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Tracey Ann Gore
221 Prmo Drive
Fort Myers Beach, FL 33931
(239) 463-1714
Email: Shoes@comeast.net

March 19, 2007

South Atlantic Fisheries Management Council
4055 Faber Place Drive, Suite 201
North Charleston, SC 29405

To Whom It May Concern:

Please accept this letter as ruy public comment regarding the amendraent 1o the “Use It or Lose
I” Rock Shrimp Permit.

My husband and I own two shricp boats. Qur company bas a Rock Shomp Permit and
Endorsement. Instead of shrimping in Texas over the summers, my husband chose to go 1o the
East Coast in order to keep up his landings for his permit; his home port is Fort Myers Beach, FL.

[ have communicated via email with John Williams of Southern Shrimp Alliance regarding the
ratter of reinstating rock shrimp permits (Attachment A). I explained my concerns over the
possibility of overfisbing that could occur if the permits were available to anyone. He expiained
where I was mistaken, and said it would not be opening the Rack Shrimp Permits for those who
don’t already have them — just for those 150(7) who applied and received a permit, the ones who
didn’t keep it for whatever reason.

My feeling is this; if these boats followed the instructions and applied for the permit and received
it due to their willingness to spend the time to catch the required landings —and if they still awn 2
shrimpboat and are still in business, and have a good reason why they let their permit lapse,
perhaps they should be gble to have their permit reinstated ~ ONLY if the shrimpers on the East
Coast who shrimp there year round also agree since that is their main territory. If a shrimp boat
was not eligible to apply for & rock shrimp permit, or was eligible but didn’t - then they should
not be eligible now. There were many reasons the “use it or lose it” policy was implemented.

Attachment B is the Federal Register summary for the implementation of the limited access
program. [t clearly states that the intent is to (1) minimize additional increases in harvesting
capacity iu the rock shrimp fishery; (2) reduce the bycatch of small unmarketable rock shnmp;
(3) cahance compliance with fishery management regulations; (4) improve protection of essential
fish habitat, including an arca that contains THE LAST 20 ACRES OF INTACT OCULINA
CORAL IN THE WORLD; (5) and t ensure the long-term economic viability of the rock shrimp

industry.

Attacbmeat C are Comments and Responses from individuals and council. It also states that The
Southeast Region NMFS determined that Amendment 5 is neccssary for the conservation and
roanagemeat of the South Atlanric rock shrimp fishery and that it is consistent with the
Magnuson-Stevens Act and other applicable laws.
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Attachment D is a copy of the Federal Register’s final rule to implement Amendment 13 which
establishes a 10-year moratorium on issuance of Federal Gulf shrimp vessel permits. Attachment
E shows the Federal Register’s comments and responses. One of which talks about shrimp stocks
not being overfished, thus there is 0o biological reaon for a moratorium .....". The NMFS
disagreed saying that cven though stocks are not overfished, shrimp effort directly impacts
bycatch species and that the intent of the moratorjum is to cap the fishery at its recent fevel of
participants and reduce the possibility of future entry into the fishery should the currently poor

econormic situation change.

Attachmeant F shows the comment and response regarding the new Gulf of Mexico moratorium.
Commenter states that there has been a decline in the number of participatng shrimp vessels for
the past 3 years due to economic conditions in the fishery. Many permitted vessels are not
currently active in the fisbery because they cannot do so profitably and that there is no reason for
a moratorium in the foreseeable future. The response to that comment was, although the number
of vessels has declined.. ., effort had remained high because of increased efficiency of the vessels
in the fishery, including new and larger vessels that have replaced older smaller vessels. Even so,
based on the number of permits issued ju the fishery, NMFS estimates there are still excess
capacity in the fishery, and fewer vessels could harvest the available crop in a more profitable
imanner. The intent of the moratorium is to cap the current participation and to preveat future
expansion of the fishery should economic conditions improve.

[ feel that putting a moratorium oo Gulf Shrimp, then opening up the South Atlantic Rock Shrimp
permits is a contradiction to what the intents are. (Attachment G) The SAFMC said that today’s
rock shrimp industry is significantly different from the one that existed four years ago and does
not require the palicy to protect the rock shrimp stocks from overfishing or the industry from

overcapitalization.

I think that the reasons given to amend the “use it or Jose it” rule are not valid. They do not
address the original intent of the Amendment as shown in Attachment B. TF there is enough rock
shrimp stock to allow more permits, thers soon won *t be after the Bast Coast is flooded with more
boats. Economically, the current rock shrimpers cannot afford the competition of more
shrimpboats on the East Coast. Thank you for your time.

Respectfully,

Tracey A. Gore

Ce: SSA, National Marine Fisheries, Rock Shrimp Advisory Panel, Habitat and Environroental
Protection and Coral, Coral Reef, and Live/ Hard Bottom Habitat Advisory Panels, Departrnent of
Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; Sherry
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Council Summery Motions - March 8, 2007

MACKEREL

MOTION #1: THE COUNCIL APPROVED THE SCOPING DOCUMENT FOR
AMENDMENT 16.

MOTION #2: THE COUNCIL VOTED TO CHANGE MACKEREL AMENDMENT
SEQUENCE BY CHANGING AMENDMENT 16 TO AMENDMENT 19.

JOINT HABITAT/ECOSYSTEM-BASED MANAGEMENT

MOTION #1: THE COUNCIL VOTED TO CONTINUE TO ADDRESS THE AQUCULTURE
POLICY BASED ON COMMENTS MADE BY MARK ROBSON AND MIKE RUBINO
BEFORE TAKING ACTION AT THE JUNE COUNCIL MEETING.

MOTION #2: THE COUNCIL VOTED TO APPROVE THE DEEPWATER CORAL
RESEARCH PLAN WITH SOME REVISIONS TO THE LANGUAGE. THE REVISED
TIMELINE WILL BE APPROVED AT A LATER DATE.

SHRIMP

MOTION #1: THE COUNCIL VOTED TO ACCEPT THE REPORT OF THE SHRIMP
REVIEW PANEL THAT ADDRESSED THE CONDITION OF THE PINK SHRIMP STOCK.
(IT IS THE INTENT THAT THE STATUS REPORT BEF OOTNOTED WITH THE SHRIMP

REVIEW PANEL’S CONCLUSION).

MOTION #2: THE COUNCIL VOTED TO AMEND THE SHRIMP FMP TO REMOVE THE
USE IT OR LOSE IT CLAUSE FOR ROCK SHRIMP IN SHRIMP AMENDMENT 5.
(IT IS THE COUNCIL’S INTENT THAT ANY PERMITS THAT ARE REVOKED FOR NOT
MEETING THE ROCK SHRIMP LANDINGS REQUIREMENT WHILE THE AMENDMENT

o 1S BEING DEVELOPED WILL BE REIN STATED.)
JOINT EXECUTIVE/FINANCE
MOTION #1: THE COUNCIL VOTED TO APPROVE THE DRAFT
FMP/AMENDMENT/FRAMEWORK SCHEDULE WITH THE ADDITION OF GAG AND

VERMILION SNAPPER TO THE FISHERY ECOSYSTEM PLAN COMPREHENSIVE
AMENDMENT AND ROCK SHRIMP AS A SEPARATE AMENDMENT.
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26, 1879); and (3) does not warrant
reperation of a regulatory evaluaton as
8:12 anticipated impact is so minimal.
Since it has been determined that this
{g 2 routine marter that will only affect
air truffic procedures and air navigation,
it is certified that this rule, whea
promulgated, will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small eatities under the
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act.

Federal airways ere publizhsd in
paragraph 6010(e) o FAA Order
7400.9K dated August 80, 2002, end
effactive Sestembet 16, 2002, which is
incorporated by reference in 14 CFR
71.1. The Fedaral sirways listed in this
document will be published
subssquently in the Order.

Environmental Review

The FAA has determined that this
action qualifies for categorical exclusion
under the National Environmentel
Policy Act in accordance with FAA
Order 1050.1D, Policies and Procedures
jor Considering Environmental Impacts.
This airspace action is not expected 10
cause any potentially significant
environmental impacts, and no
extraordinary circumstances exist that
warrant preparation. of an
environmenta} assessment

Ligt of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71

Alrspace, Incorporation by refersace,
Navigation (sir).

Adoption of the Amendment

In consideration of the foregoing, the
Federal Avistion Administraon
amends 14 CFR part 71 as follows:

PART 71—DESIGNATION OF CLASS A,
CLASS B, CLASS C, CLASS D, AND
CLASS E, AIRSPACE AREAS;
AIRWAYS; ROUTES; AND REPORTING
POINTS

1. Tha authority citation for part 71
continuas to read as follows:

Authority: 498 U.S.C. 108(g). 40103, 40113,
40120; E.O. 10854, 24 FR 9565, 3 CFR. 1859
19¢3 Comp., p. 368.

§711 [Amaended]

2. The incorparation by refersoce in
14 CFR 71.1 of the Federal Aviation
Administration Order 7400.9K, Alrs
Designations and Reporting Hoints,
deted August 30, 2002, and effective
September 16, 2002, i¢c amended as
follows:

Poragraph 6010(a}—Domestic VOR Federal

Airways
L] L - L] -
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Erom Razorback. AR, Dogwood, MO; INT
Dogwood 052° and Maples, MO 230° madinls;
Maples; Faymington, MO; Cenwralis, IL; Bible
Grove, IL: Maltcon, [L; to Bloomington, I
Fram Rosewood, OH: Mensfield, Ot INT
Mansfield 088° and Akron, OH, 233° radials;
Akron; Youngstown, OH; Tidioute, PA;
Bradford, PA: INT Bradford 078° and Eluire,
NY, 252° radials; Ebmiza; Binghamton, NY;
Rockdels, NY; Albany, NY; Cambridge, NY:
INT Cambridge 063° and Lebanog, NH, 214°
radhals; to Lebanaon,

b ] » L ® v

v-28a [Revised]

From Beaumont, TX; INT Beaumaont 323°
and Lufkin, TX, 181° redials; Lufkin; Gregp
Coupty. TX; Tecarksna, AR; Foxt Smith, AR
Harrison, AR; Dogwood, MO; INT Dogwood
052° end Maples, MO. 230° radiels: INT
Maples 230° and Vichy, MO, 198° mudials; to
Vichy. The airspace within R—45014A. R-
45018, R—4501C and R-4501D is excluded
during their tme of activetioo.

- b 4 & w L d

Issued in Washipgtan, DC, on Januery 6,
2003
Rrginald C. Matthews,
Manager. Airspece and Rules Division. ’
|FR Doc. 03-919 Filed 1-15-03; 8:45 uim)
|ULUNG CODE 810-13-

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Adminigtration

15 CFR Part 802

50 CFR Part 622

{Docket No. D20816138-2315-02; LD.
071202A]

RIN 0648-AP41

Fishariss of the Caribbean, Gulf of
Mexco, and South Atlantic; Fishery
Management Plan for the Shrimp
Fishery off the Southem Atlantic
Statas: Amandment 3

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Ocsanic and
Atmosphoric Administration (NDAA),
Cormmerce,

ACTION: Final rule.

SuMMARY: NMFS issuss this final rule to
implement Amendmant 5 to the F ishery
Management Plan for the Shrimp
Flshery off the Southeru Alsalic Slules
(FMP). This final rule agtablishes a
\imited access program for the rock
shrimp fishery in the exclusive
economic zone (EEZ) off Georgia and off
the east coast of Florida (limited access
gren), establishes & minimum mesh size
for & rock shrimp wawl net in the

limited access area, requires the use of
an approved vessel monitoring system
[VMS?by veseels allowad to fish for
rock shrimp in the limited access
program, and requires an operawor ofa
vessal in the rock shrimp fishery in the
EEZ off the southern Atlantic states
(North Carolina through the east coast of
Florida) to have an operator permit 1o
addition, NMFS informs the public of
the approval by the Office of
Mansgement and Budget (OMB) of the
collectiou-of-informaton requirements
contained in this final rula and
ublishes the OMB control numbers for

ose collections. The intended effe
of this fini ]
sdditional increages in barvesting

fapacity in the Tock shrim fishery:
Yeduce chof Eﬁﬁz
Unmarketable rock shrimps ce

complisnce w1 hery mansgement

1e| ; i

ossentia udipg an area
at cantal @ lagt 20 acres (8

ectares) of intac
remaining in the world; end ansure the
ong-term econosnic viability of the rock
S o B
BaTES: This final rule is sffective
February 18, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Comments regarding the
collection-of-information requiroments
contained in this finel rule should be
sent to Robert Sadlar, Southeast
Regional Office, NMF5, 9721 Executive
Center Drive N., St Potarsburg, FL
33702, and to the OFice of Information
and Regulatory Affairs, Office of
Management and Budget (OMB),
Washipgton, DC 20503 (Attention:
NOAA Desk Officer).

Copies of the final regulatory
flexibility analysis (FRFA) may be
obteined from the Southeast Regional
Offce, NMFS, 9721 Executive Center
Drive N., St. Petersburg, FL 33702.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr.
Peter J. Eldridge; phone: 727—570-5303;
fax: 727~-570-5583; e-mail:
Peter.Eldridge@noaa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
shrimp fishery off the southern Adantic
states is managed under the FMP. The
FMP was prepared by the South
Atlsntic Fishery Manzgement Counail
(Council) end is implernented under the
authority of the Magouson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management
Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) by
rogulatiens at 50 CFR part 622.

\MFS approved Amendment 5 on
October 23, 2002. NMFS published &
proposed rule to implement
‘Amendment 5 and requested comments
on tha proposed rule through October
21, 2002 (687 FR 56516, September 4,
2002). The rationale for the measures in

239 463 1714 PARGE. @4




MAR 29 2087 @9:46 FR MID-ATLANTIC FISHERY 382 674 53399 TO 18437634520

Mar 18 U/ 1U18p 1 racey

Federal Register/Vol. 68, No. 1}@63}7, January 16, 2003/Rules and Regulations
= —

P.B5-18

2189

e

informad thet trawling in such areas is
prohibited. It should be noted that
vessals with an approved VMS gystem
will be able to split trips batween rock
and penaeid sheimp trips without
haviog to land either type of shrimp
Grst. The VMS will enable vassal
owpers ta monitor vessel operations
which should result in safer and raore
sfficient fishing cperadens that will
beneft the crew ag well as the vessel
wuer.
Cominent 3: One fisherman and one

Amendment 5 is provided in ths
preamble to the proposed rule and is not
repeated here.

Comments and Responses

NMFS raceived seven commants,
from three individuals and the Council,
on the proposed rule (67 FR 56518,
September 4, 2002). A summary of the
comments received and NMFS’
responses follows.

’ mment 1: A vessel owner reported
that she had fished for rock shrimp in
the 1960’s and helped to build the
merket for rock shrimp. She believes

that she should be eligible for a permit rogram for th rock shrimp fiskory

even though she did not meet the all Americans should ba able to
eligibility req}ziramen{s. . sxercise.
esponse: The public was notified oa J Response: The Magpuson-Stevens Act

April 4, 1984, that the South Atlantic
Council was consideriug a limited
access program for the rock shrimp
fishery and that anyooe entering the
fishery after April 4, 1994, might not be
assured of future participation in the
fishery if a limited entry managament
regime wers implemented. Since then,
thare is svidence that the fishery bas
become overcapitalized. Far example,
although the current estimate for
optimum yield is 6.83 million 1b (3.10
million kg), as many as 400 vessels ha
obtained a rock shrimp permit. The
Advisory Panel af the Council beliaves
that the fishery can support, at mast, no
more than 150 vessels, and it is evident
that 2 much smaller pumber of vessels
could take the annual harvest io most
years. For thesa reasons, the Coungcil
limited access to the fishery 1o
participants who could demonstrate that
they had landed at lesst 15,000 lb (8,804
¥g) of rock shrimp in any one calendar
yeer between 1996 and 2000

Comment 2: One fisharman and cns .
vessel owner oﬁposed the VMS
requirement, They believe that the
government should pay for tha VMS
system and that the VMS system was
pot needed. Also, they reported that
th? wanted to split trips between rock
and penneid shrump without having ta
unload their rock shrimp catch befcre
they could fish for penaeid “soft”

be managed on a sustainable basis so
that an optimal yield can be obtainad.

overcapitalization has occurred in the
rock shrimp fishery and, at most, no
more than 150 vessels should be

vield is unlikely if open access to the
fishery conhnues. As such, a limited

is prudent and reasonable to limit
fishing pressure to the level which the
resource can support without
overfishing and without allowing the
cost of Ashing to exceed the revenuss
obtained by selling the catch.

Gomment 4: One vessel owner
opposed the minimum mesh size
requiremant.

than 1 7/8 inches (4.76 cm) will result
in an excessive catch of smaller, less
valuable shrimp. It is believed that
allowing shrimp to grow larger will
result in more income to fishermen &s
well as a more atractve product for
consumers. Also, the use of 1

fish and other invertebrates. For this

approved the 1 7/8~inch (4.76—cxm)

ye i
Response: There is copsiderable minimum mesh size.

gvidence that illegal rawling by rock
shrimp veseels has resulted in extensive
damegs to Oculina habitat. Further.
pational standard 9 of the Magnusoa-
Stevens Act requires that conservation
and management measures ghall, to the
extent practicable, minimize bycatch.
The use of an approved VMS will
minimize inadvertent, as well as
dellberate, trawling in protected
Oculina habitat areas because vessel
captains will know precisely the
location of protected areas and will be

want individuals 1o have to take a test

performence or campetency test 10
obtaln an operator permit

Comment §: The Council’s Habitat
and Environmentsl Protection and

Habitat Advisory Panels endarsed the
management rmeasures in Amendment
5, espacially the VMS and operator
permit requirements and urged that

MAR 13 20@7 08:24

vessel owner opposed the limited access
They believe that fishing is a 7ight that
mandates that Hshery resources should

As noted earlier, there is evidence that

allowed to participate in the fishery. It
is clear that the rock shrimp raspurce is
limited end that an cptimum ecopomic

access program is gppropriste because it

Response: There is empirical evidence
that the use of minimum mesh sizes less

er mesh
should result in less bycatch of juvenile

reason, the Council proposed and NMFS
Comment 5: One vossel owner did not

to obtain a rock shrimp operator permit.
Response: NMFS will not raquire any

Coral, Coral Reef and Live/Hard Bottom

these measures ba implementsd s soon
as possible.
sponse: NMFS agrees.

Comment 7: The Council commented
in support of the management measures
proposed in Amendment 5.

Response: NMFS agrees.
Classification

The Admiaistrator, S icn
NMFS, determuined that Ame ndment 5
¢ necessary jor the copservation an
manapement ol the South Atlantic rock

=¥ :

S
other Li :
This énal rule has bean determined to

be not significant for purposes of
Executive Order 12386.

NMFS propared a final regulatory
flexibility analysis [FRFA) that
describes the impact this proposed rule,
ifadopted, would bave cn small
entities. The analysis is summerized as
follows.

The Magpuson-Stevens Act provides
the statutory basis for the rule. The

objective 1 rule is to minimize
additional increases in harvesting
my

soary;

reduce the bycatch mall,
ummarketable rock shrimp; enhance
Compliance with Hisbery managament.
Tegulations; imprave i

Sscaotial hsh habitat; and engure the
Jong-term economic vighili the ro

E__HP-K——%“"TL'*B final rule will:
astablish a limited sccess program for
the rock shrimp fshery in the EEZ off
Goorgia and off the east coast of Florida
Qimited access area); establish a
minimws mosh gize for a rock shrimp
traw] net in the limited access area;
require the use of an ap roved VMS by
vessels allowed to fish for rock shrimp
in the limited access program; and,
require an operator of a vessel in the
rock shrimp fishery in the EEZ off the
sputhern Atlantc states to have an
operator permit.

Na duplicative, overlapping, or
conflicting Federal rules have been
identified.

No coraments were received regarding
the economic impact of this final rule.

The nurober of vesssls with permits
for the South Atlantic rock shrimp
fishery varies from year to year but has
not exceeded 431. Since permits were
required in the fishery in 19586, at least
540 different vessels have been
permitted Ln the flshery. Similerly, the
number of vessels that have landed rock
shrimp varies from year to year. In 13396
the numbery i '

18 From 1996
fhrough 2000, &t least 279 different
vessals have recorded landings of South
Atlantc rock shrimp. All of these

2339 483 1714 PRGE.85
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

vational Qceanic and Atmcspheric Adn:inistration

50 CFR Part €2z

{Docket No- 051128312-6192~C2; T.D. 111605A]
RIN 0648-AS15

Fisheries of the caribbean, Gulf cf Mexico, and South Arlantic:
Shrimp Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; Bmendrent 13

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries service (NMES), Nationzl Oceanic and
atmospheric pdninistration (NORA), Ccmmezce.

ACTION: Finel rule.

__....-—_......._—-—_.__—_..__....___._______.--...._._—-_._.._—_.4_....-__———-—__—_-..___-.-._-....._ -

SUMMARY: NMES 1ssues this final rule to inplement Anendment 13 tc the
Fishary Management Plan far the Shrimp Fishery of the Gulf of Mexizso
(Amendment 12), &S prepared and submitted by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery
Management Council {Courcil). Thig fimnal rule estanlishes a 10-vyeaxt
moratoriuvm on issuanca of rederal G i vessel permits; rsgquires

“Oowners cf vessals fishipng for oI oossessing roval red shrimp from the
TEE2)_to have a roval tad shrimp

Gul: _of Mexico exclusive economic zZone

e ; recuires owners Or operators of all federallv pernmitted
gulf sbrimp vesse.s to report information an landinds and vessel and
e ra risti ;Mggg_ggggiggs_xgggg;s selected by NMES TO Zarry

cbserv and/ ! a iect i vi S. In

Pl

rerence poiats f£or

penaaid shrimp and status determication criteria for royal red shrimp.
Ihe intended offects of this final rule 8re to prowide essential
fisheries data, including bycateh data, needed to improve managament of
the fishery end to control accgss to the fishery. Fina_ly, NMF3 informs
the public of the approval by the Gff-ce of Management and BudJeL {oMB)
of the corlectior.-of-infermacion Yoquirements contained in this final
Zule and publishes the OFE control numbers for those collections.

4adition, Amendment 13 establishes bi

e
DATES: This final rule is effective October 25, 2006.
ADDRESSES: Copies of the Final Regulztory Flexibility Analysis (FREA) ' p

may be obtained from Steve 3ranstetIel, NMFS, Southeast Regional
nffice, 263 13\th\ Avenue South, St. ‘Fetessburg, FL 33701; telephone
727-824-5305; fax 727-824-5308; e-mail §;ev9.E:gp§§e;:erEnoaa.gqv.

comments Isgarding the burden-hour estimates oI other aspects of
~he collection-of-information requirements contained in this proposed
rule may be submitted in writing tc Jason RuezZer at the Southeast
Regional Office address (abcve) and tc David Restker, Office of
Management and Budgetl {OMB), by e-mail at Dav;d_ﬁostke:@pmb.eop.gov,
or by fax to 202-395-728%.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATIONW CONTACT: Stave Branstetter, telephone: 727-551-

htep://a257. g.akamaiwch,net/'I/ZS 7/2422/01jan20061800/ edocket.access.gpo.gov/2006/ 06-8257.htm 3/18/2007
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5796; fax: 727-824-5308; g-mail: $tgyehgxanstet;e;@ggaa,gcy.

SUPPLEMENTARY YNFCRMATION: The shrimp fishery in the Gulf of Mexico is
managed under the FMP. The FMP was prepared by the Council and is
implemented undex the authority of tke Magnuscn-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) by regulations

at 50 CFR part 622. .
on November 23, 2005, NMES published a notice of availability of

[ [Page 56040}]

Amendment 13 and requested public comment (70 FR 70780). On hpril 5.
2006, NMFS published the proposed rule to implement Amendment 13 and
requested public comment on the proposed rule (71 rR 17062) . NMES
approved Anendment 12 on February 21, 2006. The rationale for the
measures in Amendment 13 is provided in the amendment and in tne
preamble to the proposed rule and is not repeated here.

Comments and Regponses

Follewing is a summary of the comments NMFS received on Amendment comm&n

13 and the proposed rule and the respective NMFS' responses.
Commept 1: Penaecid sbrimp stocks are not ovexfished or underqoing
Pare . o —— 4

overfishing, thus, there¢ 3800 Biological reascn for a moratorium on

g T

the issvance of new ve el rmi in the Gulf penaeid shrim V.
thé Gnly rationale for such acriop is based on ecomamisa,. in _violation

o

Response: NMFS disagrees there is no biolpgical reason to_establish
s moratorium in the Gulf sh-imp fishexy. Although shrimp stocks are not
Sverfished or undergoing overfishing, qg;;Qg_giggggﬂdixanzly_gmggEE;
@-ﬂmecies, Shcn as _the guerfighed red =napper stock. The intent 5 Dng
of the moratorium is he fishery at i recent level © :
participants ard reduce the possibility of future entry into the -
fishery should the currently poor economic situgtion change. Capping
partici i i i potential for futyre increases.
';gf;ed anapper bycatch and improves the probability of rebuilding this
‘overfished stock.

Comment 2: The Council violated the National Envirconmental pelicy
At and the Administrative Procedures Act by taking final action cn an
incomplete document. As requested by the Council, WMFS presented new
information to the Council as 3 mand-out at the meeting. The Council
members nad little time to review the new information before taking
final actior on the amendment. The completed analyses were not
incorporated into the document when the Council voted to submit the

. amepndment to the Saecretary of Commerce.

Response: At its March 2005 meeting, the Council added new
alternatives to the document To consider a more recent control date Ior
the fishery. Ore posgible date was May 2, 2005. Analyses of the impacts
of this potential control date could not be entirely completed priox to
the Council's raview of the document during its May 11-12, 2005,
meeting. NMFS' preliminary results presented to the Couancil at the May
2005 meeting did provids comparative information among the various
alternatives, and the results did not change with subsequent post-
meeting completion of the analytical report. Therefore, the informaticn
wefore the Ccurcil at its May 2005 meeting was accurate, and provided
the Council with a sound besis for making an informed decialon. The
verbatim minutes of the May 2005 Council meeting illustrate the
extensive and informed discussions among Council members regarding the
comparative impacts and benefits attributable to the various control
date alternatives.

Comment 3: The Council considered more current control date
alternatives based on public input at the March 2005 meeting from Asian
American shrimp fighermen who were not avare permits had been seguired

http://a257 g.akamaitech.net/7/25 7/2422/01jan20061800/edocket.access.gpo- gov/2006/06-8257.htm  3/18/2007
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since December 5, 2002, By adding the new alternatives for a control
date, including the May 2, 2005, date, the Council led the public to
believe a change to a May 2, 2005, contrel date was likely. In previous
actions to establish permit moratoria in the reef fish flshery, the
Council revised control dates to more current dates to better ensure
inclusion of active participants. Rad the Council chosen the May 2,
2005, cortrol date, an additional 285 vessels would have qualified Zoxr
a moratorium permit. Maintaining the December 6, 2003, control date
specifically affects small isolated fishing communities in violation of
national standard 8.

Response: Between December 3, 2002, and May 2, 2005, 2,951 vessels
had been issued Federal shrimp permits. Of those, 285 would not meet
+he Decerber 6, 2003, control date; therefore, the number of permitted
vessels under the moratorium would be 2,666. Of the 285 ineligible
vessels, NMFS determined 126 were not active in the fishery during 2002
(the last year of data available during the time the Council
deliberated on this issue), and may no longer be in the fishery. In
addition, 87 of the remaining 159 active vessels only operated in state
waters. Therefore, NMF5S estimated 72 vessels active in the EEZ fishery
would be excluded under the moratcrium. Of these vessels, 45 are large
and 27 are small, and NMFS astimated mest of the impacts would be
imposed on the 45 large vessele; the small vassels ware more likely to
ccntinue fishing in state waters. Nevertheless, vessels can continue TO
fish in the EEZ by obtaining a moratorium permit through transfer.
Given the number of inactive permits identified in the analysis, NMFS
pelieves many .atent permits currently exist. Although at the present
rime it is not possible to assess the impzacts cf the very active 2005
hurricane season on the shrimp fleet, many vessels were damaged Or
stranded on land. These vessels may or may not become active in the
fishery again. It i1s unknown how many were already inactive.
Nevertheless, under the moratorium, owners of vessela permitted prieox
fo the December 6, 2003, control date will be eligible for a moratorium
permit. Therefore, thera is expected to be a surplus of moratorium
permits available Zor thosa owners of vessels who did rot qualify but
wigh to coatinue participating in the fishery. Thus, NMFS disagrees
that the moratorium is in violaticn of nutional standard 8. The
moratorium is intended to reduce speculation in the fishery, cap
capacity, and provide for the sustained participation of dependent
fishing communities. With the availability of mcxatoriuvm permits
through transfer from inactive vessels, the moratorium should not
prchibit continued participation by those wishing to do so.

Comment 4: There has been a declire in the number of participating
shrimp vessels for the past 3 years due to economic conditions in the
fishery. NMFS estimates this trend Ts expected to cogtinue through
2012. Many permitted vassels are not currently active ir the fishery
because they cannct do_go profitably. Conseguentl re is_po
Thsrification for a moratorium in the foxeseeable future.

Iesponse; Although the numbgr of vessels has declined, until the
last 2 or 3 years, effort had remained high because cf increased ‘\
efficiency of the vessels in_the fishezry, Incluaing new and larger
Vessels that have replaced older smaller vessels. Even £0, based on the £es bn SQ-
nurber of permits issued in the fishery, NMFS estimates_there is still &>
excess capacity in the Iishery, 3rd fewer vessels could harvest the
available crop in a mor€ profitable manner. BS no in the previous
resporses, the inteps 0F LhHe moratorjum 35 to. cap the current ‘
participation_and to pravent future expansion of the fishery should
ecchomic conditions improve.

Comment 5: There was insufficient notice to the industry in regard
to the permit requirement, the subsequent control date, and the
establishment of a moratorium.

Response: Until the shrimp vessel permit system was implemented,
NMFS did not have a specific mechanism to contact shrimp vessel owners
wke fished in the EEZ. Bowever, NMFS made numerous efforts to

Comment

http://a257.g.akamaitech.net/’T/ZS712422/01jan2006l800/edockc*c.accws.gpo.gov/2006/06-8257.h1m 3/18/2007
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Main Identity

" From: =Sputhermn Shrimp Alliance” <info@shrimpalliance.com>

 To: »Southem Shrimp Alliance" <info@shrimpaiiance.com>
Sont: Wednesday, March 14, 2007 333 AM -, -
Subject: E-Advocate Breaking News .

The Shrimp E-Advocate

Seuthern Shrimp Alifianca
sost Office Bex 1577 Targon Springs. FL 34258
P, T27.934.5080 Fx, 727.634.5252
v, Shrimgeiliance.com

s

s Sauth Atlantic Fisheries Management Council
= Red Snapper Management Plan Legislative Report

SAEMC Moves to Amend “Use It or Lose " Poli&

The South Atlantic Fisherles Management Councit (SAFMC) Shrimp
Committee passed unanimously a motion for a plan amendment that
would remove the “use it or lose It” policy from the current rock
shrimp criteria. The full council accepted the amendment, which

means it will now go out for public comment.

SSA hopes you will join us in thanking the Initiative’s supporters,
which includes Dr. Roy Crabtree, regional administrator for the
National Marine Fisheries Service Southeast Reglon, the SAFMC
Council, and the Shrimp Committee.

History .

In 2003, the Rock Shrimp Advisory Panel addressed the potential

overfishing of rock shrimp, latent permits, and Infrastructure supply A
issues in the shrimp industry through the creation of a *use It or lase

it” policy for rock shrimp permits. The policy requires that permit

holders. catch a minimum of 15,000 pounds of rack shrimp In any one

year aver 48-months in order to remain eligible for a rock shrimp

permit.

At the time, 168 boats were eligible to apply for a rock shrimp permit.
Of these, onl , il T received a permit. Today, only 61

3/14/2007
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boats remain eligible to purchase a rock shrimp permit under the “use
t or lose It” crteria due to significant changes in the U.3. shrimp.
industry. An additional 51% reductlon In the size of the rock shrimp
fishery Is unnecessary and the purpose. of the “use it or {ose it” policy

is outdated.

SSA was [nstrumental to bringing the problem of the rock shrimp
policy to the committee’s attention. Over the past six months, SSA
presented arguments to the Shrimp Committee that support the
removal of the “use it or lose It” criteria.

Council Takes Action

The SAFMC Shrimp Committee acknowiedged that today’s rock shrimp
industry is significantly different from the one that existed four years
ago and does niot require the policy to protect the rock shrimp stocks
from overfishing or the industry from overcapitalization. The full
council seconded thls opinion and proposed a plan amendment that
will go out for public comment. The process of passing and
implementing a plan amendment is typically around one year.

Assuming the plan amendment Is uitimately approved, an unknown
number of boats may tentatively [bse their rock shrimp permit if their
current permit Is set ta expire before the amendment is Implemented.

In such cases, the permits will be automatically reinstated if the
amendment passes in its current form.

John Willlams, Richard Vendettl and Glenn Delaney represented the
SSA at the SAFMC meeting in Georgia on March 5-9. For more
information on the proposed amendment, please contact the Southern
Shrimp Alllance at 727.934.5090.
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Federal Court Rules on Red Snapper Management Plan

A federal judge found that a previous rebuilding plan for red snapper

set forth by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) violates the
Administrative Procedures Act and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act according to media reports. The (
ruling orders NMFS to Issue a new red snapper rebuilding plan in the

next nine months. ‘

The case, filed in 2005 by Ocean Conservancy and the Gulf Restoration &
Network, deals with a rebuilding plan that is no longer relevant. An

interim rule for the U.S. shrimp industry, commercial red snapper

fishermen, and recreational fishermen is expected to go Into effect

shortly and proposed changes to the rebuilding plan are scheduled to

be in effect within nine months. The next public hearing on the

proposed plan is scheduled for March 26-30, 2007 in Destin, FL.
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