional Association,  


SECOORA, the Ocean Observing Group. 


 


I have briefed a number of members that were involved earlier on, on some of the activities.  


That effort is continually evolving and projects involve.  One of the more recent, there was a 


recent meeting of some of the subgroups; the technical groups of that last week.  They addressed 


healthy ecosystems, working waterfronts, clean coastal communities, and a fourth component 


that tries to capture the interactions of the region and ties directly to the Governors Alliance – 


I’ve mixed the two.  That actually is for the Governors Alliance technical teams.  That met last 


week.  The Ocean Observing Association is continuing moving with their projects on building a 


comprehensive ocean-observing capability for the entire region.   


 


One of the specific things that has unfolded with our activities is the attempt to begin to build 


connections between the observing information and fish stock and fish information.  We have a 


collaboration between partners under the fishery independent survey, MARMAP with Marcel 


Reichert and South Carolina DNR, and with the SECOORA group and funded through some 


work with Razmus and the efforts of Mitch Roffer and ROFFS to combine and to very 
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specifically look at how we can link, say, the environmental information collected on the fishery- 


independent surveys with the environmental information collected through the systems; look at 


variability and actually get some of this type of analysis that provides habitat suitability 


modeling, so that you can adjust potentially some of the CPUE indices based on environmental 


variability.   


 


The intent is to bring the oceanographers in discussions of environmental variability and 


environmental issues to the table in stock assessment.  Formally, the effort that is going to unfold 


this year is going to be tied and have a focus on specifically red porgy, which is due for a stock 


assessment coming up, so there is a real opportunity to get the oceanographers specifically 


discussing with the stock assessment scientists some of these tools that may be able to give some 


more view of how some of the environmental variability adjusts or may influence some of the 


populations, as well s the surveying going on. 


 


That is one of the more significant efforts on building that connection between ocean observing 


and fish stocks.  I had mentioned the Governors Alliance.  The South Atlantic Governors 


Alliance continues to evolve and move forward.  As I mentioned, the technical teams did meet 


last week.  They rolled out a Regional Information Management System that they have been 


designing.   


 


It will have a lot of cross-sectional information layers for the entire region as a benefit to the 


individual states, as well as to help provide some inputs for regional comprehensive view and 


management at the regional and balancing and some of the spatial planning discussions.  There 


are some interactions or connections directly with our South Atlantic Habitat and Ecosystem 


Atlas; designations of essential fish habitat, all the spatial information on fisheries; so we’re still 


in discussions about how some of these different systems are kind of all unfolding at the same 


time and providing sometimes similar, if not the same information; so how that goes forward is 


changing and moving. 


 


One of the other activities is there is a National Habitat Board and plan that was developed 


through collaboration in the entire country.  What it did is it created regional partnerships, one of 


which is a Southeast Aquatic Resource Partnership, SARP, that I sit on and work with that is 


directly involved with providing resources for aquatic habitat conservation. 


 


There is actually a habitat plan nationally.  There is a southeast plan that they have developed.  


There are a number of the different partnerships.  Another one is the Atlantic Coast Fish Habitat 


Partnership, but we have been involved to a degree directly with SARP.  SARP has connections 


to the community and had some relevant connections because of discussions we’ve had to the 


community based restoration programs.  What they are trying to do and throughout all of our 


partner states have funded efforts to do restoration efforts.   


 


They are now in the process of doing coordination to draw on all those to come up with what 


may be some of the more accepted practices across all these different programs.  It has relevance 


to some of what we’ve just discussed about providing some guidance on best practices, et cetera.  


We may be able to draw directly from some of the work that is being funded directly through 


that organization.   
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One of the other newer groups that have been developed is the South Atlantic Landscape 


Conservation Cooperative.  It is one of a number of these that have been developed throughout 


the country.  It is an organization that is trying to look from the highest level of view.  It is 


actually looking at terrestrial freshwater and marine systems; and in our case the southeast covers 


that entire section and through into the EEZ.   


 


The benefit of this is to try to look at everything from terrestrial interactions, marine river 


interactions and provide resources that give you better regional distribution of these, and then 


begin looking at some tools to better understand the impacts of sea level rise or some of these 


other things that may happen in our region. 


 


The real powerful aspect of the conservation cooperatives; they are tied directly to USGS who 


has climate science centers.  They actually have funded science centers that one of their main 


clients is the conservation cooperatives.  If you make the link all the way up this chain, one of 


the things I see as a benefit is our participation will maybe provide the ability to get resources 


down from these science centers to be able to provide us some view and snapshots and 


connections to down-scaled models to understand what may be some of the change of the 


essential fish habitat designations regionally may have on managed species, like gag or 


estuarine- dependent species.   


 


There are some connections that I think are going to be real beneficial to our region in the long 


run, and that continued collaboration is pretty significant and beneficial.  One of the other 


aspects that connects both SARP and the South Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative is 


their invested resources in in-stream flow work.  I think that is one thing I want to make sure that 


we get in the discussions for the in-stream policy; because they have invested in the southeast in-


stream flow network and the information that provides at least a lot of the research and 


capabilities and tries to facilitate watershed level in-stream flow analysis and guidance. 


 


Plus, they are providing some research planning on what the best research will be needed to be 


able to connect species and flow information.  There are some real opportunities to build on it.  


Moving it to the Landscape Conservation Cooperative, again looking from the higher level, 


they’ve even taken it a step further to look at, say, distribution maps of surface flow change and 


come up with areas that are going to be the most significant potential for impacts; so getting that 


entire area and then being able to look at all the flow information and be able to put it into 


systems that really target from upstate all the way to the coastal zone, where the hotspots are 


going to be on as that surface float changes where they are going to be are some products that are 


already being done as part of the collaboration between the cooperatives and the other 


partnerships. 


 


Again, things that can really benefit kind of the bigger picture in the impacts on our region or our 


habitat or species managed.  Of course, the tools that we’re developing with the Atlas and some 


of the other ones are going to go further.  The ecospecies, species life history detailed online 


systems, are hopefully going to be connected into a lot of our continued discussion.  I think we 


would like to be able to maybe connect some of that very specifically into the policy statements 


that have references to where you can find information on species distribution, on habitat, FEP, 


et cetera.   
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All of those connect into the broader scope of what is going on in our region and how we can 


draw on and focus or guide some of these different efforts, especially funded efforts to benefit all 


of what is being managed or conserved in our region.  That is the quick snapshot.  As I said, I 


would send.   


 


I expect in the November meeting we are going to probably get a little more of that really kind of 


upfront in terms of seeing some of the things such as, say, the products that are connecting fish 


and oceanographic.  I think they are going to be matured enough that they are going to be 


worthwhile seeing how we can see some of those benefits in the future.  That’s all I wanted to 


say.   


 


MR. WILBER:  All right, 8:30 tomorrow morning.  Be on your best behavior; we’re going to be 


with the “Coral People.” 


 


MR. PUGLIESE:  Yes, we’ll be joint with Coral.  The chairs of the Law Enforcement and the 


Deepwater Shrimp APs will join to hopefully put the last details on what is going to be 


recommended to the council for public hearing for the extension of the HAPCs; all those other 


last pieces you received are highlighting that. 


 


(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned on May 7, 2013.) 
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