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The Golden Crab Committee of the Whole of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
convened in the Ballroom of the Renaissance Orlando Airport Hotel, Orlando, Florida, June 10, 
2010, and was called to order at 1:15 o’clock p.m. by Chairman David Cupka. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Okay, thank you, Mr. Chairman.  The first order of business will be approval of 
the agenda.  Are there any changes to the agenda?  Seeing none, the agenda is approved.  The 
second thing that is not on your agenda printout but it will be to approve the September 2009 
committee meeting minutes.  Are there any corrections or additions or deletions to the September 
2009 committee meeting minutes?  Seeing none, then those are approved.   
 
This brings us down to Golden Crab Amendment 5, and we will ask staff to lead us through that 
document.  At some point we’re going to have to decide, too, about shifting part of that – I  guess 
whether or not we’re going to shift it to the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  Kate, do you 
want to start us through Amendment 5, and we will see where we want to go from there. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Amendment 5 is Attachment 1, and we’re on PDF Page 15.  This is a listing of 
the alternatives being considered.  We have four actions up front that deal with MSY, OFL, ABC 
and ACL for golden crab.  Below that I have inserted several actions with regards to a proposed 
catch share program.   
 
The Golden Crab AP, as you recall, met last year.  They put together catch share actions that 
they would like to see considered and alternatives that they would like to see implemented.  
Those have been incorporated below.  Staff has not gone through and fully incorporated them or 
added alternatives to compare the ones chosen by the Golden Crab AP; alternatives to compare 
with the ones that they came up with. 
 
What I thought we could do is perhaps take a look at least at Action 1, 2, 3 and 4, which you see 
upon the screen.  The SSC recommendations have been incorporated into the actions.  You see 
that under Action 1, establish MSY for the golden crab fishery; Alternative 1, no action; 
Alternative 2, MSY of 5 million pounds; Alternative 3, MSY of 2.5 million pounds; Alternative 
4, MSY between 400,000 and 600,000 pounds; Alternative 5, recommendation from the SSC. 
 
The SSC did not recommend an MSY.  They only made a recommendation for OFL and ABC.  
The MSY of 5 million pounds was something that the industry came up with, what they thought 
was probably out there.  Alternative 3 is MSY equals 2.5 million pounds, and that is based on 
letter signed by NMFS that Gregg is going to give a little bit more detail on. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  This is the one that I mistakenly mentioned this morning when we were talking 
wreckfish.  Alternative 4, the MSY of 400,000 to 600,000 pounds, is from the assessment that 
was done just based on catches in the South Florida area.  What was done in the letter we got 
from Joe Powers was taking this number for the south and then looking at other research catch 
information, abundance information for the northern zone and coming up with a 
recommendation to use an MSY of 2.5 million pounds. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Did the SSC have that letter; did they review that? 
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MR. WAUGH:  Yes, we presented the information to them, but they said the letter was too old 
and too outdated to consider. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  I would like to see that letter.  I guess what I would like to do is an opportunity 
to go back and find out what the level of analysis was that underpinned that letter.  I tried to do 
that earlier this week, and the tentative response that I got back was that it was not as the result 
of a rigorous analysis.  Before I land on that, I would like to look into that further. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Okay, other questions or comments?  Well, why don’t we finish going through at 
least these first four actions and then we’ll go from there. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  Action 2 is establishing an OFL; Alternative 1, no action; Alternative 2, OFL 
equals Fmsy equals 0.7047; Alternative 3 OFL equals Fmsy equals 0.2055.  Alternative 4, which 
is the SSC recommendation that 518,316 pounds, that is 65 percent – no, sorry, I’m getting a 
little ahead of myself – that is the OFL that they identified that was the median landings of ten 
years I believe from 1999-2009.  It might have been 1998-2208, but, anyway, it was the median 
of ten years of landings.  Then we have Alternative 5, the value for Fmsy obtained from the most 
recent SEDAR assessment.  Action 3 is establishment of an ABC. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I’m afraid we’re at a point where we have an OFL from the SSC, and 
we either have to send that back to the SSC and ask them to reconsider or go to the science 
center and ask them to overrule it.  It is hard for me to see how we just choose another OFL.  I 
think this is a case where I think it is a good idea to have Bonnie review the letter from Joe 
Powers.  It may not be a rigorous analysis, but I don’t consider what the SSC did to be a rigorous 
analysis, anyway. 
 
I think Bonnie looking at that is a great idea.  Then somehow we need to see what comes out of 
that; and if that gives us what we need or then we need to go back to the SSC and ask them to 
reconsider on this.  I think we’ve got to have that or we’re going to be on awfully shaky ground 
if we try to choose some other value. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, Roy, you will recall we talked about trying to have an SSC meeting before 
our September meeting at look at a couple of these species that are data-poor species that we 
have a problem with, and golden crab is one of them.  What my suggestion was going to be after 
we ran through this was to entertain a motion, first of all, to move these actions to the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment, but then to wait until we get feedback from the SSC at our 
September meeting. 
 
You will notice as we get further into this document, that there is an awful lot of work that still 
needs to be done on this, and so it is not something that we have to do at this meeting.  Certainly 
my intent at this point is to move these and then see what kind of feedback we get from the SSC, 
because golden crab is one of the species we’re going to ask them to take another look at.  I 
meant the Comprehensive ACL. 
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MR. CARMICHAEL:  And could it be appropriate to ask – I mean, would the right, perhaps, 
avenue be ask the science center to look at some of the older information for golden crab, in 
particular that letter, and see sort of where it stands in terms of its reliability and whether or not it 
is the kind of information that we should use, because this issue of stuff becoming potentially a 
bit outdated is a question that comes up quite often. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  John, I don’t know what the SSC received to look at the last time, but I know that 
these fishermen are reporting and we ought to be able to come up with some CPUE values, some 
size, the sorts of things that we suggested that they may want to take a look at other than just 
landing streams to get a better handle on the status of this stock. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  That was one of the things the SSC suggested was the potential to look at 
CPUE.  The other area that was discussed by them is the range of the stock and then the area 
over which the fishery is operating, because the point was made that the fishery may not be fully 
exploiting the full range of the stock and there could be a large area in which there is no effort, 
which obviously then would have an impact on what you think the relation is between the 
landings and the overall productivity.   
 
The SSC left it as being just some preliminary evaluations of that and nothing that certainly 
necessarily approaches a full peer reviewable stock assessment, but just some evaluation of the 
percentage of area that is even exploited might give them greater confidence in perceiving this as 
a potentially developing fishery and being able to raise that limit. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I do know some of the earlier estimates where they tried to estimate standing 
stock based on catch rates and all just looked at a portion of the area where these crabs are 
known to be distributed like just the southern zone or the southern middle zone.  I don’t think 
they ever considered the northern zone, which is a much larger area.  All these things need to be 
considered when the SSC takes another look at this. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  I guess, David, one other question on Action 2; it seems that it is mixing 
rates with the poundage, and I think OFL was intended to refer to a poundage level and not a rate 
versus OFL equals Fmsy.  An option would be MFMT equals Fmsy, but OFL should be a 
poundage.  It could be the yield at Fmsy equals 0.7407 and that would be an appropriate wording 
for it. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Coming back to what we’re going to get from the center, remember we asked 
for the existing assessment to be updated, and we were told that the resources weren’t there to do 
it and it would have to get in the SEDAR queue.  The SSC requested and we requested OFL 
values be provided to the SSC, and due to resource limitations they haven’t been.  If we’re 
bringing the SSC together and the expectation is they’re going to meet between now and our 
September meeting, then what exactly are we asking from the center and what are we going to 
get when.  Is the intent to get it so the SSC has something new to look at when they meet? 
 
MR. CUPKA:  That would certainly be my desire and my hope.  Bonnie, did you want to 
comment on that. 



  Golden Crab Committee Minutes 
                                                                              Orlando, Florida 
                                                                          June 10, 2010 
 
 

 5 

DR. PONWITH:  Right.  We’re in the middle of an expedited red snapper benchmark right now; 
so in terms of being able to run a stock assessment on golden crab right now, I think the answer 
would be the same.  But to go back and gather up data that could be used in the same sense as 
we’re doing with the data poor, to use catch-per-unit effort or under other indices of abundance 
that could be used to guide the setting of OFL, I think is something that is doable. 
 
If there are specific things that we should be looking for, having guidance on what those things 
are would be good.  John mentioned looking at the areas that they’re fishing right now versus 
what the potential range of the animals are – and I agree that could be valuable, but it is not clear 
to me how we would know the full range if it weren’t for a fishery-independent sampling that 
would be actually measuring the full range of those animals, so I’m not sure how we would do 
that unless the fishery were in history were more disbursed. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  There was some discussion at the SSC that alluded to the possibility of 
some information on the range of the species, and I’m not fully versed in what it was.  It was sort 
of implied that there could be some information there. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, I know in South Carolina we did some early work on this fishery and did 
some exploratory fishing, and Betty Wenner and Glenn Ulrich did some estimates on the 
standing stock based on some of that.  We know there are crabs up there and we just need to pull 
that information together.   
 
I would hope that by our September meeting, which is where we’re going to concentrate on the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment, that we would have some information back from the SSC so 
that we could incorporate that and take some action and move that amendment ahead, including 
golden crab information.  Wilson. 
 
DR. LANEY:  I know those data are there, I think.  I talked to Glenn when I was at Fort Johnson 
not too long ago and told him that these discussions would be coming up and inquired about his 
interest in possibly assisting the center and/or the council in that regard in terms of determining 
what the range of the animal was and what sort of data they had from other parts of the range.  I 
think Glenn would definitely be interested in doing that. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I wonder, too, John, if maybe you shouldn’t have some discussion with Bonnie to 
make sure she knows what the SSC had available the last time or some of the things that we 
would like to have available before they meet this next time so that we could help direct some of 
that. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  Yes, I think it would be my intention and we’ll obviously do this through 
a formal request to the center and to look at the SSC minutes and some of the comments that 
were comment and some of the things they had suggested would be helpful to them.  I think in 
doing this, we also have to consider the overall workload and what the priorities may be because 
we have been in some discussions with the group at Beaufort about getting started on the black 
sea bass update, which we would like to have done sometime this year, so this becomes another 
piece of work.  If they think their ability of starting black sea bass here in the summer, if we need 
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to get this done by September that may bump black sea bass out to being done later.  The timing 
of this could be pretty important towards its effect on other projects. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, we need to bear in mind, too, that this ACL Amendment is under a 
timeline, too, that we need to try and meet.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  They did some golden crab with the University of Georgia out of Brunswick, 
too, in the early eighties, so they also should have some stuff. 
 
MR. WAUGH:  I think we have to be very sensitive to the workload in the southeast and 
particularly with the oil situation.  When that comes around the corner, that is obviously going to 
impact people’s schedule tremendously.  I wonder if we can’t think outside the box a little bit 
and maybe involve the Northeast Center because they’ve just recently done a red crab stock 
assessment; very similar life history characteristics to golden crab. 
 
Maybe we could ship the data up there and let them do it, but we’ve got this 2011 deadline 
staring us in the face and we’ve got resource limitations down here.  Maybe there is a potential 
for some help in another area. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, that certainly would be worth looking into, but I’m sure they have some of 
the seem workload and time constraint problems that we’re having, but we don’t know that until 
we look into it.   
 
MR. HARRIS:  To that point, there are a lot of science centers – well, maybe not a lot, but there 
are a number of science centers, and some of these science centers are doing updates every year 
for every species, and it seems to me that it may not be the Northeast Fisheries Science Center, 
but certainly someone somewhere should be able to provide us information if the Southeast 
Center can’t provide it for us. 
 
I really get tired of hearing that we don’t have enough – I know it is true that we don’t have 
enough people, but yet congress has put these deadlines on these councils to do this stuff.  You 
can’t do it without data and you can’t do it if somebody can’t analyze the data and tell you where 
you are and where you need to go.  We’ve got to think outside of the box and get it done in some 
way or else you’re going to have some people move to the southeast, Bonnie, from other centers 
even if it is on a temporary basis to help us out of this jam. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  And, certainly, you just said what I’ve thinking for quite some time.  Golden 
crab is going to be probably one of the few species that we may not be able to meet the timeline, 
and so be it.  I mean, that is one the things that is going to happen.  Based on the timelines, 
somebody has got to send a message that everything is not going to be attainable given the data 
and the problems in the southeast right now. 
 
There have been a lot of things saying, well, the law is the law, but basically if you can’t get it 
done, you can’t get it done.  I would make a motion that before – well, I’m going to hold off 
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because there may some more information coming out of what we get.  The question I have is 
how is this going to work? 
 
Is the staff going to bring all the information together for the science center?  That is an 
important consideration because Charlie mentioned some data in Georgia.  There is some other 
data floating around, I guess, from other studies that have been done on golden crab.  How is that 
going to work?  I want to make sure that all that data is considered before we get to September. 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, my understanding was that John was going to communicate in writing, I 
guess, to the Southeast Science Center indicating some of the things that they need for the SSC 
to look at before September and try and pull that together.  Bonnie. 
 
DR. PONWITH:  A couple of points; it has not escaped that we’re one of six fisheries science 
centers and that there are semi-permeable membranes between us.  I absolutely have gone to 
headquarters in the face of the demands of the Reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens Act and asked 
for help.  When I stacked up what it was going to take to meet these deadlines against the sets of 
hands we had to do it, the math didn’t work out. 
 
Those conversations influenced the resources that we got to bring on new stock assessment 
scientists and certainly influenced the resources that we got to conduct fishery-independent 
sampling in a more robust way in the South Atlantic.  The catch is that we’ve gotten the 
resources, the recruitment announcements are out; but as you know when we get a new person 
in, we want to have them work in journeyman status until they can get their footing as a stock 
assessment scientist and on our team, and so there are certain lags. 
 
Now, I have gone and talked about bringing a senior stock assessment scientist from another 
science center down here to help us, but the challenge in making that business case is that every 
single science center is struggling with the same suite of deadlines and different species, 
different ecosystems, but the same suite of deadlines.  It has been very, very tough to make that 
case. 
 
In terms of the acquisition of these data, I hear a hot mike that I’m going to get a letter.  I will 
start working on pulling together what I can get my hands on within the science center.  I would 
urge our colleagues in the states that if they have information they thought had utility, don’t wait 
to be asked.  Consider the discussion here as a queue to start pulling that information because if 
we wait for a letter to come and then we use that letter as the impetus to go to the states to 
acquire that information, it just throws more of a time lag in there. 
 
Then we will see what we have comprehensively and how it can be used.  Again, I will also look 
at the Joe Powers letter and the analysis, and again my preliminary understanding of that was 
that it was information that was forwarded but that it was somewhat ad hoc and not particularly 
repeatable.  I’m going to groundtruth that to make sure. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Well, it just seems to me where we are or the real question right now is what 
is the best available science we have right now?  I’ve got an SSC report that has one sentence on 
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golden crab, median landings.  Then we’ve got a memo from Joe Powers that I assume is longer 
and more detailed than that. 
 
While it may have its limitations and it may not be as good as we would want, but the question 
that comes to me it seems like is that the best available science and information that we have at 
the time?  That seems to me the immediate question.  I’m all for getting other analysis and things 
done, but I just question that any of that is going to be available.  I understand Ben’s thoughts on 
that, but understand, Ben, my position 
 
MR. HARTIG:  No, I understand. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  So I guess what I would come to is whether the Powers’ letter is somewhat 
ad hoc and not as rigorous as we would like, is it still, though, the most detailed information we 
have right now?  If it is, then I think we would be okay to move ahead with that at this point until 
we have something better to rely on.  I guess that’s something that the center would have to look 
at and tell us.  The question is not really whether the analysis is as good as we would like it to be; 
it is based on what we have, is that the best information we’ve got right now. 
 
MR. CUPKA;  I agree with you, Roy, and I think if you go back and look at what Joe did, that 
does incorporate some of this earlier information on the distribution and whatnot that was 
alluded to earlier.  Since then, it seems to me there is additional data available that maybe was 
not shared with the SSC in terms of – like I say, I know these fishermen report landings and 
effort and whatnot, so it seems like we could do a recent CPUE analysis or look at average size.  
They report on size of crabs.  It’s very similar to what we get in wreckfish in terms of CPUE and 
average size and whatnot, so I think they need to look at that, also, if we can get it together. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, two things; first of all, we all know that Bonnie’s shop has three 
councils and ICCAT to deal with.  I don’t know how many stock assessment scientists she has in 
the southeast region, but you’ve got all these other regions that basically deal with one council.  I 
don’t know what the comparison with scientists in these other regions versus the southeast 
region, but I told Erick Schwaab on at least two occasions that he needed to take a serious look at 
where people are within NOAA Fisheries science centers and make some hard decisions, 
perhaps. 
 
If we need to move more scientists from around the country to the southeast to get this work 
done, so be it.  I’m sorry that the other councils are facing the same deadlines we’re facing, but 
they’ve had the scientists and the support for a lot of years and we have not, and I think we all 
agree with that. 
 
I mean, I agree with Roy that we’re up against the deadline and we need to get the best science 
and use it and move forward.  The other thing I would say is I thought – and maybe this is not 
exactly right – that yesterday we rejected the data-poor control rule that the SSC had come up 
with, which was used to provide this one sentence of information on golden crab, so where does 
that leave us with what the SSC has provided versus what perhaps Joe Powers’ letter provides? 
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MR. CARMICHAEL:  I think that leaves you with the possibility of selecting something else for 
the MSY and thus OFL if you presume OFL – OFL equals MSY.  I guess the question is under 
Alternative 1 for MSY is no action; does that mean there is no MSY?  I don’t recall if there is an 
MSY in place for this plan. 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  You are correct, an MSY was considered and then rejected.  MSY of 4 to 12 
million pounds was considered by the council; NMFS rejected it, and so on and so forth.  There 
is no MSY at this time. 
 
MR. CARMICHAEL:  So you could have – you have the Powers’ approach as one alternative 
for MSY and then you could follow along as you’ve done in something like ABC is 75 percent 
of OFL. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, and then I think at some point we’re going to have to revisit this with 
the SSC and ask them to reconsider all this.  Part of my concern – and I’m looking through the 
minutes of the meeting now, and there is a statement like here, “Until you get better information, 
the law pretty much curbs you into keeping a precautionary approach.”  What I worry is they just 
came in and decided they were going to be really conservative. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Other comments?  Do you want to move along, Kate? 
 
MS. QUIGLEY:  I’m not sure it is all that useful to go through the remaining actions, but I’ll just 
go through them quickly.  Action 3 identifies the ABC; Alternative 1, no action; Alternative 2, 
ABC is 2 million pounds.  That is kind of a small step-down from the 2.5 million that is noted in 
the Powers’ memo.   
 
I’m sorry, the 2 million pounds, where does that come from?  It is a step-down I guess – yes, 
from the Powers’ memo – then Alternative 3, ABC of 1.5 million pounds, another option based 
on the Powers’ memo.  Alternative 4 is the SSC’s recommendation of 336,905 pounds.  That is 
65 percent of the OFL recommendation from the SSC.  Then we’ve got Alternative 5, ABC of 4 
to 4.5 million pounds based on the 5 million pounds requested by the industry.   
 
Then we have Action 4, the ACL; basically just no action, ACL equals ABC and ACL equals 
something else less than the ABC.  One thing we’re thinking is you might want to think about 
moving Actions 1 through 4 to the Comprehensive ACL Amendment since the catch share 
program in this document is going to take a bit longer.  We think that is probably the appropriate 
place for it to go. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, that was certainly my intention was to take these first four actions and 
entertain a motion to move them to Comprehensive ACL Amendment and then see what kind of 
feedback we get from the SSC and consider taking action on these alternatives at our September 
meeting.  Does anyone wish to offer a motion?  Rita. 
 
MS. MERRITT:  Mr. Chairman, I make the motion that we move Actions 1 through 4 to the 
Comprehensive ACL Amendment. 
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MR. CUPKA:  Okay, we have a motion; is there a second?  Second by Ben.  The motion is move 
Actions 1 through 4 to the Comprehensive ACL Amendment.  Discussion on the motion?  Is 
there any objection?  Seeing none, then that motion is approved.  Okay, the rest of the actions, as 
Kate indicated, deals with options or alternatives for setting up a catch share program for golden 
crabs. 
 
If you have had an opportunity to look through this, you will notice that many of the actions have 
one or at the most two alternatives.  Basically, most of the alternatives in there are ones that 
came out of our Golden Crab AP.  Obviously, it is going to take some more work to further flesh 
these out.  What we can do is either go through these and if anyone has any alternatives they 
would like to add, we can do that; or, we can ask staff to flesh this out a little more and go 
through them in September.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  I just want to back up just a minute.  Alternatives 1 through 4, since we kind of 
decided the data-poor ABC rule wasn’t working; do we want to direct staff to take any of those 
alternatives out that were associated with that so they don’t have to do the analysis on it? 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, let me ask Gregg if that would be helpful.  I guess what I thought we would 
do would be at September we would go through those and see if we want to delete any and get 
some input, but if we can would it be useful to you to delete some of these at this stage, Gregg? 
 
MR. WAUGH:  Yes, it would help because our intent would be to flesh these out a little bit more 
before September; so if there are some that we aren’t going to carry forward – and John 
mentioned two of them under Action 2; these OFLs that are just fishing mortality rates.  But if 
there are some that we can delete, that would be helpful, yes. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, do we want to go back through these real quick, then, and see if there are 
any other ones?  Well, Alternative 5 is the recommendation from the SSC and I think we have 
rejected that at this point; but it may be when they come back in September with another 
recommendation, it may be something we would want to consider, so I’m not sure we ought to 
delete that at this point.  I do agree on under Action 2, we need to get some quantitative values 
for those figures.  Are there any other ones that you saw, Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Well, I’m not good about picking them out; I’m just working on theory. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, I don’t see any that jump out unless Gregg has got any recommendations 
there.  Well, maybe under Action 3, Alternative 4, that is one that we have rejected, so we could 
entertain a motion to take that out.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  So move, Mr. Chairman; that is, the motion is to remove Alternative 4 under 
Action 3. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Okay, do we have a second?  Second by Mr. Phillips.  Is there any discussion on 
the motion? Is there any objection?  Without objection, then, that motion is approved.   
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MR. HARRIS:  Just a question; does that mean that we should remove Alternative 2 under 
Action 4? 
 
MR. CUPKA:  I was just looking at that.  We may want to remove that value out of there, but we 
may want to leave the alternative where ACL equals ABC. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Well, I would make a motion that we remove the 336,905 pounds from Action 4, 
Alternative 2, and just leave it as ACL equals ABC. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Second by Ben Hartig.  Discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection?  
Seeing none, then that motion is approved.  All right, that does bring us back down to the catch 
share program.  Again, as I indicated we can either go through these, but it needs a lot more work 
done it. 
   
In fact, this brings up another issue which we were going to bring up in Executive Session; and if 
you want to, Mr. Chairman, we can get into it now, and that is the fact that this is pretty much 
where it was back in September of last year.  One reason why is because of the workload on the 
staff.  As we begin to look at more and more catch share programs and things along those lines, 
at some point we’re going to have to prioritize these things. 
 
I know there is a lot of interest among the golden crab fishermen.  They very much want to move 
ahead with this catch share program, probably more so than even the wreckfish fishermen are, 
but we’ve got so many things going on now that we need to decide where our staff is going to 
put their time.  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Mr. Chairman, given the fact that we’ve got such a close working relationship 
with the golden crab fishermen and they have expressed strong support for a catch share 
program, I recommend that catch shares in the golden crab fishery be our number one priority for 
developing catch shares in the South Atlantic. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, that is obviously the case, and also it might be a good test case for a catch 
share program.  It is a small fishery.  There a limited number of participants.  There is no 
recreational component.  Again, they’re very interested in moving ahead with it.  It might be a 
good one to use as a test case, so I would share that.  Charlie. 
 
MR. PHILLIPS:  Mr. Chairman, I agree; but before we go too far forward with catch shares, we 
may want to be able to have a good grasp of what the ABC actually is.  You could theoretically 
give a small number of fishermen a catch that they couldn’t possibly catch, so we might need to 
know kind of what the ABC would be before we got too far into catch shares. 
 
MR. HARTIG:  Point of order; did Duane make a motion? 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Not yet; we’re still having discussion, but I think that he will.  Well, those sorts 
of things I think can be considered, Charlie, as we move ahead.  I hate to hold the thing up 
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waiting until we get to that point.  I think we can adjust for that as we get into it.  Other 
comments or discussion?  Duane. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  I’ll just make what I just said in the form of a motion and that is to make 
golden crab catch shares as the number one priority for the South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council in developing a catch share program. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Okay, we have a motion by Chairman Harris; a second by Mr. Hartig.  Is there 
any discussion on the motion?   
 
MR. HARTIG:  Well, we’re making this a priority for not a whole lot of fishermen, but the 
importance of this is that the technology developed by the fishery now has opened up the fishery 
to a much broader distributional range and market.  That is going to invite more interest in this 
fishery as we’re already seeing with several boats already trying to get into this fishery.  The 
timing is good to do this now. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, I agree with you.  All of you should have received a letter from Bill 
Whipple and Howard Rou indicating some of the problems and needs and all, and so I think that 
we need to move ahead with this if we can.  Further discussion on the motion?  Is there any 
objection?  Seeing none, then that motion is approved.  Roy. 
 
DR. CRABTREE:  It seems to me, though, it is contingent upon us coming up with something 
for an OFL other than what we had from the SSC.  Unless that goes up sharply, the thought that 
the fishery is going to expand, it’s just not.  We’ll have to see how that plays out, I suppose. 
 
MR. CUPKA:  Well, we discussed that before with the fishermen.  Obviously, that’s the first 
thing we need to do; because if we don’t get that changed somehow, then the whole thing I think 
becomes moot in some ways.  We’re aware of that, Roy, and that is the number one thing we 
need to do.  Mr. Chairman, as I say, the others have to do with the catch share program.   
 
There is not a whole lot there.  We could do one of two things.  Like I say, we can either go 
through these and see if anybody wants to add anything, or we could direct staff to further flesh 
this out and bring it back to us at our September meeting.  In the interest of time I might suggest 
maybe you want to do the same approach.  It is up to the rest of the committee. 
 
MR. HARRIS:  Well, if it is okay with the rest of the council, that would be what I would 
recommend as well.  We’re behind schedule on the agenda and we need to move ahead with 
other agenda items.  If we can flesh this out and bring it back to the council in September; do I 
see any objection to doing that?  Anybody that really wants to move ahead?  Okay, are you 
through, then, David? 
 
MR. CUPKA:  That completes our committee action, Mr. Chairman, thank you. 
 

(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 2:00 o’clock p.m., June 10, 2020.) 
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