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The Golden Crab Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened in the 

Topaz Room of the Charleston Marriott Hotel, Charleston, South Carolina, September 13, 2012, 

and was called to order at 10:20 o’clock a.m. by Chairman David Cupka. 

 

MR. CUPKA:  We’re going to go right into the Golden Crab Committee.  The first order of 

business will be approval of the agenda.  Are there any changes to the agenda?  Seeing none, 

then that agenda is approved.  The second order of business is approval of our June 2012 

Committee Meeting Minutes. 

 

Are there any changes or corrections to those?  I have one on the bottom of Page 8 and the top of 

Page 9.  Monica made reference to a letter going to Sam Rauch from the Council Executive 

Director and a response from Sam to the Council Executive Director.  Actually the letter went 

from the Council Chairman and the response was received by the Council Chairman.   

 

That was dealing with the request to allow council members to see confidential information in 

the golden crab fishery.  Are there any other corrections or additions?  Seeing none, then the 

minutes are approved?  Before I call on Brian to give his report on the Golden Crab Permit 

Holders Meeting that was held last month, August 10, in Key Largo, I’d like to take just a few 

minutes to make some comments and some observations if I may in regard to this fishery and 

where we are.   

 

I want to do this for a couple reasons; one, we have a number or new council members.  When I 

say new, I mean people who have been on the council a year or less.  Out of the 17 council 

members, seven of those are new.  Out of the 13 voting members, five of those are new.  We’ve 

had quite a bit of turnover on council composition or membership.   

 

Some of those people have certainly not had an opportunity to be privy to some of the 

discussions we’ve had in the past on golden crab.  Also, let me say right off the bat that none of 

my remarks are intended in any way to support or push any particular viewpoint in regards to 

Amendment 6 of the Golden Crab FMP or the catch share issue. 

 

This council went on record some time ago with saying we would not support catch shares unless 

the fishermen supported them.  We also recognized that it was very important to have the 

fishermen involved in the creation of any catch share program; and that without their support that 

catch shares were not going to work. 

 

Now, that was the position of the council several times.  I would remind particularly new council 

members though that nothing this council does is written in stone.  Any decision that is made can 

be changed at any time as long as we follow the procedures called for in the law.  If people 

change their mind on a particular issue or if we get some new people with perhaps a different 

perspective on a particular issue, those things could change.   

 

But that has historically been the – I won’t say policy – but where our council has come from in 

regard to catch shares.  I think this council made a good faith effort in going down this particular 

road to develop a catch share program.  We were approached several years ago by several 

members of this fishery wanting us to look into a catch share program and begin developing it, 

which we did trying to work closely with the industry.  Then, as you know, back in March of this 
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year at our meeting in Savannah, all of a sudden it became apparent that there were some people 

in the industry who were opposed to catch shares. 

 

At the time I guess a number of us were surprised.  Although in a reflection I’m not sure that we 

should have been because up until about that time we hadn’t chosen a lot of preferreds and quite 

frankly some of the industry members didn’t know what the impacts were going to be on their 

fishery in regard to some of those preferred alternatives and options. 

 

Since then they’ve had a chance to look at that and see how that would impact them.  Now we 

did have that meeting, like I say, in Key Largo.  It was a remarkable meeting from the standpoint 

it is the first time that we’ve had all the participants in the fishery at one table.  It was their 

meeting.  Well we convened it.   

 

Ben and I attended as observers, but the only people sitting at the table were the fishermen 

themselves plus Brian, who was there to facilitate the meeting and to answer questions, as well 

as Karla Gore and Andy Strelcheck who was there to answer questions also.  I think everyone at 

that meeting made a good faith effort to keep an open mind, to have their discussions. 

 

They all had an opportunity to let the other ones know what their position was; and importantly 

why they held that position.  It was an attempt to try and get all the industry people together to 

see if they could work out some differences, come up with some compromises so that we could 

move ahead with Amendment 6. 

 

Also for those of you who are new, I’ll point out the fact that there are seven people active in this 

fishery and those seven people hold a total of eleven permits.  It is limited access, and so until 

and if and when this council takes action, it will remain at that level.  As I say, I think they had 

some good discussions.  It was a full day meeting, but unfortunately they were not able to reach 

consensus on how to move ahead on some of these issues. 

 

The vote at the end of the meeting was four individuals opposed to moving ahead with 

Amendment 6.  There were two who supported it and the seventh one was sitting on the fence, 

and he would go either way.  That was the outcome of that meeting.  Since that time, these 

fishermen have continued to, at least my understanding is to have discussions and see if they can 

resolve any of these issues and at least communicating among themselves. 

 

In discussions that I’ve had with industry representatives and fishermen, it seems to me where 

we are at this particular junction is that the industry wants to put Amendment 6 on hold and not 

move ahead with it at this time.  There are a number of concerns that have been expressed 

relative to markets, developing markets.  There are a number of times that they have expressed 

concern on whether a derby fishery is going to develop or not.   

 

Some of them feel like it has already started; others feel like it is not going to happen.  If we did 

give it some time to see how some of these issues shake out, we and the fishermen might be in a 

better position to decide exactly how we want to move ahead with this.  It seems to me that we 

are at a point where there are three alternatives we could consider.   

 

One is to go ahead and move ahead with Amendment 6.  It was pointed out to the fishermen 

several times during that meeting that the final decision is up to this council.  That is an option; 
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we could move ahead with Amendment 6.  We could move ahead with those elements of 

Amendment 6 that don’t deal with the catch share, and there are a couple of action items in there 

that aren’t necessarily related to a catch share program.   That would be a second option.   

 

The third option would be to put this plan on hold and see how some of these other issues shake 

out.  Again, we’ve spent some time working on this plan.  I don’t consider it wasted time.  

We’ve learned a lot.  I think down the road, if we decide to go the route of putting it on hold, it 

would be a matter of taking it and dusting it, off so to speak, maybe updating it a little bit, but we 

would have it available to do that with. 

 

I think that is where we are.  At least my read on it as chairman of the committee and with 

discussions of the industry is that they would prefer at this time perhaps to put it on hold and see 

how it goes from there.  That is my read of where we are in this whole issue.  I’m going to ask 

Brian to give his report on the meeting that was held down in Key Largo.   

 

Then the next agenda item is to try and decide what we’re going to do with Amendment 6.  I 

think before we get too far into the weeds on that, this committee and this council needs to 

decide exactly what direction we want to go in from here in regard to the three alternatives that I 

outlined earlier that I see as the way we could go.   

 

I personally know where I’m at on this decision, but it is up to each of the committee members 

and ultimately to each council member to decide how we want to move ahead with this issue. 

With that I’m going to ask Brian, if he will, to give his report on the meeting that we had down 

in Key Largo and then we’ll see where we want to go from there.   

 

DR. CHEUVRONT:  I think maybe before we get into that report, I think this would be a good 

time, because one of the issues that is relevant to this entire discussion is whether or not a derby 

fishery is developing; and something that we’ve not typically done in the past on golden crab is 

to talk about at these meetings where we are in terms of meeting that ACL.  I had asked Jack if 

he would be willing to spend a moment and talk about where we are now this season towards 

meeting that ACL.  Jack, if you can do that. 

 

DR. McGOVERN:  There are landings for golden crab that we get from the Science Center as 

part of the quota monitoring system.  Based on landings through yesterday, we are about 25 

percent of the quota, but that includes a lot of expanded landings.  There are a lot of landings 

from dealers that haven’t been reported.   

 

Andy Strelcheck looked at logbook landings for golden crab, and through July there are about a 

half a million pounds landed.  He projected what the landings would be towards the end of the 

year and he projected that there would be about a million pounds landed through December.  In 

comparison to 2011, that is almost about 300,000 pounds higher than in 2011 and maybe about 

400,000, 350,000 higher than 2010.  Landings this year are a bit higher than in previous years. 

 

DR. CHEUVRONT:  Just to remind folks, especially the new folks, that this fishery, which may 

be projected right now to hit about a million pounds, has an ACL of two million pounds.  That is 

only about half of the ACL is projected to be met this year.  I am projecting the Golden Crab 

Permit Holders Meeting Report.  It is in your briefing book.  It is Attachment 1A under golden 

crab. 
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The first part of the report basically gives the background as to how we got to that point where 

we had the meeting last month in Key Largo.  As Chairman Cupka had said – and actually he 

had summarized much of what is in the report in his remarks, but just to bring everybody up to 

speed on where we are with this, at the March meeting this year in Savannah we were getting 

pretty close to finalizing this amendment; and at the public comment period several folks came 

forward and said, “Wait a minute, we’re not in favor of the catch shares as it is here”, and some 

are not in favor of catch shares under any circumstance. 

 

The council had asked staff to get an idea of the interest that catch share permit holders had in 

the fishery.  At that time we were dealing with landings through 2010.  The direction to staff was 

that they wanted to find out the interest in pursuing a catch share among those permit holders 

who had had at least one pound of landings in 2008, 2009, or 2010, in two of those three years. 

 

At that time only five of the eleven permits qualified to express their interest in a catch share 

program, so the majority of permits did not qualify.  When that came back, three of the permits 

were in favor of pursuing catch share and two were not.  The council in seeing that and hearing 

more discussion that, really, when you are talking participants in the fishery, there were some 

people who are just ramping up participation in the fishery. 

 

You may remember at their last meeting in June when you were looking at the actual landings, 

there were some permits that had not been used much in those previous years, but really hadn’t 

started to get used maybe in 2010, and certainly considerably more in 2011, and are continuing 

into 2012.   

 

To help get through the mire of the problem of what to do, the council at the June meeting had 

requested that prior to this meeting we try to get the permit holders together.  As Chairman 

Cupka said, while there are eleven permits, those eleven permits are held by seven individuals.  

It was a rather remarkable and almost historic event for this fishery that we got all of the permit 

holders and participants in this fishery in one room at the same time.  We talked for an entire day 

as to what to do about this fishery. 

 

Now what we tried to explain to everybody was that the council needs to know what are your 

opinions about catch share in general as well as there are all these actions that the council is 

considering; so let’s try to get through what everybody thinks about catch shares and then let’s 

talk about the different actions.  I propose that is kind of the approach that we take with this. 

 

One thing I want to mention, before I forget it, is that also at the June meeting several new 

people were appointed to the Golden Crab AP.  Every fishing operation that is in this fishery 

now has at least one representative on the AP.  You also have a scientist, you have a crew 

member and you have somebody on there whose family had historical participation in the fishery 

but is not actively participating in the fishery right now. 

 

At the meeting those who were against the idea of catch shares presented a written document.  

That document was read into the minutes and you have a copy of the minutes.  Those who were 

in favor of the catch shares also had a document that they presented and were read into the 

minutes.  In the report, on the second page, which I’ve got projected up here on the screen, I 

have a summary of what was said by each of those documents. 
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Now this report was written about a week or so after the meeting.  It was sent out to all the 

meeting participants.  They were given an opportunity to respond to what was in the report.  I 

received one comment back from one of the participants at the meeting who said thanks but 

offered no corrections.   

 

I received no other comments from any of the other participants in the meeting.  I had given 

them – I had told them that they had up until today literally to get comments to me, and I had not 

received any from anybody about this report.  Four participants were adamant that they felt there 

were no problems with the way the fishery is currently being managed.   

 

They gave some reasons as to why they thought that a catch share was not needed at this time.  

First, that they felt that there was no biological reason for this.  There is no overfishing and the 

fishery is not overfished.  There are no gear conflicts, and that is largely because the fishery is 

managed by zones. 

 

Those 11 permits are assigned to one of the three specific zones so you don’t have more than a 

handful of permits in any one zone.  There currently is no derby going on in the golden crab 

fishery and they felt that there were no safety at-sea issues that needed to be addressed at this 

time.   

 

The council and the SSC both must have felt that the stock is pretty healthy as they set the ABC 

equals the ACL at two million pounds, which even now, even though the production is ramping 

up, it is about double what we are probably going to be able to land this year in a fishery that is 

growing.   

 

There was a feeling that the implementation of a catch share program would require a number of 

the permit holders to either have to lease or buy shares to maintain or grow their business.  Now, 

it is true that the way the shares would have been distributed under most every alternative under 

Amendment 6, there was at least one participant in this fishery who is going to have to get more 

shares than would have been allocated just to stay at that current production level that they had 

up through 2010.  Like everybody else that entity has been increasing production. 

 

There was a philosophical concern about catch shares would convey private ownership of a 

publicly held natural resource to just a few individuals.  There was some concern there from 

those folks about catch shares.  Now those who were in favor of catch shares on the other hand 

say that, well, there are some issues that need to be addressed, and it could be addressed quite 

well through a catch share program.  For example, they felt that there needed to be more 

monitoring and enforcement of the fishery.  You’ll remember that part of that catch share 

program included things like establishment of VMS and approved landings sites.   

 

They felt that the landings were not being adequately monitored.  Some of the rules were kind of 

irrelevant for the way they fish now.  There is a small vessel subzone in the southern zone that is 

specifically set aside for smaller vessels, but apparently now most folks seem to be ignoring that, 

anyway.  There is an action in there to get rid of that small vessel subzone.   

 

The fishery is capped with an ACL but there were no other management measures to ensure that 

landings stay under that ACL.  It was just going to have to be keep an eye on the quota; and if a 
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derby did develop, then it would be up to NMFS to keep tabs on that and then shut it down in 

time to keep from going over that ACL. 

 

Also it was felt that a catch share would prevent a derby fishery from occurring and that would 

afford protection for habitat and the biomass in the future.  Now through all the discussion, it 

was a really good discussion.  I mean, clearly, there were people who were in favor and some 

who are not, but everybody got to speak their piece. 

 

We were very careful to make sure that happened.  We didn’t take votes.  What we did was we 

wanted to get all the ideas on the table and bring them back to the council so the council could 

sift through them and figure out how they wanted to handle things.  It was really clear that there 

was no overall support among the permit holders for a catch share at this time.  It just does not 

exist. 

 

Those who were in opposition weren’t all universal in the reasons for their opposition.  I think 

there were some who, if they had been allocated enough shares for where they felt they wanted 

to go in the fishery, that they might have been willing to consider a catch share.  But we didn’t 

really discuss that fully, but that was sort of an indication of where they were going. 

 

The problem was that even with the two million pounds there wasn’t enough shares to be 

allocated to make sure that in an initial allocation everybody would have felt comfortable.  That 

said, there were still some who were just adamantly opposed to the idea of catch shares on 

principle.  Nothing, no matter how much the allocation would have been to them, it would not 

have persuaded them to want to participate in a catch share program for this fishery. 

 

After we had had all that discussion, we had gone to lunch and we came back and the fishermen 

wanted some time alone, the seven entities in the room, to discuss some issues in private.  They 

got about a 45 minute time period to see if they could work out some things on their own.  When 

that was done it was clear that, no, they were not able to come to agreement on what they wanted 

to do. 

 

Everybody was still in the same camp that they were before they went to lunch.  But one of the 

things that we asked them to do was to let’s go through each of the 15 actions that are in 

Amendment 6.  If you look on Page 3 of the report, we have the actions.  Now what you have is 

Actions 1 through 7.  Action 9, and Actions 12 through 15 really are pretty much specifically 

related to catch shares. 

 

Now included in that is also the VMS action.  The council does have VMS in a fishery, rock 

shrimp that is not part of a catch share.  VMS itself is not a requirement only in a catch share.  It 

is necessary if you do have a catch share program, but you can institute it for other reasons.  But 

the only reason why it came into this fishery initially was because it was included as part of the 

catch share.  There were some fishermen who are in favor of having VMS in this fishery 

regardless of whether or not there is a catch share, and there were some who are very much 

against it largely for the same kinds of reasons that you heard when it was discussed earlier as a 

part of CE-BA 3. 

 

Of those catch share specific actions, those who were not in favor of the catch share, all wanted 

Action 1, no action on those – my goodness, there is a dozen of them or so actions.  Action 8, 
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which was to revise the boat length limit rule, I think the concept was agreeable to just about 

everybody, but there was no agreement as to how it should be done. 

 

There were some ideas that were put out there that are not currently in Amendment 6 as potential 

alternatives of how to do this.  There wasn’t universal agreement as to how large a vessel should 

be, but they were all sort of in the same ballpark.  Then there wasn’t total agreement on how to 

transfer a permit from one vessel to another vessel that was larger. 

 

There were some details I think that the permit holders felt needed to be worked out.  One of the 

suggestions was that this would be something that would be very good for the AP to take up in 

the future and let the AP hammer out a range of alternatives for the council to consider.  

Basically there was some feeling that this action needed to be revised. 

 

Action 10 was to modify the small vessel subzone restriction.  There were a few folks who felt 

that should only be done as part of a catch share program.  There were others who felt that they 

would just like to see the council’s Preferred Alternative 2, which was to get rid of it, but there 

was no universal agreement on the timing of how that should be done. 

 

The same was for Action 11.  This was the one – currently Action 11 deals with the issue of one 

vessel – excuse me, one permit on the vessel at a time.  Some of these entities own more than 

one permit for different vessels.  Currently what they have to do, if they want to fish in different 

zones, they have to come back in and call in and then transfer the permits, because you can only 

have one permit on the vessel at a time. 

 

What this action was going to do was to allow people to have more than one permit on the vessel 

at a time.  The council’s current preferred action was to allow the vessels to fish in any zone for 

which they had a permit.  There was not universal agreement on how to go about doing that.  

Then this Action 12 with catch shares; there were some folks who thought that catch shares 

could – excuse me, the VMS and the catch shares could go forward without the catch share 

provision.  There were others who just did not want it.   

 

There seemed to be pretty much universal agreement that a hail-out/hail-in provision would be 

acceptable to everybody.  There are issues with using VMS in this fishery.  It tells you where the 

vessel is but not necessarily where the gear are.  There have been some discussions with NOAA 

OLE about that.  They understand that.  But the idea is that it could give some idea that could 

help with future fisheries management as well as potential law enforcement issues.   

 

In Action 15, the approved landings sites, that was really considered to be a catch share issue; 

and if you go to VMS without a catch share, you may not need to have the approved landing 

sites.  But if the council did decide to do this, this was an action where everybody agreed with 

the council’s preferred action is that the fishermen want to chose the landings sites pending law 

enforcement approval.  That was the one thing that they basically all agreed on.  I think the take 

home message to me from this meeting was it was great to get everybody to talk there.  We got a 

lot of issues on the table.  Some things could be worked out by the AP in the future. 

 

As a matter of fact, a couple of other things came up.  One of the fishers in the northern zone 

would like for the council to reconsider the HAPC line that is at Latitude 29.  He would like to 

have that considered to be moved further north, because that is some prime golden crab fishing 
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area, but that is something that would have to be reviewed by more than just golden crab, 

because you are now getting into habitat issues and so that is a wider issue. 

 

The golden crab folks might want to consider that in future AP meetings.  The boat length limit 

rule needs to be discussed in further detail.  I have confidence that the AP working together 

could come up with a new action and alternatives for the council to consider to deal with this 

issue.  They all agreed they like the three fishing zones that exist.   

 

They may not agree on allowing people to put more than one permit on a vessel, but they like the 

idea that the fishing zones work to help keep people from being involved in each other’s gears.  

Some people thought that some actions should move forward without catch shares; others were 

not so sure.   

 

I think in my talking with folks – and it was not exhaustive; I did not contact every single permit 

holder and ask them of this opinion.  My impression was that folks would prefer the council not 

do anything at this point rather than do the wrong thing.  What people think is the “wrong thing” 

is determinate on who you are talking to at a given moment. 

 

I think some folks who think that there is no derby going to develop, think that unless there is 

there is no reason for us to consider catch shares on this in the future.  Others think, well, a derby 

is going to develop and we’ll probably see it within the next few years.  There is some reason 

behind wanting to wait to see what could happen in the future. 

 

Somebody had suggested having a voluntary catch share for those who might want to participate 

in it.  That had been brought up in the context of some other fisheries, not quite sure how that 

would work.  That had been brought up.  Somebody had suggested consider reducing the number 

of permits even further from 11 and start getting rid of some of those that are not active. 

 

They might want the council to look into the idea of localized depletion, see if there is any 

problem where crabs have sort of been fished out.  Some people wanted to look at the purpose 

and need a little bit better.  That is one of the things that this council has struggled with in this 

amendment is coming up with a purpose and need for why they wanted to go to the catch share 

right now in the first place. 

 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes sort of my report.  I would just like to say in talking with some of 

these guys recently they want to continue working on management issues; but now with the AP 

structured as it is I’m not sure that we need to have a permit holders meeting in the future since 

they are all represented on the AP at this point.  I think maybe at some point in the future the 

council might want to get that AP together to discuss some of these issues, but I’m not sure what 

the timing on that ought to be at this point. 

 

MR. CUPKA:  I meant to point out earlier for the benefit of the new people that this council has 

a long history of working very closely with the fishery.  Not only do the fishermen, but I think 

the council wants to maintain this close working relationship in the future.  Are there any 

questions for Brian in regard to his report?  Wilson. 

 

DR. LANEY:  Well, Brian, you didn’t mention it or at least if you did I missed it, but in the 

recommendation to the council made by the permit holders, it did indicate that all permit holders 
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agreed on the need for a stock assessment for golden crab.  I know the stock assessment schedule 

is full.   

 

I did want to mention to everybody else on the committee that I did have some discussion with 

one of the permit holders, and also with John Carmichael about that.  It strikes me that for golden 

crab, if an assessment could be done – and I think based on my conversations with John it would 

probably have to be done in some kind of a survey approach and probably by somebody with 

expertise.  I think Steve Cadrin’s name was mentioned, because he has done work on crustaceans 

before. 

 

One thing that is a little different about this fishery is that there are large areas of golden crab 

habitat that are closed for habitat reasons.  My sense is, and John generally confirmed this, that if 

you are doing an assessment for golden crab throughout its range; given that you have those 

closed areas, you sort of have a built-in buffer there in that golden crabs would be produced in 

those areas but they are not subject to fishing pressure.  At such point in time as an assessment 

could be done, that would be a slightly different wrinkle and I think a beneficial one as far as the 

fishery goes and the fishermen themselves to have those areas included in that assessment. 

 

DR. CHEUVRONT:  Wilson, you are absolutely right.  I had thought about it at one point while 

I was giving the report and it escaped me when I got towards the end.  But you are right, all the 

fishermen agreed that they would like to see an assessment made of golden crab at some point in 

the future.   

 

It was stressed to them at that time that while they were optimistic that an assessment would 

show that there are more crabs out there that could be made available to harvest; don’t get too 

excited because there has been other times in the past when we thought that was going to happen 

when in fact the exact opposite occurred and they ended up with a lower quota or ACL.  That 

sword cuts both ways. 

 

DR. CUPKA:  Other questions for Brian?  That is a good point you bring up, Wilson, and I’m 

glad you did mention that because there are golden crab protected areas out there and a 

considerable amount of bottom that is protected from harvest that could provide a source of 

crabs.  If there are not other questions for Brian, then we need to decide where we are going to 

go in regard to this.  There is no sense in spending a lot of time on the amendment itself if the 

committee doesn’t want to move ahead with it.  I’ll ask the committee.  Charlie. 

 

MR. PHILLIPS:  Mr. Chairman, I would move that we postpone anymore work on this 

amendment until we bring it back at the March meeting.  Hopefully, in January or after our 

December meeting, when staff would have some time to work with stakeholders, see if they can 

work out some stuff and look at it again in the March meeting.  Then I have another comment or 

two if I can get a second. 

 

MR. CUPKA:  Okay, we have a motion to postpone more work on Amendment 6 until after 

a meeting of the stakeholders, which would be held some time prior to the March 2013 

meeting.  Was there a second; Michelle seconds?  Discussion on the motion?  Wilson. 

 

DR. LANEY:  I think Charlie had some more comments he wanted to make, but in view of 

Brian’s comments about the AP, would it be appropriate to say and/or advisory panel? 
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MR. CUPKA:  Do you accept that as a friendly amendment and the seconder agrees, then 

we can do that.  Yes, as Brian pointed out, we’ve revised the AP and it is essentially pretty 

much all the stakeholders, so that’s a lot better.  Further discussion on the motion?  Charlie. 

 

MR. PHILLIPS:  The reasons to do this have been gone over very adequately.  Staff has done a 

great job of trying to pull people together and pull some consensus together.  It hasn’t happened.  

We will have the total landings for the year by then so we can look at that.  We can look and see 

if there might be a trend toward a derby fishery. 

 

I am hearing they are going to be looking for golden crab possibly in the Gulf.  That could 

change the equations on things.  The council also has more – we have to make sure that the 

corals are protected and that this public resource is available to the public.  It is more than just 

what the fishermen want.  There is a lot more to it.  We worked with the fishermen.   

 

They’ve been very good at working with us; but should there not be a consensus, then it is going 

to be up to this council to decide how we want to go about handling this, how we want to make 

sure the corals are protected and how we are going to protect this resource as making it 

sustainable and having the public have access to it.  That is about all I have to say and I’d hope 

we can get a little further down the road with some consensus. 

 

MR. CUPKA:  Okay, and as I had mentioned earlier, Charlie, during that meeting it was pointed 

out to the stakeholders that as much as we want to work with them, and a lot of good has come 

out of working with them in the past, that ultimately the decision of what to do is this council’s.  

Further discussion on the motion? 

 

DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, I’d like to clarify one thing about this motion that you have up there.  

You have stakeholders and stakeholders are more than just the folks who participate in the 

fishery.  You’ve got crew members, you’ve got restaurant owners, and you’ve got buyers.  Is it 

the decision of the council that you want us to reach out to those people and include some of 

them in this meeting as well or are you really talking about the AP, which is made up of nearly 

all of the permit holders, as well as there is a crew member, there is a scientist and there is a 

historical participant in the fishery?  There are no restaurant owners there.  The main buyer is not 

part of this AP, et cetera; so if you give it some clarification, that will help me. 

 

MR. CUPKA:  Charlie, as the maker of the motion; what was it? 

 

MR. PHILLIPS:  I meant the AP; but when it comes time for public comment then, yes, I would 

love to hear some input from the buyers and those type people. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  Mr. Chairman, I was going to mention following the same lines as Charlie that 

we could at least make sure that the other stakeholders are aware that the AP is going to be 

meeting and make sure they get notice of that so that we can get some kind of input.  I seconded 

the motion; I support the motion.   

 

I am a new member to this committee, but it seems like from reading the minutes that all the 

permit holders were happy to finally be in the same room together and have an opportunity to 

discuss their concerns.  Rome wasn’t built in a day, and I would not expect that one day worth of 
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meetings would build consensus on everything.  I think it would be wise to let the AP hammer 

out some of the issues that they think they can move forward. 

 

MR. CUPKA:  Our AP meetings are open to the public.  This particular meeting was not strictly 

an AP meeting, but it was strictly for the fishermen to discuss the issues.  Wilson. 

 

DR. LANEY:  Mr. Chairman, I certainly support Charlie’s comments relative to the concerns 

about the habitat impacts.  I think clearly Brian alluded to the fact that the Habitat and Coral APs 

both would probably need to be involved if we’re talking about changing the boundaries of the 

allowable fishing areas.  I don’t have any concerns about involving other stakeholders.  I think if 

staff wants to do that, I think that would be fine.   

 

The other thing I had was I wanted to ask Bonnie relative to the possibility for a golden crab 

stock assessment, I know it is not high on the radar screen and it has to compete with a whole lot 

of other species, but does the Center have the expertise to do a – or I guess a more pertinent 

question would be do we have any data of any sort of invertebrate survey I guess would be the 

appropriate way to ask that question that could lend itself to conducting a stock assessment. 

 

If not, then what I had encouraged some of the permit holders to do was to try and seek some 

sort of a partnership with somebody in the academic community that might have expertise on 

this animal or similar animals and see if they couldn’t find maybe some external funding to do 

the estimations that would be needed to feed into a stock assessment. 

 

DR. PONWITH:   Certainly, having available data is the biggest challenge.  We’ve got the 

fishery-dependent data.  The thing that is a struggle is any sort of fishery-independent data across 

the geographic range of those animals, so it’s challenging.   

 

To that end though, I’ve been in good communication with some scientists up at the Alaska 

Fisheries Science Center who are conducting fairly regular stock assessments on the lucrative 

crab fishery that they have up there in Alaska; and continue those discussions in terms of 

transporting the types of analyses that they use down here.   

 

We had talked earlier about at the next council meeting showing a table of the status of the 

stocks that we manage in the South Atlantic relative to how accessible they are using data-poor 

or more quantitative stock assessment tools.  What I can do is make certain that I include the 

golden crab in that table in terms of what we have and what we could do with what we have and 

what it would take to do something more sophisticated than that.  

 

MR. JOLLEY:  Mr. Chairman, just briefly, if we approve this motion, does that mean we would 

move on and we wouldn’t attempt to discuss opening up areas further north or VMS or boat 

size? 

 

MR. CUPKA:  That is my understanding; that we would postpone any further work on any of the 

actions and give the AP an opportunity to get together and see if there are actions in there they 

would like to consider moving ahead with or additional actions as Brian has pointed out.  I think 

that is where we are going with it.  Further discussion? 
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DR. CHEUVRONT:  Yes, we need to have the motion read again I believe because we changed 

the motion from what it originally was and we dropped the stakeholders and and/or. 

 

MR. CUPKA:  Okay, the motion is to postpone more work on Amendment 6 until after a 

meeting of the AP to be held prior to the councils March 2013 meeting.  Okay, Monica. 

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I just have a question.  Will you have all the golden crab landings for 

2012 by the March council meeting?  I see nothing wrong with this motion at all.  I’m just kind 

of asking a question as to when you’ll get all the landings. 

 

DR. CRABTREE:  Probably March/April.  I suspect that you won’t have the final landings by 

the time the AP meets.  If you want to be sure you are going to have those, you might want to 

push this off to more like before the June council meeting.   

 

MR. CUPKA:  Well, if we’re going to want to look at that information, then I think we’re pretty 

much locked into doing something like that.  It is Charlie’s motion so I’ll ask Charlie if he wants 

to leave it like that or amend it? 

 

MR. PHILLIPS:  Would we have preliminaries that you just have to fine tune or do you really 

need to wait until June? 

 

DR. CRABTREE:  Well, we’ll have some landings, but you may have to do some projections to 

get an estimate for the year.  It depends on how incomplete they are.  If they are incomplete, they 

could be an underestimate. 

 

MR. JOLLEY:  We’ve only got eleven permits and seven participants.  I would think that even if 

we had to make some telephone calls, I would think we could get those numbers pretty close to 

what it is going to be here at the end of the year.  I don’t think we need to move it to June.  I 

think we can stay on this motion and I think we can probably get most of the landings, anyway. 

 

MR. PHILLIPS:  I agree with John; I think there are ways that we can get most of the landings.  

It might not be something cast in stone, but I think we could get most of them and know pretty 

much where we are. 

 

MR. CUPKA:  Okay, well, I’m going to go ahead and call the question.  Is there any objection to 

the motion?  Seeing none, then that motion is approved.  I guess, Brian, there is no other 

business to come before this committee at this time. 

 

DR. CHEUVRONT:  I don’t have any other business, Mr. Chairman. 

 

MR. CUPKA:  Okay, the committee is adjourned then. 

 

(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 11:12 o’clock a.m., September 13, 2012.) 
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