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MEETING OVERVIEW

South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries Management Board Meeting
Thursday, August 7, 2014
12:30 p.m. - 2:30 a.m.
Alexandria, Virginia

Chair: Pat Geer (GA) Technical Committee Chairs Law Enforcement
Assumed Chairmanship: | Atlantic Croaker: Chris McDonough (SC) Committee Rep:
10/13 Red Drum: Mike Murphy (FL) Doug Lewis (GA)
Vice Chair: Advisory Panel Chair: Previous Board Meeting:
Jim Estes (FL) Tom Powers (VA) May 14, 2014

Voting Members:
NJ, DE, MD, PRFC, VA, NC, SC, GA, FL, NMFS, USFWS, SAFMC (12 votes)

2. Board Consent
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from May 2014

3. Public Comment — At the beginning of the meeting, public comment will be taken on items not
on the agenda. Individuals that wish to speak at this time must sign-in at the beginning of the
meeting. For agenda items that have already gone out for public hearing and/or have had a public
comment period that has closed, the Board Chair may determine that additional public comment will
not provide additional information. In this circumstance the Chair will not allow additional public
comment on an issue. For agenda items that the public has not had a chance to provide input, the
Board Chair may allow limited opportunity for comment. The Board Chair has the discretion to limit
the number of speakers and/or the length of each comment.

4. Spot and Atlantic Croaker Trigger Exercises Update (12:50 -1:05 p.m.) Action
Background

e Trigger exercises were established for both species for each non-assessment year to review
trends in the fisheries.

e The Atlantic Croaker Technical Committee and Spot Plan Review Team met via
conference call in July to review the 2013 data.

e The 2013 data update does not appear to have tripped the triggers for the past year, but this
is based on preliminary data. The TC and PRT remain concerned about the trends in
landings and length at age data. (Supplemental materials)

Presentations
e Update of the Atlantic Croaker & Spot Trigger Exercises by K. Rootes-Murdy

5. Consider Draft Addendum I to the Spot Omnibus Amendment and Draft Addendum 11 to
the Atlantic Croaker Amendment | for Public Comment for Approval (1:05-2:05 p.m.) Final
Action
Background
e Atthe May 2014 meeting, the Board approved a draft addenda to consider the use of a
Traffic Light Approach (TLA) in assessing and managing the Spot and Atlantic croaker
fisheries.
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e The draft addenda proposes management options for Spot and Atlantic croaker fisheries
that would apply the TLA to a management framework in assessing the species. Based on
the annual updates, the Atlantic Croaker TC and Spot PRT would make recommendations
on management measures to enact if needed. The TLA and management framework would
replace the current annual trigger exercises if approved.

e The public provided comments through public hearings held in Maryland, Virginia, North
Carolina and Georgia, as well as through written comments (Meeting materials).

Presentations
e Review of the Draft Addenda by K. Rootes-Murdy
e Public Comment Summary by K. Rootes-Murdy

Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e Consider final approval of the Draft Addenda

6. Consider FMP Review and State Compliance Reports (2:05-2:15 p.m.)

Background
e Compliance reports were due July 1, 2014 (Meeting materials).
e The Atlantic Croaker Plan Review Team reviewed each state report and compiled the Fishery
Management Plan Review (Meeting materials).

e The Red Drum Plan Review Team reviewed each state report and compiled the Fishery
Management Plan Review (Supplemental materials).

Presentations
e Overview of the Fishery Management Plan Review Reports by K. Rootes-Murdy

Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e Approval of the 2014 Fishery Management Plan Review and State Compliance Reports.

7. Review and Consider Approval of 2015 Red Drum Stock Assessment Terms of Reference
(2:15-2:30 p.m.) Action

Background
e Red Drum is scheduled for a Benchmark Stock Assessment to be completed by August
2015.At the May 2014 Board meeting, the Red Drum Stock Assessment Subcommittee
(SAS) was appointed by the Board.
e The Red Drum SAS has met twice via conference call to plan, determine a timeline, form
working groups, and draft Terms of Reference to guide the Assessment process (Meeting
materials).

Presentations
e Overview of the 2015 Red Drum Stock Assessment Terms of Reference by J. Kipp

Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e Approval of the 2015 Red Drum Stock Assessment Terms of Reference

8. Other Business/Adjourn

2
ASMFC Vision: Sustainably Managing Atlantic Coastal Fisheries
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ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION

SOUTH ATLANTIC STATE/FEDERAL FISHERIES

MANAGEMENT BOARD
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May 14, 2014

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries
Management Board. The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.
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INDEX OF MOTIONS

Approval of Agenda by Consent (Page 1).
Motion to approve proceedings of February 6, 2014 by Consent (Page 1).

Move to release Spot Addendum | and Atlantic Croaker Addendum Il for public comment
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Motion carried (Page 15).

Adjourn by Consent (Page 22).
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The South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries
Management Board of the Atlantic States
Marine Fisheries Commission convened in the
Presidential Ballroom of the Crown Plaza Hotel
Old Town, Alexandria, Virginia, May 14, 2014,
and was called to order at 9:25 o’clock a.m. by
Chairman Patrick Geer.

CALL TO ORDER

CHAIRMAN PATRICK GEER: Welcome to
the South Atlantic Board Meeting. My name is
Pat Geer; I’m the chairman. | will do my best to
try to get us back on schedule; but I think that is
going to be virtually impossible at this point.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Let’s start off with the approval of the agenda.
Are there any changes to the agenda, any
modifications? Hearing none; the agenda is
accepted.

APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS

Approval of the proceedings from the February
2014 meeting; heading no objection to those; we
will consider those approved.

PUBLIC COMMENT

We’re going to have a brief public comment
period. We have the North Carolina Fisheries
Association members that have come up to the
meeting today. I’m estimating about 20 of you.

Since we’re pressed for time; we’re going to
take two public comments now. If we have time
at the end, we’ll consider others at that time.
We’re going to have Jerry Schill and Justin
LeBlanc speak very briefly, five minutes apiece,
and we’ll go from there. 1 think, Jerry, you’re
up first. Please state your name and your
affiliation.

MR. JERRY SCHILL: Mr. Chairman, my name
is Jerry Schill with the North Carolina Fisheries
Association. We appreciate the opportunity to
comment on red drum management. Also in the
room are a few Tarheel fishermen who are
attending an ASMFC meeting for the first time.
They’re here because they have been very much

affected by the issues related to red drum; and
they want to make sure they have a voice in the
future management of the species.

For background and for the benefit for those
whom | have not yet met, | was president of
NCFA 18 years, from 1987 to 2005 when |
resigned to pursue other interests. My
successor, Sean McKeon, resigned last fall. |
agreed in the interim to help the organization
rebuild and re-energize; but after three months |
realized that I was having so much fun
aggravating Louis Daniel that | begged the board
to let me come back fulltime.

That is the reason I'm back. It is a life’s
mission; and I’m having a lot of fun doing it,
Louis. This trip is costing our group and our
fishermen thousands of dollars in travel
expenses and lost fishing time and should
highlight how important it is to the commercial
fishing community and to our state.

Commercial fishermen have sacrificed greatly in
the rebuilding of red drum. While it is not
directed fishery, it is an important source of
income to large-mesh gill netters while targeting
flounder; yet we took an unprecedented action at
a recent NCFA board meeting. After a four-
hour very spirited discussion, our board voted
unanimously to recommend an immediate
closure to large-mesh anchored gill nets due to
the tremendous population of red drum in the
water.

Since our 250,000 pound cap had been exceeded
for the fishing year, our fishermen cannot land
red drum, which means regulatory discards.
That amounts to waste, which the fishermen
abhor, but it could also lead to a public relations
and a political nightmare. DMF Director Louis
Daniel reacted to our request by issuing a
proclamation prohibiting the use of large-mesh
gill nets effective May 5™.

Many fishermen have only one thing to do this
time year and that is fishing with this gear. They
would be fishing for flounder, black drum and
sheepshead, but today they are fishing for
concern for their future. 1’ve only mentioned the
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fishermen and yet what they provide is also
important to dealers, restaurants and retail
markets.

Only a few short weeks ago we took another
huge step with a proposal to fund observers for
the gill net fishery due to the interaction with sea
turtles as a requirement for our state’s ITP. That
program would totally fund the observer
program with no tax dollars by doubling our
commercial license fees. That proposal will be
considered by our state legislature, which
convenes today.

The science will dictate what our cap will be in
the future; but even if it is large increase, which
we project it will be, the lack of flexibility in the
plan is a huge problem. Without flexibility,
staying in compliance with the plan will be
difficult; but even if we do go out of
compliance, do you all realize that it would be
the very first time our state has gone out of
compliance with an ASMFC  Fishery
Management Plan? That’s right; we’re in the
minority in that regard.

Esse quam videri or to be rather than to seem;
that is our state’s motto. Yes, we can be a bit
rambunctious at times and a tad excitable; but in
addition to being hard working and very
passionate about what we do, we know
conservation and we practice it. Because of that,
we like conservation equivalency measures and
the flexibility given to managers that can reward
fishermen for their extraordinary efforts such as
what we are doing in North Carolina.

That flexibility is especially needed with a
recovering or recovered stock. Red drum, for
example, is playing havoc with our juvenile blue
crab population. We sincerely hope that you
will have some time at the end of your meeting
to take comments from our fishermen who have
made great sacrifices to be here. There is a real
problem with how we deal with a recovering
species.

Congratulations; now what? | don’t care if
you’re talking about the increasing population of
sea turtles or red drum; it is hard. | sat around a

table like this when | was on the South Atlantic
Council. It is really difficult when you’re
dealing with a recovering or recovered species.
I would like to introduce Justin LeBlanc of
Ocracoke, North Carolina, who is doing some
work on behalf of NCFA and will speak to the
technical aspects of red drum management.
Thank you.

MR. JUSTIN LEBLANC: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. Thanks for the opportunity
comment; | appreciate it.  North Carolina
commercial fishermen, many of them here
today, have concerns about the North Carolina
red drum cap of 250,000 pounds and the need
for a better understanding of the abundance and
age structure of the adult red drum population
particularly in the northern management unit.

The SEDAR 18 report from 2009 states that
given the data on the static spawning potential
ratio over the past many years, it is likely that
overfishing on red drum is not occurring. In
fact, current data and opinion documents
indicate that a recovered status for the northern
stock is warranted. The assessment that is
currently underway needs to address the
uncertainty documented in SEDAR 18 regarding
the abundance of older fish so that an updated
FMP can reflect not only the health of the one to
three year olds but the health of the adult
population as well.

Since 1994 red drum have been under a
successful FMP that has met or exceeded its
target SPR of 40 percent. We are at the 20-year
threshold estimated to be the timeline for
recovery of this stock. North Carolina
Department of Marine Fisheries Data suggests
the spawner biomass for the stock is healthy and
stable.

The current North Carolina cap of 250,000
pounds was established using commercial
landings as a proxy. The landings’ data used
were obtained during the time period when the
stock was depleted and was not derived from a
biological framework. In our opinion the
current harvest structure does not allow us to
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obtain optimal yield and is not reflective of the
stock’s current health.

As Jerry mentioned, this year North Carolina
commercial fishermen took the unprecedented
step to close their large-mesh fishery because the
yearly red drum cap had been harvested and
bycatch mortality could have been very high due
to the very large cohort moving through the slot
right now. This action will significantly lower
bycatch mortality to this large year class and
will likely result in recruitment to the adult
spawning biomass.

In addition, we believe that there is a very little
bycatch mortality associated with the large-mesh
gill nets for adult red drum. We also believe that
a better understanding of hook-and-release
mortality in the recreational sector is needed.
Recreational fishing effort in this fishery often
peaks during the hottest months of the year
when oxygen is low and water temperatures are
high, potentially increasing mortality.

We believe that the current review needs to take
into account the reduction in fishing days and
soak times mandated by the sea turtle
compromise and the Section 10 Agreement with
NMFS that we operate under. In conclusion, we
believe that the current North Carolina cap needs
to be increased as well as the North Carolina
recreational bag limit.

All user groups in North Carolina have
sacrificed to rebuild the stock. We should
develop an FMP that allows us to maximize
optimum yield. We also ask that the FMP be
developed in such a way that North Carolina has
the ability to manage the commercial TAC with
some flexibility so that when large year classes
are moving through the slot size, red drum do
not become a choke species for the southern
flounder fishery. We encourage the Atlantic
States Marine Fisheries Commission to apply all
resources available to complete the red drum
assessment in a timely manner. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Thank you very much,
Jerry and Justin. Are there any questions for
Jerry or Justin; any comments? Louis.

DR. LOUIS B. DANIEL, IlI: Just a comment;
this has been an extraordinary year for the
northern group, particularly for Virginia and
North Carolina with what may be certainly a
decadal year class if not a century year class
coming through the fishery. | don’t believe it is
being seen similarly down in the southern
region, at least not at this point. We know after
20 years of management that we’re continuously
rebuilding or continuing to rebuild the adult
spawning stock. | think the information that we
have through the longline survey should maybe
give us that Holy Grail of spawning stock
biomass estimates that could result in some
actual quotas that are derived based on the stock
assessment and population ecology.

It is true that the industry has really stepped up
in North Carolina in last three months. I’m not
going to say it is because Jerry is back; but it
probably has something to do with it. But in
terms of the increase in the license fees, the
proposed closure and some modifications for
this summer to try to reduce the discards | think
is an excellent move on their behalf.

But as we move forward with our stock
assessment on red drum, we’ve got to get a stock
assessment. \We’ve have got to get a northern
and a southern stock assessment; and | am
hopeful that we will be in a position to declare
red drum recovered at the end of this upcoming
stock assessment. Heads are nodding in relative
agreement; but we won’t know until we get the
stock assessment.

But at that point | think we do need to start
thinking outside of the box and recognizing that
for the vast majority of us when we’re
harvesting red drum, we’re really only
harvesting one year class. It is kind of like an
annual crop that lives to be 60 years old. Some
years we have poor recruitment and in other
years we have extraordinary recruitment and
then in some years it is off the charts.

How can we collectively come up with a
management plan that allows us to take
advantage of those year classes but still protect
those very strong year classes and to the
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spawning stock? | have explained to some folks
that have called me on this that our
grandchildren will be aging the fish that are
coming through the system right now; and it
could be a major anchor to the northern group
spawning stock for at least the rest of our
lifetimes.

| just indicate to you that North Carolina is
taking it very seriously. We’re going to be
developing a new fishery management plan to
try to impart the flexibility that we can, but
we’re going to need some help from the
commission as we move forward with | guess it
would be Amendment 3, which should be an
interesting exercise.

I appreciate the folks from North Carolina
coming up and hope we will have some time at
the end of the discussion to hear from some of
the individual fishermen as well; because it has
been a pretty tough pill to swallow to have those
fish as abundant as they are but be unable to take
advantage of that bounty this year. Thank you.

MR. SCHILL: Mr. Chairman, very quickly, and
I know you’re pressed for time; the kudos need
to be given to the guys in the back, the
fishermen. | didn’t come up with this proposal.
The fishermen themselves came up with the
proposal to close the large-mesh gill net fishery.
The fishers themselves have chosen to double
their license fees in order to pay for these
observers in the time of budget restrictions.

One thing that | have noticed that is the
difference between my first 18 years in this,
since I’m a retread now, other than my white
hair is the change in the attitude of being
engaged. This is the first time we have ever
brought a delegation of fishermen to an ASMFC
meeting. | think it is refreshing and I think it is
important that they see the process and be
engaged in that. Again, we appreciate the time.
I did say to Chairman Daniel earlier that if you
all would just change your policy, allow the
public to talk as long as they want and limit the
amount that you all talk, we would probably get
out of here faster. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Point well taken. Thank
you very much, Jerry and Justin; we greatly
appreciate that. | want to move on so that we
can finish up the items on our agenda and then
hopefully have time for members of the
association to speak.

ATLANTIC CROAKER DRAFT
ADDENDUM | AND SPOT DRAFT
ADDENDUM Il FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

The next item on the agenda is Draft Addendum
| for Atlantic Croaker and Draft Addendum Il
for Spot. We presented it to you at the last
meeting. We want it to go out for public
comment soon. The technical committee looked
it over and they’re got some suggestions today.
I will turn it over to Kirby at this point.

MR. KIRBY ROOTES-MURDY: | will go
through the draft addendum in its current form
as quickly as possible but to allow also questions
at the end if any crop up. Back in February the
board initiated a draft addendum based on the
technical committee’s management memo
outlining the traffic light approach in
conjunction with a precautionary management
framework.

Up on the screen right now is a potential
timetable for how this addendum could move
forward if approved today for public comment.
Moving to the statement of the problem, the goal
of the addendum is to address what the technical
committee and plan review team for spot have
termed as a current issue with the annual trigger
exercises.

Under the current management program for
Atlantic croaker, annual changes in the
recreational and commercial landings are
compared against the previous two years index
values. If that index value falls below 70
percent of that two-year average, then at a
minimum management action needs to be taken
or the data examined further but without any
specifications on how that would move forward.

For spot the index values, both fishery-
dependent and fishery-independent indexes are
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compared against a 10 percentile of their data
time series. What we have found is that both of
these triggers in themselves are limited in their
ability to illustrate long-term trends, whether
they be long-term declines or increases in stock
abundance, as well as the fact that there is a high
degree of variability in the year-to-year index
values.

These things in combination make it difficult to
respond to gradual but persistent changes
without a formal management framework. To
give just a little bit of background, both Atlantic
croaker and spot are small sciaenid forage
species that support commercial and recreational
fisheries in the Mid and South Atlantic.

Both species migrate seasonally along the coast,
moving northward and inshore to estuaries and
bays during the warmer months of spring
through fall and then southward and offshore in
the more oceanic waters during the winter. Both
species reach maturity fairly quickly at an
average of about two years of age.

While spot are considered to be short-lived,
living to a maximum of about six years; croaker
can live up to 17 years but are more commonly
seen at about ten years of age. The last
benchmark stock assessment for croaker was
conducted in 2010. What happened at that stock
assessment was a change from looking at two
different stocks to one coast-wide stock.

The assessment indicated that the resource is not
overfished or experiencing overfishing, the
biomass has increased, the biomass has
increased and that the age structure had
expanded since the 1980’s. However, there
were issues in trying to determine the stock
status given model estimates were difficult in
trying to incorporate concerns around shrimp
bycatch in the shrimp trawl fishery as well as
fishing mortality.

While state-level stock assessments for spot had
been conducted over the years, a coast-wide
benchmark stock assessment has not been
conducted for spot; and as such their stock status
remains unknown. Through the current

management framework, as | mentioned earlier,
for spot the triggers require that if the index
values fall below the 10 percentile, then they’re
compelled to take management action, but there
isn’t a specific management action that is
specified; and so this creates a little bit of cycle
of not quite knowing what to do.

What the Atlantic Croaker Technical Committee
and the Spot Plan Review Team wanted to do is
move to looking at models are analyses that
could better highlight trends. As such, the group
decided to investigate the traffic light approach,
which has been developed for data-poor
fisheries. Basically, it is a three-color system
where you have red, yellow and green.

The green and yellow boundary that you will
find in the analysis is set at the long-term mean
of the data that you’re using whereas as the
yellow and red boundary is set at 60 percent of
the long-term mean, which can help indicate
whether  there has been a decline.
Approximately it would be equivalent to a 40
percent decline.

In trying to use this type of analysis in
conjunction with a more formal management
approach, we looked at the North Carolina Blue
Crab Adaptive Management Program and have
tried to model the management options proposed
in this addendum off of that. The important
thing to note, as I’ll go through kind of how
these look for spot and croaker, in the case of
North Carolina Blue Crab Management
Program, they used the traffic light approach as
a stock assessment essentially; and we are not
trying to do that here.

Really, the goal of this is to try to provide
analysis and highlight trends with management
options in the interim between now and when a
stock assessment gets completed. We’ve moved
to characterize these things not as stock
characteristics but as population characteristics.
In looking at Atlantic croaker we focused on two
specific types of population characteristics.

The first one is an abundance characteristic.
This is comprised of fishery-independent data;
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specifically the New England Fishery
Groundfish Trawl Survey, the VIMS Juvenile
Fish; and Blue Crab Survey; the North Carolina
Program 195 Survey and the SEAMAP Trawl
Survey. The hashed lines you see up there are
marked at the 60 percent threshold of the
reference period, which for croaker is set at 1996
through 2008.

This was a reference period that was actually
highlighted in the 2010 stock assessment as
being able to encapsulate both highs and lows in
the fishery in terms of abundance. The upper
bound is the 60 percent so essentially twice that
of the lower bound. This is similar to how the
North Carolina Blue Crab Management Program
was developed, but they set theirs as 75 percent
and 50 percent. Essentially these thresholds are
when management action would have to
triggered or would essentially be triggered based
on having them exceeded for a certain amount of
time that 1 will go over in the management
options; but this is for the adult abundance.

The next one is the harvest characteristic.
Generally, in applying the traffic light approach,
it has been done to stock characteristics, as |
mentioned. In lieu of not having comprehensive
stock characteristics to use, we wanted to
incorporate a harvest characteristic given that
the current trigger exercises used commercial
and recreational data.

This is just slight deviation, as I said, from how
the approach has been applied in other fisheries.
As | mentioned, we have the surveys that were
applied for the annual triggers currently used,
but the hope is that the technical committee and
PRT would be able to review this analysis
annually and be able to move to incorporate the
best available data as it becomes readily
available.

One data source in particular that we would like
to incorporate down the road would be the
NEAMAP Trawl Survey. | will just quickly
show you what it looks like for spot, the adult
abundance. The reference period for the spot
traffic light approach is based on the 1989 to
2012 time period; and this is really because of

what we have in terms of available data; so we
figured that this is able to incorporate again the
highs and lows in the figure that effectively
capture that range.

For the adult abundance, the fishery-independent
indexes that are used is again the Groundfish
Trawl Survey, the Maryland Chesapeake Bay
Seine Survey and the SEAMAP Trawl Survey.
We have it also for the harvest characteristic,
which again is based on the commercial and
recreational data.

Next | want to go through the management
options that are being proposed in the
addendum. There are only three. The first one
and the last one are kind of uniform in how they
would be applied. The second one has a little bit
more detail, and I will go through that. For the
first management option, status quo; this would
simply allow the triggers to stay in their current
form without incorporating the traffic light
approach. This is done annually but there would
be in turn no changes.

For the second management option, | will go
first through the Atlantic croaker one and then
the spot. We have this set up, as | said, similar
to how it has been proposed in other adaptive
management frameworks. Essentially this
would be a coast-wide measure that would be
applied based on the 30 percent threshold being
crossed.

For Atlantic croaker that would be for three
years of consecutively exceeding that 30 percent
threshold of the proportion of red in the analysis.
We have listed up here a number of measures
that could be applied. These are not currently
set so that they would be these across the board.
For example, we don’t have bag limits specified
in here; and we need some guidance from the
board on what appropriate bag limits could be
incorporated.

The 30 percent threshold that is tripped for three
years for either the adult abundance
characteristic or the harvest characteristic would
cause these measures to be enacted coastwide.
Once they have been established, the harvest

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries
Management Board. The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.



Draft Proceedings of the South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries Management Board Meeting
May 2014

characteristic could not be used to annually
update and compare to determine increases or
decreases because of the possibility of
management action having an influence on that
indices basically.

The timetable for this would be, as | said, three
years of consecutively exceeding the 30 percent
threshold, interim management measures would
be in place for three years, after which they
could be taken off based on improvements in
those indices. For spot we decided to look at a
two-year time period rather than three given the
life history characteristics | mentioned earlier.
We focused on primarily a size limit and
closures.

For both species the closures that are proposed
in here are based on recreational data we have,
wave data over the last two years in terms of
when landings have been highest. Again, for
both croaker and for spot, Option 2 is applying a
coast-wide set of measures for all those states
that have a declared interest.

The last option, Option 3, instead of applying a
coast-wide measure of set of measures, it would
be a state-by-state approach where the technical
committee and plan review team would
determine what the percent reduction would be
needed to achieve a reduction that gets that
indices under the 30 percent threshold.

Essentially it would be proportional to how
much that indices has exceeded the threshold.
As such, the states would be able to determine
what measures would be most appropriate for
them to implement in order to meet these
reductions as needed. The timetables could be
set as similar to the coast-wide measures that
were proposed.

Again, | just want to reiterate that the hope is for
both species to be added to the stock assessment
schedule and that the management frameworks
proposed in Options 2 and 3 are intended to
provide guidance in the interim period between
now and when those stock assessments get
completed. One other thing just to note is that
regardless of which option may be taken later on

if the document is approved, the annual trigger
exercises will be conducted this year; and there
is the possibility of having an updated traffic
light analysis with that presented at potentially
the August meeting. If you have any questions,
just let me know.

CHAIRMAN GEER: | have a quick question
probably for Chris. Looking at these graphics, it
appears that the abundance characteristics of
both the croaker and the spot are doing okay;
whereas, the harvest characteristics is showing a
decline.

MR. CHRIS McDONOUGH: Yes, actually we
covered a little bit of this in the report from the
February meeting. The discrepancy between the
harvest characteristic and the fishery-
independent indices goes to the age structure of
each of those. Essentially the fishery-
independent indices are primarily age two fish or
younger; and the recreational and the
commercial harvest are age three-plus. Plus, a
lot of the increased — you know, they have been
increasing in the independent indices in recent
years. A lot of that is driven by the Mid-Atlantic
at the coast-wide level.

MR. JOHN CLARK: | just have a question on
these spot measures. Are these just examples of
what could be put in place; because a minimum
size limit of six inches would eliminate using
spot as bait in a lot of areas for recreational
fishermen that catch spot to use as bait?

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: The minimum sizes
that we have listed in the current coast-wide
measures are based on first maturity essentially
to allow for a year class to come through and
reach full maturity. As | mentioned, these are
just a set of options that are currently being
proposed; and we’re looking for feedback from
the board on what could work for those sets of
coast-wide measures; whether it be size limit,
bag limit and season closures are two of those.

MR. ROBERT H. BOYLES, JR.: Kirby, good
job on this. | want to make sure just operational
as this is going to public comment; but should
this approach be approved? I’m concerned by
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those of us who are blessed with having to
manage fish through the legislative process and
the timing associated and the timeframes
associated with these triggers and the timing in
which we would have to respond; can you
comment on what this plan could contemplate?
Let me ask it a little bit more directly. If we find
a yellow or a red based on that three-year
review, how quickly are we going to need to
respond in order to remain compliant? Has that
been contemplated yet?

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: | would say at this
point of the document we haven’t fully tried to
capture that yet. We’re just really laying out
what potential measures would be, but that is
something we could consider in this or would
ask for feedback on.

DR. DANIEL: A couple of points and some
suggestions. Delaware brought up the spot bait
issue with the recreational fishery; and there
needs to be some characterization of the bait
component of the commercial fishery as well.
At least for North Carolina and Virginia those
would be significant impacts to the bait industry;
and we don’t need to ignore that.

There have been circumstances where for stock
rebuilding and stock recovery we’ve had to
forego using some species as bait. River herring
is the one that comes immediately to mind. It is
certainly something that we will hear in public
meetings in North Carolina and Virginia about; |
can assure you.

The other point that | think is important at this
stage — and we’ve had some conversation about
it. Kirby did a good job getting a paragraph in
the document on shrimp trawl bycatch. The
ultimate document | think needs to flesh that out
some more. From the discussions around this
board and this table, there seems to be this
general thought that we’ve done a lot in shrimp
trawl bycatch reduction. It is really kind of
confounding everyone as to what more we can
do.

| provided information at the last meeting on
what North Carolina is doing, and we are

working with industry over the next three years
to try to develop more appropriate bycatch
reduction devices. There is a general sense at
least in some of our jurisdictions that shrimp
trawl bycatch is the sole culprit for the decline in
weakfish, croaker and spot.

| believe this board needs to clarify that for the
public; because that is what we’re going to hear
a lot about is that, well, if you just get rid of
shrimp trawls, your spot, croaker and weakfish
problems go away. | don’t believe there is any
evidence that any of us have collectively around
this board that would suggest that’s the case.

Chris, we talked about this at the last meeting. |
don’t think we know what the absolute impact of
the shrimp trawl fishery is on those three big
species. | think we need to be forthcoming in
what we do know and any concerns that we do
have. When 1 look at the information that we
have, | don’t know what component or mortality
shrimp trawling makes up.

We will be asked those questions; and I think we
need to have a board response to that part of this
plan. It is going to be a very difficult plan to
develop. | don’t think anybody thinks that a
spot/croaker plan is to be a cakewalk. It will not
be. Perhaps just bag limits may be more
appropriate — bag limits and seasons may be
more appropriate management tools than size
limits; but we’ll see when we go to the public. |
just felt like those were some points that needed
to be on the record as we move forward.

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: Thank you, Louis.
One of the goals | think of this addendum is that
if we were to go forward with some of the
measures that are proposed in it, as you had
highlighted at the previous meeting, this could
serve as really a way to trying to eliminate what
those unknowns are.

If we are able to put measures in place and not
see responses in the fishery that would show
improvement, then that could indicate that the
lone culprit is something like shrimp trawl
bycatch. If we are able to do something like put
measures in place and not see improvements,
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then that might also be telling as well; so we are
considering that with this addendum.

MS. TONI KERNS: I just wanted to go back to
Robert’s question of timing of implementation.
I think that there is sort of two tracks that the
board could take here. One is that you could set
a timeframe now to include in the public
comment how fast you need to respond; or if one
of those thresholds in the stop light is hit, then
when the board is deciding which measure to
respond with, you could indicate a timeframe in
which you need to respond at that time that you
choose the measure.

MR. JOE GRIST: It ties into what Robert is
asking. In order to have a timely response in
any management, the data is going to have to be
timely, too. When are the independent indices
available to run the stop light? Currently the
state reports are not due, which you would get
the harvest from, until November 1%,

Are we also talking about needing to move those
up to have some type of ability that if this is
tripped and we have to take action, that we can
find out the second half, let’s say, a year for the
next year; are we talking about an overwinter
and a rush in the spring to try and do something?
I mean, when is the data going to be available to
actually know when we may have to do
something?

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: I’ll comment and
then may Chris might be able to further expand.
Joe, as you know, we have the annual trigger
exercises and we try to get them in the summer.
With Atlantic croaker we have our compliance
reports due July 1%. We also have the spot
compliance reports due in November.

The goal of having those trigger exercises done
in the summer was to help anticipate whether or
not management action may be needed to be
taken; and if so adequate time would be allowed.
I think we anticipate being able to have this
information available from a previous year in a
timely enough manner to make the board aware
of management actions as they might need to
come up for the following year.

MR. ADAM NOWALSKY: My question was
with regards to the use of the management
framework in the options that you had put up on
the board and the accompanying text in the
current addendum proposed. A management
action should be enacted when either one of the
population characteristics consecutively achieve
or exceed a threshold. Could you comment on
the merits of either one versus both of them and
what would be the benefit to us as managers to
act when either one versus both of them and
how it might actually reflect what is going on in
the stock status as well.

MR. McDONOUGH: Okay, | want to make
sure | got the whole thing. You’re asking
basically between both the harvest characteristic
being tripped as well as the fishery independent
from that? Okay, the way we have done the
trigger exercise in the past where we’ve
essentially — say, with croaker, you had to trip
one of the harvest indices, either commercial or
recreational, as well as one of the fishery-
independent — | can’t remember now; | think it
was one or it might have been two — it was just
one, okay — and | think what we had in mind
was to keep a similar working model in place in
the sense that both would have to be evaluated.

If it was just the harvest characteristic that
tripped with the declines that are showing now
in both data sets in that analysis versus what
shows up in the fishery-independent indices and
that characteristic, the technical committee
would then have to kind of pick it apart and see,
okay, is this really something that is going to
warrant a management response; and then able
to kind of pull that back into the traffic light and
say, okay, the independent indices are coming

up.

If we can separate it out on an age basis or
something like that where we can account for
that, then we can say, all right, there is this
decline going on. However, these other
indicators |1 would say that a response isn’t
warranted, which is something we actually did a
couple of years ago with the trigger exercise.
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However, with the traffic light, because it is a
little more sensitive, and looking at these over
two-year period for spot and three-year period
for croaker, if we indeed are seeing these
changes or declines, then that gives us hopefully
a little more lead time into implementing a
management response as well as giving us just
more information, hopefully.

Some of the data as it is available — and this kind
addresses what Joe said — even though the spot
report is not due until the end of the year, that
was done mainly just because we already have
SO0 many reports due in the middle of summer,
we pushed it back; but we’re still doing those
trigger exercises at the same time because the
data is available and it has to be done. Usually
by the August meeting we’re presenting that
stuff; so it is usually pretty available.

MR. ROY MILLER: I have a comment. | have
a concern about the implementation of coast-
wide measures. If you will indulge me with just
a moment two or history, Atlantic croaker stocks
are hugely important in the Delaware Bay
Region, both on the New Jersey side the
Delaware side and up along the New Jersey
coast.

Their abundance over the years historically you
could show a correlation with winter weather
events; namely, cold winters, juvenile croaker
that invade Delaware Bay in the fall have poor
survival; and so a year class will be virtually
wiped out by an exceedingly cold winter. That
has been the history of the species.

Consequently, croaker in our region have waxed
and waned mostly in regard winter weather
conditions over the years. A serious of tough
winters like in the late 1970’s, once the mature
croaker that were present passed on, there were
no juveniles to replace them and the species
greatly declined.

Now, if we’re tied to coast-wide management
measures, then it doesn’t really recognize the
migratory nature of the species; you know,
invading the northern ranges of its habitat in
response to weather events, climate change,

whatever you want to call it. Sometimes | think
that any conservation measures that we may take
on croaker locally in the Delaware Bay Region
would be meaningless in terms of a population
impact. | just am concerned that we would have
to needlessly implement let’s say a higher size
limit or a higher bag limit when in fact
everything is weather-driven at the northern end
of the range.

I don’t really know how to adjust the proposed
management. | appreciate the elegance of the
traffic light approach. 1 think it is a way of at
least taking some prescriptive action in lieu of a
stock assessment, but | would just appreciate
any suggestions you might have for those of us
who have jurisdictions in the northern range of
the species. What | said for croaker also applies
to a certain extent for spot. Thank you.

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: We are aware of the
fact that there might be environmental factors
that contribute to abundance. One of the goals
we hope to have achieved through this
addendum is addressing those sources of data
possibly down the road, if needed. That is a
possible element of what the traffic light could
incorporate. As | mentioned before, we want to
have the best available data used when available.
I guess what I’m trying to say is the hope is that
possibly down the road we could be considering
environment factors in that traffic light approach
as well.

MR. NOWALSKY: Just to follow up on my
last question; I appreciate all the information. It
was certainly very helpful. | guess it doesn’t
answer for me, though, the question that the
current option in addendum says that we would
take action if the population characteristics,
either the adult abundance or the harvest, if
either one of those traffic light approaches
indicated a need for action.

My question would be what are the merits of the
“or” approach versus “and” approach; and is it
just purely a management question for us or is
there a real biological reason to use the “or”
approach and would it be beneficial to take this
document out for public comment with both in
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as options, using the “or” approach and the
“and” approach and getting comment from the
public on when we should be responding.

MR. McDONOUGH: Okay, | get what you’re
saying, kind of doing one or the other might
paint us back into a corner a bit more than doing
an “and” approach. The one thing, though, is
that with the — with the sensitivity of doing it
with the triggers or even with the traffic light is
that if you set the — | guess the difficult with an
“and” approach is that with both of them, if you
have to trip both of them, then it becomes really
conservative and it hardly ever gets tripped.
Whereas, the “or” approach — and | guess maybe
we could come up with something in between or
some type of combination. Right now they’re
weighted equally; and so maybe further
refinement of it would help clarify that. | know
that doesn’t answer your question very well.

MR. NOWALSKY: No; | think it leads me
perhaps to an approach of “or” would bring this
discussion before the board to decide whether
action is warranted; but “and” might require us
to take action.

MR. McDONOUGH: | guess that is a good
interpretation.

DR. WILSON LANEY: To add to Adam’s
question —and | will defer to Chris and Kirby on
this; but I guess | was looking at these, Chris,
from the perspective that you mentioned earlier,
which is that the fishery-independent index tells
us more about what is going on with regard to
the year class strength, because we’re looking at
age two and younger in those indices.

Whereas, the harvest parameter maybe is telling
us more about what is going on with year class
survival and the adult fish once they’ve reached
maturing. | was looking at it from the
perspective that given the “or” gives the board a
little bit more flexibility in addressing one or the
other of those two life stages, if you want to look
at them as separate life stages.

If we had recruitment failure a couple of years in
a row, then we would expect the fishery-

independent index to trip the trigger earlier. |If
on the other hand something is going on with the
upper end — to pick up on comments made
earlier in week; maybe striped bass are eating all
the spot; and all of a sudden on the harvest end
we see a big decline or something like that, then
we could deal with one or the other end of the
life cycle appropriately through appropriate
management measures.

I do kind of like what Adam just suggested is
that maybe we could look at it from the
perspective of the “or” being the normal case;
but if we do get an “and”, if both of them are
tripped at the same time, that would seem to
indicate a more critical need for some sort of
management action because we would be
experiencing possibly some sort of recruitment
failure on the one end and reduction of adult
spawning stock biomass on the other end.

I don’t know; | guess we haven’t thought about
it in those terms, and maybe that’s something the
technical committee needs to discuss and talk
about. It seems to have some merit. | agree
with you; it would make it more difficult. If
they both tripped at the same time, that would
mean something really significant was going on,
but it probably would be less likely that they
would both trip at the same time. | will defer to
you guys on that; but does that make sense?

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: Wilson, | would just
point out that one of the issues we have been
dealing with in the current annual trigger
exercise is that it has been a very high bar to
cross to enact some kind of either consideration
of management for spot or to start a stock
assessment for croaker.

Because of that and the fact that data can be
revised annually that further compounds or
confuses what was a previous year’s assessment
based on those bars, it becomes much more
difficult to respond as well as it creates — |
would argue that it further makes it difficult to
effectively address declines that we might be
seeing or increases. Having them weighted
more toward — when you have it as an “and”,

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries
Management Board. The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.

11



Draft Proceedings of the South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries Management Board Meeting
May 2014

then you create much more complexity in trying
to force an action.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Are there any other
comments? | believe what the technical
committee is looking for is, first of all, the
measures that are on there, should any of them
be removed or anything else be considered.
They’re looking for items on that. | have heard
some people say that maybe the size would be
problematic. 1’m looking to you folks.

MR. McDONOUGH: Yes; that was put there as
an example mainly because it is an option. With
the species like these, for most people bag limits
are much more palatable and more easily to
understand. And the same with the seasonal
closures; it is options that are available; so we
want to make sure you guys have everything you
can consider.

MR. GRIST: And just a little more clarification
on the moderate management versus elevated
management; what type of level reduction, if
that could be a little clearer as to what that
represents, because you actually put in eight
inch versus nine inch. Are those just examples
and just off the hip or was there some
calculation to say this is more than the other and
one inch will make a significant difference and
that type of thing?

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: You’re speaking to
the current measures that are in place for
croaker, for example?

MR. GRIST: I’m looking at Table 2, size limit,
8-inch recreational and commercial for a
moderate; elevated management, 9 inches; so
again are those just you plugged in some
numbers for examples; is there something
behind those two numbers?  They’re very
specific versus if you look at all the other
options, you have Xs in there and not available.
How did those get there so that the public
understands those aren’t fixed?

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: The 8-inch size limit;
that would be actually just a minimum measure,
right, so not every state in the management

range has a size limit in place currently. That
would be really forcing a size limit across the
management range. That is where that number
came from. The elevated one | think was
plugged in and kind of looked at more in
conjunction with other measures that might be
added on. You have the seasonal closure as well
as a bag limit and the size. In that regard it
would be a more elevated response. But in
terms of the specific; in this stage the document
can be adjusted to reflect a more appropriate size
limit based on the board’s response.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Joe, were you suggesting
that things like the bag limit and trip limit,
where there is an X there is an actual number put
there?

MR. GRIST: No; unless that work has been
done; | don’t think so. Unless we can say a
moderate management level represents a 10
percent reduction in overall or 20 percent; I
don’t think there is anything we can put there.
We have specific numbers placed in other spots,
so | was just trying to clarify what those
represent; because what does moderate mean.

Moderate to three different people means three
different things. To some it could be very
significant; and to some people it would be
nothing. That is what saying, just a little more
clarity on the moderate versus the elevated, what
that really means for the public’s benefit; so
when they provide us comment, they know what
they’re commenting on.

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: So, again, the
moderate response would be putting in
essentially in the context of — you know, we’ll
start with croaker, well, and to a certain degree,
spot. These would be minimum measures across
the board. For the elevated response, this is
trying to be a much more restrictive response;
and as such there are more options that are
added on - there are more management
measures that would be added on; and as such it
is constraining effort much more.

In turn it is a tiered approach, the first one being
only two measures whereas the second is the
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more restrictive one. For spot we have it as
being — well, for both species we have it as
being closures in the recreational and gear
restrictions in the commercial. So, again, it is a
tiered approach where the moderate response is
to try to have an initial minimum measure
response; and the elevated is to be much more
restrictive in terms of trying to address a much
more essentially worse trend.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Okay, we’re running short
on time and I’m going to try to stay on schedule.
The goal was to try to get this to the point where
it is ready to go out for public comment. Are
there any changes that you want done to this; is
it ready for public comment; and let’s forward
with that. Adam.

MR. NOWALSKY: | would like to move to add
an option under both — and before we begin
typing, I’ll express what 1’d like to see and then
we can try to consolidate that in words. | would
like to see the option for both the spot and the
croaker where the management action would
take place if both of the population
characteristics were triggered, both of them
versus “or”.

Now, whether we structure that and you want
the motion crafted as we have in Option 2 for
each where it is “or”; Option 2 is “and”; and
then we have a sub-option for each one as a
statewide versus a coastwide or how you would
like to do that and how you’d like me to craft it.
I know you need a valid motion to have
discussion, but | don’t want to sit here and talk
about describing the entire motion, rewording
Option 2 and Option 3 as they currently exist
under each one, just changing the word “or” to
“and”. Maybe | could get some help from staff
on how to best move forward with that in an
easy-to-craft manner.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ROBERT E. BEAL:
It’s pretty tricky, but | think there have been
other comments around the table that folks seem
to be comfortable with the direction you’re
going in, Adam; to provide some more
flexibility to the board and not paint the board

quickly in a corner with only one of these
triggers being met.

I think on the record you have described what
you’d like to see pretty well; and if there is no
objection to that around the table, I think staff
can — and I don’t know if you necessarily need
to try to capture all your thoughts in one motion.
If there is no objection to that, staff can work
with Kirby and get that option included. If
Kirby feels he has clear guidance | guess is the
other part of it.

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: To answer your
guestion, Adam, | think a clear option could be a
tiered one to the previous set of options, which
would be applying it to whichever one is
decided; such that if Option 2 is decided,
depending on the species; that it would be
instead of an “or”, it would be an “and” whether
it is coast-wide or state-by-state measures, if that
makes sense. Going through kind of a decision
tree, you make a decision on the first option and
then off of that determine whether it would be an
“and” or “or”. Does that capture what you were
hoping for?

MR. NOWALSKY: I’m fine with that; and I’'m
just amazed how friendly we can do things at the
South Atlantic Board. (Laughter)

CHAIRMAN GEER: We had a long discussion
about that last night. Robert.

MR. BOYLES: Let me ask a question; another
and/or question, Kirby, just to make sure;
because | think what Adam is — the path he is
going, and | agree with him, is that — and | may
have missed this — these potential management
measures; are they “and” or “or” — | think what
I’m interested in is giving the board the
maximum flexibility to respond to the data and
to the situation as it is presented to us with the
FMP review each year. Would we potentially
have to implement a size limit and a bag limit
and a seasonal closure or are those just a suite of
options; just clarify that for me if you could, Mr.
Chairman.
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CHAIRMAN GEER: | believe those are just all
options; is that correct?

MR. ROOTES-MURDY:: Again, to get back to
what Pat had mentioned before, with the table
we have currently set up, it would be most
helpful probably moving forward if in that table
for the coast-wide measures what options you
would prefer not have to in there; because right
now it would be set at if the proportion of red is
triggered for three years, then those three would
go into place; whereas if you wanted to make a
change in that language so that only two of them
go into place. Now, for the Option 3, it is left up
to the states to determine what suite of measures
they would like to have. | mean, it could be just
one measure; it could be three or four. It is just
a question of what would be most appropriate at
the state level to meet that percent reduction and
harvest.

DR. DANIEL: Listening around the table, I
want to speak in favor of as much flexibility as
we can have to the board; so | agree with those
comments. While the size limit does give me
some pause potentially with the commercial side
and not as much with the recreational side, and
there may be options that you could do different
things for different sectors. We’ve done that
oftentimes and we do it a lot in North Carolina.

I think keeping as much in there for the public to
comment on is a good thing. My not concern
but my questions are really centered around
what Joe brought up in terms of we need to be
clear that this is not a stock assessment. We’re
not getting population biomass estimates on
these two species.

The measures that we’re proposing similar to the
blue crab stop light in North Carolina is to try to
do something that would reduce harvest. There
is not a percentage attached to it and that could
raise some questions to the public, well, what
percentage and why do you need that
percentage. 1’m not sure we can answer those
questions without a full-blown stock assessment.

This is sort of the preliminary stage; this is sort
of the mid-state between doing nothing and

maintaining status quo, which we have done for
these two species and ultimately getting a stock
assessment that we may have or may not in the
near future. 1 don’t know that you can assign a
percent reduction that is consistent across the
board for all jurisdictions.

I’m also intrigued with the winter issue for the
northern region. We have been dealing with that
with speckled trout in North Carolina and have
closed the fishery if we have a major cold stunt
event with the hope that those fish that are left
over and did make it through the winter would
have the greatest likelihood of spawning.

I don’t know whether that’s a similar
circumstance that could be taken or similar track
that could be taken in the northern region on
spot and croaker or even if the jurisdictions up
there would want to take that move. Those are
kind of my comments on it, Mr. Chairman. |
think the big thing is getting as much flexibility
and as many options out there as we can, the
best information that we can, and look at what
other states are doing.

Robert just told that their legislature is getting
ready to go with | think a 50-fish aggregate limit
for spot, croaker, and kingfishes in South
Carolina. We’re getting ready to talk about
kingfishes here in just a little while. Are there
lessons we can learn from what some of the
other states that have taken management action
on these species that we might be able to glean
from so that those that have been proactive and
done something aren’t going to go back and
change, and maybe we can adapt to them.

MR. GRIST: I'll be brief. Going on this this
and/or slant here such as on Table 2; maybe the
language should be “could include” such as with
your moderate recreational. As | understood
Kirby to say a size limit and a bag limit and a
closure; it could include one of them:; it could
include all three of them, but keep that
extremely flexible; so maybe that type of
language is what you need; because there would
definitely would be a debate as we would need
all three of those in an option if it is just saying
moderate.
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CHAIRMAN GEER: All right, we’re running
out of time. Adam.

MR. NOWALSKY: Would you like a motion to
send this out for comment with the changes that
have been discussed here today, Mr. Chairman?
CHAIRMAN GEER: I would love something,
yes.

MR. NOWALSKY: | so move.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Can you clarify that a
little bit.

MR. NOWALSKY: Move to release the
addendum for public comment with the
changes discussed today.

CHAIRMAN GEER: [I’ve got a second from
Joe Grist. All those in favor raise your right
hand; those opposed; any null votes; abstentions.
The motion carries. Kirby will work on those
changes; and I’m assuming it will be on the
agenda in the August meeting as well. All right,
thank you very much for that conversation.

OVERVIEW OF SHEEPSHEAD AND
KINGFISH FISHERIES

CHAIRMAN GEER: We’re going to move on
now. As Louis said, we’re going to continue the
top with our underloved sciaenids; and we’re
going to be talking about the potential of adding
sheepshead and whiting as management plans.
Kirby.

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: | have two species’
overviews that I’ll go over through fairly
quickly, but I’ll have time for questions at the
end of each. | would ask for the discussion of
these two to wait until after I get through both of
them. The first one is the sheepshead fishery
overview. Sheepshead are a common marine
fish found from Nova Scotia down through
Brazil.

The population that ranges from Nova Scotia to
Florida is actually regarded as a subspecies of
the Archosargus probatocephalus. They can be

found near jetties, wharves, pilings, shipwrecks
and waters warmer than 15.5 degrees Celsius.
Adults mature between the ages of two and five
with approximate size for males reaching
between 7 to 14 inches and 9 to 14 inches in
females.

They can grow up to about 35 inches total length
with a weight of possibly 22 pounds; though
average size and weight vary along the Atlantic
Coast. Sheepshead also have been found to live
as long as 35 years based on aging work.
Sheepshead spawn in near and offshore waters
and proximate reefs and wrecks during the late
winter and early spring with juveniles inhabiting
grassy flats and dispersing to high-relief hard-
bottom areas as they mature.

They’re  omnivorous but feed mostly on
crustaceans. Studies have shown that prey type
may influence the strength of their jaw. They
have incisors and molars as well. It is unclear
whether sheepshead are truly a migratory
species. Evidence suggests in the Gulf and the
Atlantic that sheepshead migrate from nearshore
to offshore waters, but generally inhabit state
waters.

Little evidence has shown for whether they
migrate north to south. Regarding coast-wide
commercial landings versus  recreational
landings, primarily sheepshead is a recreational
fishery with about 74 percent of the total
landings between the two being of recreational
harvest.  Recreational harvest has averaged
about 1.5 million pounds annually over the last
ten years with Florida having the highest
proportion of the catch as on the next slide Il
show you; and second two being South Carolina
and North Carolina at approximately 11 and 10
percent.

In terms of the value of sheepshead, commercial
landings have averaged about 550,000 pounds
over the last three years; as | mentioned with
Florida and increasingly North Carolina making
up the bulk of these landings. 2012 commercial
landings were valued at approximately
$397,000. Regarding management, sheepshead
were formerly managed by the South Atlantic
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Fishery Management Council under the Snapper
Grouper Reef Fish Complex, but were removed
in 2012 largely due to most of the landings being
found in state waters rather than federal waters.
Currently up on the board right now are the
state-by-state measures that are in place for
commercial and recreational fisheries. If you
have any questions on what | just presented, let
me know.

MR. BOYLES: Just a clarification; Kirby,
would you put that last slide up, please, on the
commercial management measures. Our
management measures in South Carolina, that
14-inch minimum size and 10-fish possession
and 30-fish boat applies to both recreational and
commercial.

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: Thank you. If there
are any points of clarification or corrections, |
appreciate that.

MR. JIM ESTES: Kirby, is there any evidence
that our stocks mix from state to state?

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: | can’t speak to that.
I don’t have a tremendous amount of
background in sheepshead; but from what |
understand, there hasn’t been shown a lot of
evidence that they migrate north to south, so I’'m
not sure of the influence of northern found
species to those in southern areas.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Moving on to whiting.

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: Next | will just go
through southern kingfish quickly. Southern
kingfish, Menticirrhus americanus, are a short-
lived sciaenid. Some kingfish begin spawning
in their first summer with most kingfish
maturing by about age one. The spawning
season for Kkingfish ranges from May through
October.

Most Kingfish that are landed commercially are
around age three with a maximum age observed
at approximately eight years old. Southern
kingfish stock abundance has not been assessed
due to a lack of biological and to a certain
degree landings’ data. Problems with data

include aggregate commercial landings for the
three Menticirrhus species, a lack of time series
especially in biological data and no or limited
measurements from dominant commercial
fisheries, as well as questionable identification
and landings’ estimates in the recreation fishery.

Regarding distribution, there is also limited data
and evidence of whether they’re truly migratory
or not between southern, northern and Gulf
species. Looking at commercial and recreational
landings, over the last ten years it has been
approximately a 50/50 split.  Commercial
landings have been approximately 1.14 million
pounds over the last decade, having declined
from approximately 2.5 million pounds in the
mid-eighties.

Florida and North Carolina have had the highest
proportion of these landings. It is important note
that for the commercial landings they’re listed as
an aggregate kingfish of king whiting; so there is
not a different listing in terms of commercial
landings of northern or southern or Gulf by the
National Marine Fisheries Service.

In looking at the recreational harvest in the
South Atlantic, recreational estimates have
peaked in 1983 at about 2.6 million pounds;
reaching a low of about 577,000 pounds in 1998
and have been maintained at about an average of
1.5 million pounds during the time series.
During this period of time, the southern states,
primarily Florida, Georgia and South Carolina
have made up the bulk of the harvest.

In 2013 South Carolina had the largest estimated
harvest at about 550,000 pounds followed by
Florida at 238,000. In terms of management,
there is currently no management measures in
place along the Atlantic Coast for kingfish; but |
wanted to go through just very briefly that this
species has been looked at by the board
previously.

In 2008 there was a Kingfish Technical
Committee that was formed and presented to the
board a memo outlining available data on
kingfish. Due to impediments and lack of
available data, they moved at that time to not
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initiate a stock assessment; but based on the
information provided to the board, the technical
committee was tasked with developing a list of
research priorities and needs.

I have just a short list that I’ll go through in
terms of how those have been updated since
2008. Aggregate commercial data has
increased. There has been work completed in
North Carolina to better seek identification
information with few errors observed. Effort
along the coast continues to be monitored in
both commercial and recreational catches.

Regarding the time series of data needed for
commercial effort in South Carolina and
Georgia, back in 2008 it was indicated that
approximately 15 years of data was needed.
Currently we are at ten years for South Carolina
and twelve years for Georgia. Recreational
release mortality has been estimated about 30
percent for the last thirteen years based in
information provided by the National Marine
Fisheries Service.

As | mentioned earlier, there is limited
information on the movement and migration of
the species in part due to a lack of tagging
studies by the states. As | mentioned earlier, the
identification errors do persist within the
MRFSS and MRIP data. There have been
otolith projects completed both in North
Carolina and Georgia in terms of aging. That is
where some of those high and medium research
priorities that were identified back in 2008 stand
currently. If you have any questions, just let me
know.

DR. DANIEL: 1 guess not so much a question
but a couple of comments. The sheepshead
issue really stems from the South Atlantic
Council removing them from the management
unit in the Snapper Grouper Complex. What
that did was that basically removed any
management plan that included sheepshead.
One of the thoughts here was whether or not this
board wanted to move forward and try to
implement some  measures to  protect
sheepshead.

I think the only measures were a 20-fish bag
limit, | believe was the measure that was in
place; but with the commercial fishery you had
to have a snhapper grouper commercial permit,
which is extremely limited and very expensive
to get. It has opened up some opportunities for
the commercial fishery by removing them from
the management unit.

That is kind of where that came from. With the
Menticirrhus species, North Carolina went
forward with a Kingfish FMP in North Carolina.
We did stock assessments | believe on all three.
We had those go out to peer review and they
were rejected because of the lack of information
from the other states with the assumption that
they’re fairly migratory; and | think they are.

The question really came up then, well, if we’re
going to do anything with Menticirrhus it needs
to be done interjurisdictionally. There is that
potential of lumping them in with sort of a
sciaenid groundfish complex might be a simple
way to do it, if that is something the board is
interested in doing, and lumping them in with
spot and croaker.

The final thing is based on my experience with
sheepshead — and this mostly was out of South
Carolina — they tend to move inshore or offshore
as opposed to up and down the beach.
Sheepshead may be a little more state-specific
than at least Menticirrhus species. This is just
for the board’s consideration and comment.

MR. BOYLES: Mr. Chairman, a finer point on
Dr. Daniel’s point — and I’m sorry Chris had to
leave to catch a flight — with our trammel net
survey on sheepshead from 1991 through 2013,
2,344 sheepshead tagged; 193 recaptures; 8.23
percent recapture rate; distance traveled by
recapture fish ranged from zero to 90 miles with
the average distance of 5.6 miles.

The majority of the fish were recaptured by
recreational anglers. We’ve got evidence of one
interstate movement in our tagged sheepshead;
so | think just to put some data for the board and
answer Jim’s question about tagging studies.
Unfortunately, we don’t have similar data on
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whiting; but | think it is safe to say that we see
sheepshead as more of a cross-shelf species than
an interstate species.

DR. LANEY: In answer in Jim’s question, also,
with regard to sheepshead, I’m looking at a table
here, Jim, from a study that was done by FMRI
scientists in northern Indian River Lagoon; and
they had tagged — let’s see, it looks like, inside
the no-take zone they tagged 597. They tagged
520 outside. The bottom line is they got 32 or
2.9 percent of 1,117 fish tagged.

I haven’t had time to look through the rest of the
report and see how far they moved; but it looks
like from the figure they have in here that they
didn’t move very far; so it seems to confirm the
same sort of results that South Carolina found in
their study. | know, Joe, Virginia has an angler
tagging program. | looked at your — I don’t
know whether | was looking at a most recent
report or not; you may want to say something
about the Virginia sheepshead tagging results
from angler-based tagging program.

MR. GRIST: I can only give a general comment
and more backing up what Robert said. | don’t
have the specific information with me as far as
how much have been crossing the state; but the
last | remember, speaking with this with Louis
Gillingham - he is part of the tagging project —
is it was more of an out and back in type of
move. | would have to look at the data
specifically, Wilson, to comment further.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Okay, are there any other
comments? Robert.

MR. BOYLES: | appreciate the situation that
everyone finds themselves in. Particularly with
sheepshead; you take it out of the FMU of the
South Atlantic Council and it kind of slips below
the stock assessment radar.  We’re very
concerned about it in South Carolina. As you
saw, our legislature implemented some
management measures for both recreational and
commercial fisheries.

As Louis alluded to as well, our General
Assembly is now considering a small sciaenid

aggregate bill which would take into account
spot, croaker and whiting; very, very important
species  recreationally; some  commercial
landings in South Carolina mostly in the form of
shrimp trawl bycatch; something again we’re
concerned with in terms of just keeping a finger
on the pulse.

I think the question before the board is are we
interested in engaging in more formal interstate
management. | guess I’ll be the first to say is
I’m not very interested right now. Again, |
recognize the situation that we all find ourselves
with in terms of rejected stock assessments. We
don’t want any of us to be in those situations;
but I think with where we are with respect to our
resources and the budgets that we have I’'m not
sure that the juice is going to be worth the
squeeze here.

I think this is a very helpful discussion for us to
have. Kirby, | appreciate your pulling all this
information together for us; but from my
perspective from where we sit — and | hate to say
this, but | think we’re okay going it alone for the
moment given all the other pressures and
requirements on the commission.

DR. LANEY: Well, just a point of information
for the board; the Habitat Committee is currently
working on a sciaenid source document that |
think may be of use to the board in the future
when we get that completed. Melissa Yuen has
been pulling together all of the habitat sections
from all of the existing commission sciaenid
plans.

I believe we’re going to add kingfishes to that
because they were on the ASMFC’s Species of
Interest List, | think. That will be a pretty
complete document. I, for one, would be
interested, Robert, in hearing from you in the
future about how your sciaenid plan moves
forward and what sort of results you see from
that.

MR. GRIST: Going back to what Robert said; I
agree on going it alone at this time. Back in
2007 our industries came together in front of our
Finfish Advisory Committee and they put forth
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the idea for Virginia to have management on
sheepshead; and that is where we are with the
four-fish recreational and the 500-pound trip
limit on the commercial. | definitely think at
this point going it even just to the states is the
best plan, but | appreciate the update on the
information. That is some good work.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Is there anybody who
feels we should move forward? 1’m not seeing
much. All right, |1 would say we don’t need a
motion on that. We’ve got one last item on the
agenda. We have to populate some of our
committee memberships at this time. We have
to get some members for the South Atlantic
Advisory Panel as well as our stock assessment
subcommittee for red drum.

POPULATE SOUTH ATLANTIC SPECIES
COMMITTEES MEMBERSHIP

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: This will be really
quick. | just wanted to bring two things to the
board’s attention; the first being the South
Atlantic Species Advisory Panel; and the second
being the need to populate the Red Drum Stock
Assessment Subcommittee. First on the AP,
attendance has been fairly poor in the past few
years. Between this year of 2014 and 2013
we’ve had two calls. While we don’t have
tremendous work in terms of engaging them,
those calls have been poorly attended. The
request is for the states to really consider who
their current members are on the advisory panel,;
and if they have changes they’d like to make, to
let us know down the road.

The second is that with the 2015 Red Drum
Stock Assessment set to begin planning and
coordination, we need to populate our
subcommittee. If people have members they
would like to nominate today, that would be
great — we also need a Chair — but if not, that can
be communicated to us at a later date. The last
item was just to show who was on the
subcommittee the last time and the need to
replace them given that people have moved on
to other positions.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Does the yellow mean
that they’re going to participate in this one?

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: The yellow means
that they were on the last subcommittee. The
subcommittee is technically dispersed after the
stock assessment is completed. The yellow is
indicating the people who had been on the stock
assessment but are no longer even part of the
Red Drum Technical Committee.

MR. GRIST: For Virginia | would like to
definitely get my name off that list; and | would
like to place in my stead Sally Roman from our
staff.

MR. BOYLES: 1 would like to replace Mike
Denson. | think Mike has a lot to offer here, but
I suggest to you Dr. Steve Arnott of our staff.

CHAIRMAN GEER:
anybody?

Jim, have you got

MR. ESTES: | assume by what | read there that
Mike Murphy is remaining on the committee.

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: Yes; he will need to
be appointed, but, yes, he has so far taken part in
the planning call.

MR. ESTES: If we’re repopulating, I would
suggest Mike, if he is willing to do that.

MR. ROOTES-MURDY: And for Georgia |
would recommend Carolyn Belcher.  Louis,
anybody from North Carolina?

DR. DANIEL: 1 would like to keep Lee on
there.

MR. THOMAS O’CONNELL: If you’re
looking for more members, | would be happy to
recommend Harry Rickabaugh from Maryland.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Okay, we need a
chairman, but I don’t think anybody was willing
to jump up and be chairman unless it is one of
those folks that was named. | know Carolyn
was not interested in chairing the committee.
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If any of those folks just desperately want to
lead this crew, please come forward and let one
of us know. Is that enough? Is there any
objection to this group? Hearing none; all right.
I’m sure our staff members are going to say
thank you very much for this great honor.

PUBLIC COMMENT FROM NORTH
CAROLINA FISHERIES ASSOCIATION

Okay, we promised the North Carolina Fisheries
Association a few more minutes to speak.
They’re going to have three speakers; they’re
going to have three minutes apiece. We’re
running late; so, guys, keep on time. We have
Brent Fulcher, Bradley Styron and Ken Siegler.

MR. BRENT FULCHER: Mr. Chair, my name
is Brent Fulcher. I’m from North Carolina,
Acting Chairman of the North Carolina Fishery
Association; also support between our two
businesses in coastal North Carolina over 300
coastal fishermen. | have also have large ocean-
going trawlers that work from Massachusetts to
Florida and participate in many fisheries.

I’d like to say again thank you, Mr. Chair and
the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Board, for
taking the opportunity to allow us to speak and
allowing our delegation of North Carolina
fishermen to attend and participate in your
process. North Carolina fishermen are and
always have been in favor of sustainable
fisheries as it is necessary for them to have long-
term employment in the fishing industry.

One thing | heard here earlier, when you were
speaking about the spots, | heard you speaking
briefly about size limits. And, especially when
you start to talk about size limits recreationally —
and I’m going to just touch briefly on that and
then I’m going to pass the microphone to Mr.
Bradley Styron and Mr. Siegler that is here to
speak about the drum issue, also.

From talking to many fishermen, recreational
and commercial, when you speak to recreational
fishermen — just last week | spoke to individuals
came in one of my retail stores and he had been
off on a headboat catching black sea bass. | had

asked them what they were catching. | figured
triggerfish and he said triggerfish and black sea
bass.

He said but the black sea bass, they were
catching them as hard as they could, but they
were throwing them back because they were a
half inch too short. | kind of looked down and
mumbled and he said, “What’s wrong?” | said,
“It’s just said you throwing those fish back; they
probably won’t live.” He said, “Them fish
couldn’t have lived; their bladders were hanging
out of their mouth.”

That brings me to what | want to talk about. It is
the belief of many commercial fishermen that
the mortality rate in the recreational fishery is
extremely high due to the release mortality of
undersized fish. Most times those fish are plenty
large enough for food consumption, but they had
to be returned because of being to the illegal
size.

Please consider recommending creel limits or
bag limits and not necessarily size limits when
you come up with management plans especially
recreationally. You need to implement
mandatory retention to prevent high grading if
you do that. | think that it would possibly
mitigate excessive mortality and at the same
time increase the maximum economic yield to
all the coastal communities that you represent. |
thank you for your time and | am going to turn
the microphone over to Bradley Styron.

MR. BRADLEY STYRON: My name is
Bradley Styron. | am a commercial fisherman
from Cedar Island, North Carolina. | would like
to thank you for the opportunity to speak here
today. On this red drum issue, we’ve been
locked in the 250,000 pound cap since the
nineties. For several years we failed to even
meet that with as low as 61,000 pounds out of a
possible 250,000.

Last year we did; we went over 110,000. But,
you know, you can look at that in several ways.
We look at it as the management plans have
worked; that we have an abundance. It is the
first year and probably the first year in three or
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four we even come close. | think in 2012 we
landed 61,000 pounds; in 2011 we landed
91,000.

Over the years we’ve left a lot of fish on the
table; and now it is an opportunity for us to have
a chance to get something back, but we’re
locked into this cap that we went over last year.
We agreed voluntarily — and it didn’t come
without a lot of heartache — to shut down the
fishery to address the overage. We’re good
stewards of the resource. | think we have
proven that.

It is time | think for us to get something back.
We have almost 16 years in this; and out of the
16, 15 we’ve been at 40 percent SPR. That
speaks highly of the regulatory process. It is
time now for us to get something back. We’re
here today to put a face on the plight; and we’re
looking for options and we’re looking for some
flexibility. To try to keep us in this fishery;
we’re certainly not rich people. We’re just hard-
working people that deserve a chance. Do any
of you have any questions? Thank you for the
opportunity to speak.

MR. KEN SIEGLER: Mr. Chairman, my name
is Ken Siegler. I’'m from Hubert, North
Carolina, and a commercial fisherman in the
community. It was estimated it would take 15 to
20 years to recover the northern regional red
drum stocks. Presently you’d be hard pressed to
find an estuary or a backwater creek, point or
marsh, moisture rock, river, bay, sounds/inlet in
North Carolina that does not have some number
of red drum present; looking at any shoal or any
inlet and see a robust stock of three- to five-
year-old fish in preparation of joining the
offshore spawning stock.

Listen to the radios of vessels as they transit the
EEZ with color scopes and hear of schools
stacked fathoms deep, a mile or more in length.
In 1990 a harvest cap of 300,000 pounds that
was based on historical landings was set for the
industry; the SPR, 1.3 percent. In 1991 a
harvest cap was reduced to 250,000 pounds in
concert with the one-fish creel limit and slot size
limitations and the populations began to expand.

In 1994 a 30 percent SPR goal was set and the
overfished threshold for the northern region was
met. Then a new goal was set of 40 percent SPR
and that goal was met in 1996. In 2001 North
Carolina instituted a bycatch provision for red
drum with populations at moderate levels. The
regulation appeared to have merit.

As the population increased, additional harvest
could be allowed to avoid wasting of resources
and regulatory discards. Currently the red drum
population is robust profound. Such strong year
classes of fish present significant issues for both
fishermen and managers; managers bound by
decade-old federal guidelines and fishermen
trying not to catch fish they can’t avoid simply
because of their sheer numbers.

At this point a bycatch provision appeared to be
no longer an appropriate management strategy.
If employed to control harvest, the provision
becomes counterproductive. ~ With such an
abundance of fish present, reducing the number
of fish allowed to be harvested serves only to
relegate how many fish must be wasted to
harvest a few.

A commercial fisherman’s desire has always
been to conserve resources. We can no longer
rely upon reactionary management through
antiquated provisions which relegate and
mandate waste of resources to control harvest.
Future management strategies must be based in
science, must be sound, flexible and not be
mandated to waste such priceless fisheries
resources. Our very jobs and livelihoods depend
upon parameters and we can no long afford the
loss of jobs that support our communities and
fragile economy.

Members of the commission, red drum stocks
are recovered. We applaud a job well done.
What is required now is management of a
recovered fishery; management that
acknowledges such extraordinary abundance and
doesn’t put fishermen out of work because there
are so many fish in the water.

Approaches to management we’d like you to
consider is looking at changing the beginning
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year date — fishing date from September to April
1. The spring and the summer months are the
times when the water temperatures are the
highest and the fish are most prone to not
survive the encounter. Fall temperatures are
cooler; and if the fish have to be let out of the
net, then those fish would most likely have a
better chance of survival.

In 2012 we left 150,000 pounds of fish
unharvested. In 2011 we left 115,000 pounds of
fish unharvested. In 2010 we left 80,000 pounds
of fish unharvested. That is over 190,000
pounds of unharvested fish. It is felt that some
flexibility here can be looked at to where we
have such wunder fish we need some
acknowledgement of that fact and with some
kind of roll-forward provision not for harvest but
merely to cover any overage that may occur in
the following year would be a big help. Thank
you.

ADJOURNMENT

CHAIRMAN GEER: Thank you very much, all
three of you, for coming. | greatly appreciate
and | wish we could have given you some more
time. Are there any comments or questions for
the three gentlemen? We are moving forward
with stock assessments. Is there any other
business before the board? We’re adjourned.

(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at
11:05 o’clock a.m., May 14, 2014.)

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries
Management Board. The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.
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Public Comment Process and Proposed Timeline

In February 2014, South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries Management Board (herein after
referred to as “Board”) approved a motion to initiate the development of an addendum to the
Interstate Fishery Management Plans (FMP) for Atlantic Croaker and Spot to employ the traffic
light approach in order to better manage these species. This draft addenda presents background
on the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission’s (ASMFC) management of Atlantic
croaker and spot, the addendum process and timeline, and a statement of the problem. This
document also provides options for Atlantic croaker and spot management for public
consideration and comment.

The public is encouraged to submit comments regarding this document at any time during the

public comment period. The final date comments will be accepted is July 2, 2014 at 5:00 p.m.
Comments received after that time will not be included in the official record. You may submit
public comment in one or more of the following ways:

1. Attend public hearings in your state or jurisdiction.

2. Refer comments to your state’s members on the South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries
Management Board or Advisory Panel, if applicable.

3. Mail, fax, or email written comment to the follow address:

Mail: Kirby Rootes-Murdy
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission Email: krootes-murdy@asmfc.org
1050 North Highland Street, Suite 200A-N (Subject: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum)
Phone: (703) 842-0740 Fax: (703) 842-0741
Arlington, VA 22201

February 2014 Draft Addendum for Public Comment Developed

}

Board Reviews Draft and Makes Any Necessary
May 2014 Changes

}

Current step in

May-July Public Comment Period @ the Addendum
2014 Development
l Process

Management Board Review, Selection of
August 2014 Management Measures and Final Approval
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1.0 Introduction

ASMFC has coordinated interstate management of Atlantic croaker (Micropogonias undulatus)
and spot (Leiostomus xanthurus) from 0-3 miles offshore since 1987. The management area
extends from New Jersey to the east coast of Florida for Atlantic croaker and Delaware to the
east coast of Florida for spot. Atlantic croaker is currently managed under Amendment 1 (2005)
to the Atlantic Croaker FMP. Spot is managed under the Omnibus Amendment (2011) to the
Spot, Spotted Seatrout, and Spanish Mackerel FMPs. Management authority from 3-200 miles
from shore lies with NOAA Fisheries.

The purpose of this draft addenda is to consider alternative management programs for Atlantic
croaker and spot with the application of the Traffic Light Approach (Caddy and Mahon, 1995;
Caddy, 1998, 1999) as a precautionary management framework. The Board initiated this
addenda at its February 2014 meeting following the development of the Traffic Light Approach
(TLA) report and management memo by the Atlantic Croaker Technical Committee (TC) and
Spot Plan Review Team (PRT). The TC and PRT recommend both species for a benchmark
stock assessment with the proposed Traffic Light Approach providing guidance in the interim
period.

2.0 Overview

2.1 Statement of the Problem

Under the current management program for Atlantic croaker, annual changes in recreational and
commercial landings are compared with the average of the previous two years’ index value. If
the index value drops below 70% of the previous two year average, at a minimum, examination
of the data is required by the TC.

Under current management program for spot, index values are compared to the 10" percentile of
the indices time series. If two of these indices (one of which must be fishery-independent) are
below the 10" percentile the PRT is to recommend to the Board that it consider management
action.

Both the Atlantic croaker and spot management triggers are limited in their ability to illustrate

long-term declines or increases in stock abundance. Under the current annual trigger exercises,
the high degree of variability in year to year index values make it difficult to respond to gradual
but persistent decreases in the trigger indices without a formal management framework in place.

2.2 Background

Atlantic croaker and spot are small sciaenid forage species that support commercial and
recreational fisheries in the Mid- and South Atlantic regions. Both species migrate seasonally
along the coast, moving northward and inshore to estuaries and bays during warmer months
(spring-fall) and southward and offshore to more oceanic waters in the winter. Both species feed
on planktonic organisms as post-larvae and young of the year, and as juveniles and adults prey
on bottom dwelling organisms such as worms and crustaceans. While both species reach
maturity by approximately age two, spot are considered a short-lived species rarely living
beyond six years. Atlantic croaker can live up to 17 years, but more commonly live no longer
than 10 years.
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The last benchmark stock assessment for Atlantic croaker was conducted in 2010. Unlike
previous assessments it evaluated the resource as a single coastwide stock. The assessment
indicated that the resource is not experiencing overfishing, biomass has increased, and age-
structure has expanded since the late 1980s. However, it could not determine stock status given
uncertain model estimates due to limited data on shrimp trawl bycatch and fishing mortality.
While state level stock assessments for spot have been conducted over the years, a coastwide
benchmark assessment has not yet been done. As such the stock status of spot is unknown.

Amendment 1 to the Atlantic Croaker FMP tasks the TC with conducting annual trigger
exercises to assess the stock in years between benchmark stock assessments. This level of
monitoring - with the stipulation of initiating a stock assessment based on the results of the
trigger exercises - was enacted to enable the Board to better monitor changes in stock abundance.
The Omnibus Amendment initiated annual trigger exercises to monitor the status of spot
resource while also directing the Board to consider management action depending on the results
of the trigger exercise. Without coastwide minimum management measures for either species,
the current trigger exercises do little to provide effective management in between stock
assessments.

Additional concerns have been raised over the significant level of bycatch and discards that may
be occurring through the shrimp trawl fishery for both spot and Atlantic croaker (ASMFC 2010,
2011). While bycatch monitoring programs have been enacted in some states, such efforts have
not encompassed the entire management range for either species. Though bycatch reduction
devices have been introduced in the shrimp trawl fishery, there has not been observed increases
in abundance for either spot or Atlantic croaker in recent years. Addressing these bycatch
concerns, as well as the potential for increased regulatory discards in directed fisheries caused by
changing the current management program for both species will need to be considered by the
Board.

In relatively short-lived species like spot or a fast-growing, early maturing species like Atlantic
croaker it is preferable to respond to persistent periodic declines that occur over several years
rather than respond to rapid annual changes. Declines that occur over several years require close
monitoring in order to anticipate when or if management action may be required. With this in
mind, management responses that use techniques showing multi-year changes and trends would
be more useful than simply examining year to year changes. Knowing the level at which to
respond or initiate some type of management action should be based on long-term knowledge of
general stock indications as well as how that stock has changed over time. The Traffic Light
Approach offers the ability to illustrate trends based on relevant stock characteristics that can
include historical abundance, life history parameters, and response to fishing pressure; this
approach can also incorporate assessment based reference points.

Traffic Light Approach (TLA)

The TLA was originally developed as a precautionary management framework for data poor
fisheries whereby reference points could be developed that would allow for a reasonable level of
resource management. The name comes from assigning a color (red, yellow, or green) to
categorize relative levels of different indicators for either a fish population or a fishery. These
indicators can be combined to form composite characteristics within similar categories and can
include biological indicators, such as growth and reproduction; population level indicators, such
as abundance and stock biomass estimates; or fishery indicators, such as harvest/landings and

4
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fishing mortality. However, each indicator must be evaluated separately to determine its
appropriateness for use in management.

In general practice when applying the TLA, the green/yellow boundary is typically set at the
long-term mean of the data series reference period (Halliday et al., 2001) of the indicator and the
yellow/red boundary is set at 60% of the long-term mean, which would indicate a 40% decline
from the series mean. Index values in the intermediate zone can be represented by a mixture of
either yellow/green or yellow/red depending on where they fall in the transition zone. Since
increasing proportions of red reflect decreasing trends away from the time series mean, the
relative proportion of red of the indicator may offer one way of determining if any management
response is necessary.

North Carolina Blue Crab Adaptive Management Framework

One current example of the TLA was recently implemented for the North Carolina blue crab
fishery (Table 1) by the North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries (NCDMF). The NCDMF
developed a management framework that applies the TLA to stock characteristics (adult
abundance, recruit abundance, and production) derived from fishery-independent data (NCDMF
surveys). Within the management framework, two levels of management response were
developed based on the relative proportion of red within each characteristic. A moderate
response is required when the traffic light characteristic meets or exceeds 50% red for three
consecutive years and can result in actions that limit harvest such as restricting trip level harvest
for sponge crabs, institution of minimum and/or maximum size limits for female crabs, or
seasonal closures in spawning areas. An elevated management level response is initiated when
the traffic light characteristic meets or exceeds 75% proportion of red for three consecutive years
and can result in more restrictive management actions such as prohibition of sponge crabs, no
peeler harvest, or closure of the fishery through season closures, gear restrictions or both.

Table 1. North Carolina Blue Crab Adaptive Management Framework

Stock
Characteristic

Moderate management level (50% red)

Elevated management level (75% red)

Al. Increase in minimum size limit for male and AA4. Closure of the fishery (season and/or gear)
Adult immatyre _female crabs _ Ab. Reductio_n_in tolerance of sub-le_gal size blue crabs
abundance A2. Reduction in tolerance of sub-legal size blue crabs (to a minimum of 1%) and/or implement gear
(to a minimum of 5%) and/or implement gear modifications to reduce sublegal catch
modifications to reduce sublegal catch A6. Time restrictions
A3. Eliminate harvest of v-apron immature hard crab
females
R1. Establish a seasonal size limit on peeler crabs R4. Prohibit harvest of sponge crabs (all) and/or require
Recruit R2. Restrict trip level harvest of sponge crabs sponge crab excluders in pots in specific areas
abundance (tolerance, quantity, sponge color) R5. Expand existing and/or designate new crab
R3. Close the crab spawning sanctuaries from spawning sanctuaries
September 1 to February 28 and may impose R6. Closure of the fishery (season and/or gear)
further restrictions R7. Gear modifications in the crab trawl fishery
P1. Restrict trip level harvest of sponge crabs P4. Prohibit harvest of sponge crabs (all) and/or require
(tolerance, quantity, sponge color) sponge crab excluders in pots for specific areas
Production P2. Minimum and/or maximum size limit for mature P5. Reduce peeler harvest (no white line peelers and/or
female crabs peeler size limit)
P3. Close the crab spawning sanctuaries from P6. Expand existing and/or designate new crab

September 1 to February 28 and may impose
further restrictions

P7.

spawning sanctuaries
Closure of the fishery (season and/or gear)
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Applying the Traffic Light Approach to Atlantic Croaker & Spot

The TLA has utility in addressing declines in harvest or production of Atlantic croaker and spot
fisheries. Additionally, some of the management tools utilized in the blue crab adaptive
management framework could be applied to the Atlantic croaker and spot fisheries, particularly
size limits, possession limits, and seasonal closures. While the Blue Crab Adaptive Management
Framework uses the TLA as a stock assessment, the TLA can provide management guidance in
lieu of a current stock assessment for either spot or Atlantic croaker. The TC and PRT
recommend both species for a benchmark stock assessment with the proposed TLA providing
guidance in the interim period.

For Atlantic croaker and spot, the TC and PRT determined a more appropriate production
characteristic for both species would be a “harvest’ characteristic comprised of composite
commercial landings and recreational harvest data. These indices are currently used in the annual
trigger exercises for these species. Similarly, a composite of fishery-independent survey indices
could be used to derive the adult abundance characteristic. As the TLA is not considered a stock
assessment for either species, the characteristics would be understood as population
characteristics rather than stock characteristics. For both species, the TC and PRT would utilize
the best available data and modify the TLA as needed in an annual review and update.

3.0 Management Options
If options 2 or 3 are approved by Board action, they will replace the current annual trigger
exercises for Atlantic croaker (under Amendment 1) and spot (under the Omnibus Amendment).

3.1 Atlantic Croaker Management Options

Option 1 - Status Quo

Under this option, there is no change to the annual trigger exercises. The current trigger exercises
specify that if either the most recent year’s commercial landings or recreational harvest are less
than 70% of the previous two year average for their respective category a new stock assessment
will be initiated. Additionally, if the TC notices substantial changes in one or more of the
remaining trigger categories (biological data monitoring, commercial fisheries effort vs.

landings, recreational catch rates, or surveys), the TC can also request that a stock assessment be
conducted.

Option 2 - Coastwide Management Framework based on threshold

The thresholds for the proportion of red in the population characteristic that would determine a
management response would be as follows:

30%- this represents moderate concern to the fishery with moderate management response
60%- this represents significant concern to the fishery with elevated management response

The TC determined that these thresholds currently serve as adequate proxies based on fishery-
dependent and fishery-independent data during the last 30 years. A minimum threshold
significantly higher than 30% may not work effectively in addressing declining trends. An
example of when these thresholds have been met or exceeded during the last 20 years are
provided in figures 1 and 2.
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Sub-Option 2A. Single Population Characteristic criteria for Management Action
Management action should be enacted when either one of the population characteristics
consecutively achieve or exceed a threshold during a three year period.

Sub-Option 2B. Multiple Population Characteristic criteria for Management Action
This management option would require that both population characteristics achieve or
exceed the proportion of threshold (Adult abundance *‘AND’ Harvest) for the specified
three year period.

Under option 2A or B management measures would remain in place for three years to promote
consistent coastwide measures and allow for sufficient time to evaluate population response
(Table 2). Once management action has been taken, the thresholds will not be applied to the
harvest characteristics in assessing the fishery for three years, as the fishery-dependent data may
be influenced by management action.

Harvest characteristic TLA for Atlantic croaker

Proportion of Color

1861
€861
G861
£861
6861
1661
€661
S661
1661
6661
100¢
€00¢
S00¢
£00¢
600¢
110¢

Figure 1. Composite TLA using Commercial Landings and Recreational Harvest for Atlantic Croaker
with Management Thresholds of 30% and 60% Proportion Red (Base years 1996 — 2008).
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Adult abundance characteristic TLA for Atlantic croaker
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Figure 2. Composite TLA using Fishery-independent Surveys and Index for Atlantic Croaker
with Management Thresholds of 30% and 60% proportion red (Base years 1996 — 2008).

Management Measures
The TC would recommend the appropriate percent reduction in harvest needed and measures to
achieve the harvest reduction on a coastwide basis to be approved by the Board.

Under this option, possible management tools for consideration once the above thresholds are
exceeded include bag limits, size restrictions, time & area closures, and gear restrictions. An
example of each of these tools is provided in Table 2. Seasonal closures were determined from
inspection of coastwide recreational harvest estimates during 2010-2012 and assessed based on
the time period during which harvest was highest. Size limits were determined based on
evidence of size at first maturity. Please note that the listed management tools under each sector
(recreational and commercial) are considered as a set of measures to be implemented together.
The Board will determine which set of measures, in consultation with the TC, are most
appropriate for the needed management action, if this management option is approved.
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Table 2. Coastwide Fishery Management Measures for Atlantic Croaker Management Framework

Population
Characteristic

Moderate management level
(at least 30% red for 3 consecutive years)

Elevated management level
(at least 60% red for 3 consecutive years)

Adult
abundance
Or
Harvest

Recreational
Size limit: 8”
minimum (coastwide)

Bag limit: X
number/day limit
(coastwide)

Closures: state
specific areas closure
for 20 days after May

1 & before Oct 1

Commercial
Catch limit: 8”
minimum
(coastwide);
Trip Limit: X
pounds/day limit
(coastwide)

Closures: NA

Recreational
Size limit: 97
minimum
(coastwide)

Bag Limit: X
number/day limit
(coastwide)
Closures: state
specific areas
closure from Aug
1-Sept 1

Gear Restrictions:

(e.g., landings
from gillnets
prohibited from
August 1-30)

Commercial
Catch limit: 9”
minimum (coastwide);
Trip Limit: X
pounds/day limit
(coastwide)

Closures: state specific
areas from Sept 1-Nov 1

Gear Restrictions: (e.g.,
landings from gillnets
prohibited from August
1-30)

Option 3 - State-by-State Management Framework Based on Threshold

Proportion Thresholds
Under this option, thresholds for the proportion of red in either population characteristic would
be the same for initiating management action as under the Coastwide Management Framework
(Table 2). These thresholds are listed below:
30%- this represents moderate concern to the fishery with moderate management response
60%- this represents significant concern to the fishery with elevated management response

Sub-Option 3A. Single Population Characteristic criteria for Management Action
This management option would require management action be enacted when either one
of the population characteristics consecutively achieve or exceed a threshold during a

three year period.

Sub-Option 3B. Multiple Population Characteristic criteria for Management Action
This management option would require that both population characteristics achieve or
exceed the proportion of threshold (Adult abundance ‘AND’ Harvest) for the specified

three year period.

Under Sub-option 3A or B, management measures would remain in place for three years to
promote consistent measures and allow for sufficient time to evaluate population response.
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Management Measures

The TC would recommend the appropriate percent reduction in harvest needed and measures to
achieve the harvest reduction on a state-by-state basis rather than be applied coastwide to be
approved by the Board. This allows the states to meet the individual needs of their state’s
fisheries. The application of an overall harvest percentage reduction would be proportional to the
magnitude of exceeding the trigger, using a combination of management tools that include size
limits, bag/trip limits, seasonal closures, and gear restrictions.

3.2 Spot Management Options

Option 1 - Status Quo

Under this option, there is no change to annual trigger exercises. The current trigger exercises
specify that the Board will be prompted to consider new management action when the terminal
value in two of the relative abundance indices are equal to or below their respective data set’s
10" percentile (for the entire time series). At least one of the relative abundance indices must be
a fishery-independent index.

Option 2 — Coastwide Management Framework based on threshold

Proportion Thresholds

The thresholds for the proportion of red in the population characteristic that would determine
management response would be as follows:

30%- this represents moderate concern to the fishery with moderate management response
60%- this represents significant concern to the fishery with elevated management response

The PRT determined that these thresholds currently serve as adequate proxies based on fishery-
dependent and fishery-independent data during the last 30 years. A minimum threshold
significantly higher than 30% may not work effectively in addressing declining trends. An
example of when these thresholds have been met or exceeded during the last 20 years are
provided in figures 3 and 4.

Sub-Option 2A. Single Population Characteristic criteria for Management Action
This management option would require management action be enacted when either one
of the population characteristics consecutively achieve or exceed a threshold during a two
year period

Sub-Option 2B. Multiple Population Characteristic criteria for Management Action
This management option would require that both population characteristics achieve or
exceed the proportion of threshold (Adult abundance ‘AND’ Harvest) for the specified
two year period.

Under sub-option 2A or B, Management measures would remain in place for two years to
promote consistent measures and allow for sufficient time to evaluate population response (Table
3). Once management action has been taken, the thresholds will not be applied to the harvest
characteristics in assessing the fishery for two years, as the fisheries dependent data may be
influenced by management action.

10
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Harvest characteristic TLA for spot

Proportion of Color
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Figure 3. Composite TLA using Commercial Landings and Recreational Harvest for Spot with

Management Thresholds of 30% and 60% Proportion Red (Base years 1989 — 2012).

Adult abundance characterisitic TLA for spot

Proportion of Color
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Figure 4. Composite TLA using Fishery-independent Surveys and Index for Spot with
Management Thresholds of 30% and 60% Proportion Red (Base years 1989 — 2012).
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Management Measures
The PRT would recommend the appropriate percent reduction in harvest needed and measures to
achieve the harvest reduction on a coastwide basis to be approved by the Board.

Because the Omnibus Amendment does not have reference points for spot management it is
difficult to determine the impact of proposed measures particularly in light of the observed
natural cycles of abundance. Limited options are available to constrain effort in spot fisheries.
Reduction of landings through seasonal closures and timed gear restrictions may provide some
benefits for production of the stock. An example of how each of these measures may be
implemented is provided in Table 3. Seasonal closures were determined from inspection of
coastwide recreational harvest estimates during 2010-2012 and assessed based on when harvest
is highest. Each level of management response could be enacted based on observed
characteristics during two consecutive years and subsequently hold management measures in
place for two years to provide consistent coastwide measures and allow for sufficient time to
evaluate population response. A two year period rather than three was considered more
appropriate given the short life span of spot. Implementation of these measures, while potentially
improving abundance, may allow for an expansion of the age structure for spot, as current data
indicate that few spot are observed beyond age three although this species may live four or more
years.

Please note that the listed management tools under each sector (recreational and commercial) are
considered as a set of measures to be implemented together. The Board will determine which set
of measures, in consultation with the PRT, are most appropriate for the needed management
action, if this management option is approved.

Table 3. Coastwide Fishery Management Measures for Spot Management Framework

Moderate management level Elevated management level

Population (30% red for 2 consecutive years) (60% red for 2 consecutive years)
Characteristic
Recreational Commercial Recreational Commercial
Adul Minimum Size Minimum Size Trip limit: <X
ult Limit: 6” Trip limit: X Limit: 6” pounds/trip
Abundance . ds/tri -
or Bag Limit: X poundstrip Bag Limit: X | Closures: Sept 1- Oct 1
Harvest Closures: May | Closures:NA | Closures: Sept | Gear Restrictions: (e.g.,
1- June 15 1- Oct 15 gillnets prohibited from
Sept 1-30)

Option 3 — State-by-State Management Framework Based on Threshold
Under this option, thresholds for the proportion of red in either population characteristic would
be as the same for initiating management action as under the Coastwide Management
Framework (Table 3). These thresholds are listed below:
30%- this represents moderate concern to the fishery with moderate management response
60%- this represents significant concern to the fishery with elevated management response

12
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Sub-Option 3A. Single Population Characteristic criteria for Management Action
This management option would require management action be enacted when either one
of the population characteristics consecutively achieve or exceed a threshold during a two
year period.

Sub-Option 3B. Multiple Population Characteristic criteria for Management Action
This management option would require that both population characteristics achieve or
exceed the proportion of threshold (Adult abundance ‘AND’ Harvest) for the specified
two year period.

Under sub-option 3A or B, management measures would remain in place for two years to
promote consistent measures and allow for sufficient time to evaluate population response. Once
management action has been taken, the thresholds will not be applied to the harvest
characteristics in assessing the fishery for two years, as the fishery-dependent data may be
influenced by management action.

Management Measures

The PRT would recommend the appropriate percent reduction in harvest needed and measures to
achieve the harvest reduction on a state-by-state basis rather than be applied coastwide to be
approved by the Board. This allows the states to meet the individual needs of their state’s
fisheries. The application of an overall harvest percentage reduction would be proportional to the
magnitude of exceeding the trigger, using a combination of management tools that include size
limits, bag/trip limits, seasonal closures, and gear restrictions.

4.0  Compliance: To be determined by the Board
4.1  Atlantic Croaker

4.2  Spot

13
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Written Comment Summary on Draft Addendum | to the Omnibus
Amendment for Spot and Draft Addendum Il to Amendment | to
the Interstate Fishery Management Plan for Atlantic Croaker

In total 117 written comments were received, with 1 comment provided on behalf of an
association.

Individual Comments

Individual comments submitted were predominately form letters from North Carolina residents.
Three types of form letters were submitted (form A, B, and C), with slight variations for two of
them (Al & A2; C1 & C2). All form letters were in support of Option 1, status quo. A tally of
form letters is listed below. A complete list of people who submitted form letters can be found in

the Written Public Comment Section.

Form Letters stated position regarding Spot & Atlantic Croaker Draft Addenda
Options
Form Letter Text Support for Opposition to Count
My nameis ___I'ma Option 1 (Status Quo)
recreational Fishermen in the | for both Spot & Atlantic| Options 2 & 3 69
"A(1)" State of NC...." Croaker
My nameis __ I'ma Option 1 (Status Quo)
commercial Fishermen in the |for both Spot & Atlantic| Options 2 & 3 7
"A2)" State of NC....' Croaker
Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic
Croaker stock assessment
indicate that overfishing is not | Option 1 (Status Quo)
occuring, and it's my belief that for both Spot & Atlantic| Options 2 & 3 20
Spots and Atlantic Croaker are Croaker
not in need of any additional
"B" regulations
My nameis . I fish in NC. |
am in opposition of the Traffic | Option 1 (Status Quo)
Light Approach for the for both Spot & Atlantic| Options 2 & 3 12
Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum Croaker
"C(1)" Management Plan
My nameis . Ifishin___
River/Sound. | am in opposition | Option 1 (Status Quo)
of the Traffic Light Approach for |for both Spot & Atlantic| Options 2 & 3 8
the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Croaker
"C(2)" Addendum Management Plan
Total 116




Form letter A simply stated a preference for option 1 (status quo). Two variations of the form
letter were submitted- indicating whether they were a commercial or recreational fisherman. 60
recreational fisherman submitted letters; 4 commercial fisherman submitted letters.

Form letter B stated a preference for option 1 (status quo), with several reasons cited. Reasons
included a belief that neither spot or Atlantic croaker are experiencing overfishing; that
additional regulations prior to completion of the scheduled 2016 stock assessment are not
necessary; concern with the absence of the NEAMAP survey in the Traffic Light Approach; and
that fishermen’s knowledge and experience were not taken into consideration in management
plans.

Form letter C stated an opposition to the Traffic Light Approach and a preference for option 1
(status quo), with three reasons cited. The reasons listed were that there hasn’t been scientific
research regarding 1) cycles of species abundance 2) size limitations, bag limits, gear
restrictions, vs. Regulatory Discards (By-catch); and 3) Consideration of Harvest Effort.
Additionally, the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment was cited as indicating that overfishing
is not occurring. Two variations of the letter were submitted; the one specifying that a particular
river or sound that the signee fishes from, the other indicating that they fish in North Carolina.

Group Comments

The North Carolina Marine Fisheries Association (NCFA) submitted written comment on the
Draft Addenda for Spot and Atlantic Croaker, in favor of option 1 status quo. Reasons cited were
the need to incorporate the NEAMAP and CHESMMAP surveys, concern for bias regarding the
role of shrimp trawl bycatch in affecting the abundance of both species, and the need to consider
environmental factors in evaluating both species including water quality in estuarine waters,
warmer water temperatures, and/or predation by other species.



Summary Table of Public Comments on Draft Addendum I to the
Omnibus Amendment for
Spot and Draft Addendum Il to Amendment | to the Interstate
Fishery Management Plan for Atlantic Croaker

Public Hearings

Written Individual
Comments

Written Group Comments

Total
Support

Total
Oppose

Support Oppose Support Oppose Support Oppose
Spot Fisheries Management Options
Option 1 Status Quo 53 116 1 170 0]
Option 2
Utilization of the TLA: Coastwide Measures 116 0 116
Single Population
2A Characteristic criteria for
sub management action
options
Multiple Population
2B Characteristic criteria for
management action
Option 3 o
Utilization of the TLA: State-by-State Measures 6 116 6 116
Single Population
3A Characteristic criteria for
sub management action 1
options Multiple Population
3B Characteristic criteria for
management action 4
Atlantic Croaker Fisheries Management Options
Option 1 Status Quo 53 116 1 170 0
Option 2 . A
Utilization of the TLA: Coastwide Measures 116 0 116
Single Population
2A Characteristic criteria for
sub management action
options Multiple Population
2B Characteristic criteria for
management action
Option 3
Utilization of the TLA: State-by-State Measures 6 116 6 116
Single Population
3A Characteristic criteria for
sub management action 1
options Multiple Population
3B Characteristic criteria for
management action 4




North Carolina Marine Fisheries Association Comments
On

DRAFT ADDENDUM | TO THE OMNIBUS AMENDMENT FOR SPOT AND DRAFT
ADDENDUM Il TO AMENDMENT | TO THE INTERSTATE FISHERY MANAGEMENT
PLAN FOR ATLANTIC CROAKER

June 17, 2014

Brent Fulcher, Chairman
In review of your draft addenda for public comment | would like to know why the best available data is
not presently being used in your stock assessments. |t is apparent to industry that NEAMAP and
CHESMMAP data along with NOAA’s data from Woods Hole would be the best science available. | would
also like on the record my disgust of your comment of significant bycatch and discards that may be
occurring through the shrimp trawl fishery for both spot and Atlantic croaker. [ do not see anything
listed here that say’s water quality in estuarine waters, warmer water termperatures, or increased
predation due to huge populations of dog sharks, striped bass, tunas, etc. may these items not need to
be looked at. It seems to be a very biased statement to speak on shrimp trawl bycatch and not even
mention these other factors, since the introduction of the Turtle Excluder Device (TED) and the Fish
Excluder Device (FED), it has been documented that there has been greater than a 50% reduction in
bycatch. Please find attached a copy read into public record at the last NCMEC meeting in Pine Knoll
Shores in May 22, 2014. | have highlighted some of the document for you. “North Carolina has been
one of the leading states in bycatch reduction in the shrimp trawl industry. The Division of Marine
Fisheries began deveiopment work on bycatch reduction in 1990, the same year that the Magnuson
Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnum Act) was amended to include bycatch research,

ASMFC Report on Gear Technology, 2008. On October 20, 1994 Amendment 2 of the weakfish FMP was

passed. This amendment required all South Atlantic states (NC, 5C, GA, & FL) to implement

management measures to achieve the 40% reduction in bycatch of weakfish in the shrimp trawl fisheries



by the start of the 1996 shrimping season. ASMFC Report on Gear Technology, 2008. This amendment

required all South Atlantic states (NC, SC, GA, & FL) to implement management measures to achieve the

40% reduction in bycatch of weakfish in the shrimp traw! fisheries by the start of the 1996 shrimping

season. ASMFEC Report on Gear Technology, 2008. From 1993 through 1996 NOAA and the Gulf and
South Atlantic Fisheries Development Foundation observers logged 2,320 days in southeastern U.S.
water aboard voluntarily participating shrimp trawlers testing bycatch reduction devices (BRD’s). The
total bycatch to catch ratios produced from this new study were in the stark contract to on often quoted
bycatch to shrimp ratio of 10:1. For the Gulf of Mexico the total bycatch to shrimp ratio was 5.25:1 and
for the South Atlantic, including NC it was 4.5:1. More importantly, in the Gulf of Mexico the finfish to
shrimp ratio was 4.2:1, and in the South Atlantic the ratio was 2.8:1. In the South Atlantic shrimp was
18% of the catch with spot being 9% of the catch, Atlantic croaker being 6% of the catch. Bycatch and its

reduction in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Shrimp Fisheries, July 1997. In 2009 the North

Carolina Department of Marine Fisheries conducted another study characterizing bycatch in the inshore
commercial shrimp trawl fishery in the Pamlico Sound and its tributaries (Brown 2010b). Using the
relative biomass tables in Brown’s (2010b) study characterizing the inshore commercial shrimp traw!
fishery in the Pamlico Sound and its tributaries, the calculated finfish to shrimp ratio was 2.7:1 for all

gear types. N.C. Fishery Management Plant for Shrimp, Draft Amendment 1, 2014. During the period

from August 1, 2012 through June 30, 2013, NCDMF conducted onboard observation of the commercial
shrimp trawl fishery, sampling 305 tows on 111 trips, to collect catch, effort, bycatch, and discard and
mortality data. During this study shrimp represented 21.52% of the catch by weight. Atlantic croaker
accounted for 21.52% of the catch by weight of which 82.00% were alive. Spot represented 15.57% of
the catch by weight of which 54.72% were alive. Weakfish represented 1.73% by weight of which

44.95% were alive. Flounder represented 0.82% by weight of which 75.54% were alive. It is also



important to note that no red drum or striped bass were caught. Characterization of the commercial

shrimp trawl fishery in near-shore and inshore waters of North Carolina, Brown, March 2014.”

The North Carolina Fisheries Association feels that Option 1, status quo should be recommended by this
committee along with a request to include NEAMAP and CHESMMAP surveys before any decisions are
made by Atlantic States Marine Fishery Commission. ! would like te thank you all for coming to North

Carolina and allowing us the opportunity to speak.



Bycatch in the Shrimp Trawl Fisheries
in the South Atlantic and North Carolina

Byecatch is defined by the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC) as “the
portion of the catch taken incidentally to the targeted catch because of non-selectivity of fishing
gear to either species or size differences” (ASMFC 1994) Total bycatch can be divided into two
components: incidental catch and discarded catch. Incidental catch refers to retained catch of
non-targeted species usually for commercial value as personal consumption. Discarded catch is
that portion of the catch that is returned to the sea as a result of economic, legal or personal
considerations. N.C. Fishery Management Plan for Shrimp 2006, p. 144, Discarded catch can
be further divided into two components: 1) Alive discards, bycatch that is alive when it returned
to the sea and, 2) dead discards, bycatch that is dead when returned to the sea. Characterization

Study of the commercial shrimp traw! fishery in near-shore and inshore waters of North Carolina
{(Preliminary Report) NCMF- Brown March 2014

Bycatch can be further quantified by separating finfish bycatch from other bycatch such as jelly
fish, jelly balls, crabs, crustaceans, horseshoe crabs, etc. Finfish bycatch, like other bycatch can
be divided into 1} incidental catch, non-targeted finfish which are retained for sale or personal
consumption 2) alive discards, finfish bycatch that is alive when discarded and 3) dead discards,
finfish bycatch which is dead when discarded.

North Carolina has been one of the leading states in bycatch reduction in the shrimp trawl
industry. The Division of Marine Fisheries began development work on bycatch reduction in
1990, the same year that the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnum
Act) was amended to include bycatch research. ASMFC Report on Gear Technology, 2008

Based on results obtained during North Carolina development work in 1990 and 1991 on
NCDMTF research vessels and operational testing conducted aboard a commercial trawler in
1992, the DMF required all shrimp trawlers working in state waters to equip their nets with
functional fish excluders in October 1992. However, North Carolina was the only state that
required finfish excluders; On October 20, 1994 Amendment 2 of the weakfish FMP was passed.
This amendment required all South Atlantic states (NC, SC, GA, & FL) to implement
management measures to achieve the 40% reduction in bycatch of weakfish in the shrimp trawl
fisheries by the start of the 1996 shrimping season. ASMFC Report on Gear Technology, 2008.

Beginning in 1992 observers began observing aboard commercial fishing vessels in the South
Atlantic and the Gulf of Mexico that were trained by the National Marine Fisheries Service



(NMEF'S) to use a standardized sampling protocol. (NMFS Shrimp trawl bycatch characterization.
Sampling Protoco! Manual for Data Collection, 1992)

In April of 1995, National Marine Fisheries Service provided its report to Congress addressing
finfish bycatch in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic shrimp fisheries. In its report NMFS
stated that analysis of data for the South Atlantic shrimp fisheries revealed the ratio of finfish to
shrimp caught for each hour of trawling is 1.6:1 by number, or 2.3:1 by weight. Cooperative
Research Program Addressing Finfish Bycatch in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic Shrimp
Fisheries, A Report to Conegress, April 1995, U.S. Dept. of Commerce, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administrative, National Marine Fisheries Service.

From 1993 through 1996 NOAA and the Gulf and South Atlantic Fisheries Development
Foundation observers logged 2,320 days in southeastern U.S. water aboard voluntarily
participating shrimp trawlers testing bycatch reduction devices (BRD’s). The total bycatch to
catch ratios produced from this new study were in the stark contract to on often quoted bycatch
to shrimp ratio of 10:1. For the Gulf of Mexico the total bycatch to shrimp ratio was 5.25:1 and
for the South Atlantic, including NC it was 4.5:1. More importantly, in the Gulf of Mexico the
finfish to shrimp ratio was 4.2:1, and in the South Atlantic the ratio was 2.8:1. In the South
Atlantic shrimp was 18% of the catch with spot being 9% of the catch, Atlantic croaker being 6%
of the catch. Bycatch and its reduction in the Guif of Mexico and South Atlantic Shrimp
Fisheries, July 1997

Various studies have been done on finfish to bycatch ratio in North Carolina. Reported finfish to
bycatch ratios for North Carolina are 1.5:1 (Roelofs 1950), 1.6:1 (Diamond-Tissue 1999) and 1.2
to 1 (Johnson 2003). The Diamond-Tissue (1999) characterization study is the most extensive
evaluation of bycatch in a North Carolina Fishery. (NC Fishery Management Plan for Shrimp,
2006 p. 148)

The Diamond-Tissue study, for all areas combined (Pamlico Sound, Core Sound, Cape Fear
River and off Carolina Beach) found market-sized penaeid shrimp made up 44.3% of all
organisms by number and 30.8% by weight (total bycatch to shrimp). Market-size penaeid
shrimp were the top species in terms of both numbers and weight for all areas combined. N.C.

Fishery Management Plan for Shrimp. Draft Amendment 1, 2014.

In 2009 the North Carolina Department of Marine Fisheries conducted another study
characterizing bycatch in the inshore commercial shrimp trawl fishery in the Pamlico Sound and
its tributaries (Brown 2010b). Using the relative biomass tables in Brown’s (2010b) study
characterizing the inshore commercial shrimp trawl fishery in the Pamlico Sound and its
tributaries, the calculated finfish to shrimp ratio was 2.7:1 for all gear types. N.C. Fishery
Management Plant for Shrimp, Draft Amendment 1, 2014

During the period from August 1, 2012 through June 30, 2013, NCDMF conducted onboard
observation of the commercial shrimp trawl fishery, sampling 305 tows on 111 trips, to collect



catch, effort, bycatch, discard and mortality data. During this study shrimp represented 21.52%
of the catch by weight. Atlantic croaker accounted for 21.52% of the catch by weight of which
82.00% were alive. Spot represented 15.57% of the catch by weight of which 54,72% were
alive. Weakfish represented 1.73% by weight of which 44.95% were alive. Flounder
represented 0.82% by weight of which 75.54% were alive. It is also important to note that no red
drum or striped bass were caught. Characterization of the commercial shrimp trawl fishery in
near-shore and inshore waters of North Carolina, Brown, March 2014.
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“'Biomass |"Numbe

Season.|~ Year | -Caught | Caught(kg) | Measured | Specim

Spring 2008 28561 105920 1,220 61 L
" 2009 29,643 824.9: 3454 9 0 N/A
" 2010 - 19664 821 8% 44 0 N/A_
72011 0 15390 557.0. 2,416 52 0 N/A

Fall " 2007 44,437, 394200 2507 160 . O N/A
" 2008 . 56878 38720 3435 213 0 N/A
" 2009 0 8428 59300 2699 169 0 N/A
72000 . 9590  5060.0 6,861 181 0 N/A
" o2011 6,407 538.3. 1,394 147 0 N/A

Table 72. Strata used for calculation of abundance indices for spot.

State Depth |Spring| Fail State Depth |Spring) fall
{Nominal) |Region |Stratum | Index [Index| |(Nominal} Region |Stratum
Rl RIS 60-30 L DE o2 2040 M7 G
904 40-60
BIS 60-90 63-90
90+ MD 10 206-42
NY 533 45-60 40-60
o2 28-40 VA 13 20-40
AD-60 40-60
a3 20-40 12 20-40
A0-60 40-60
0% 20-40 13 20-40
40-60
05 20-40 NC 14
40-60
N [ 23-40 15
403-60
o7 20-40
40-60 P =used for abundance indices
08 20-40 5 e e 5| = met used for abundance indicas
40-60 l

Table 73. Spot preliminary geometric mean indices of abundance, by number and biomass, for
spring and fall NEAMAP surveys, for all specimens captured.

AL

Season.

“Spring 2008 Al | 31 825 19.62 44.98

72009 31 743 2509 79.79
2010 29 114 398 10.56
2011 29 267 156 18.97
Fall 2007 All { 87 819 14.66 25.68
72008 87 2614 49.17 9174
2009 91 406 593 849
2010 87  9.05 17.07 31.49
2011 87 309 470 695
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Figure 121. Spot preliminary geometric mean indices of abundance, by number and biomass, for spring
and fall NEAMAP surveys, for all specimens captured.
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Figure 122. Spot length-frequency distributions, by cruise.
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Figure 123. Spot length-frequency distributions, by cruise and sex.

Frequency

S |
| Spring |

12500
10000
7500
5000 -
2500 -

2007

8000 -

6000

4000

2000 -

2008

6000 -

4000

2000

2008

15000 -

10000

5000

2010

3000

2000 -

1000 =

2011

al.d

T
0.0

T
3.0

6.0

] T
9.0 120

15.0 18.0 00 30
Fork Length {cm)

6.0

[W Male B Female Unknown |

9.0

i [ !

12.0 15.0 180

224




g

Figure 124. Spot sex ratio, by length group, for NEAMAP Spring and Fall cruises 2007-2011.

(The percentages for each category are given near the bottom of each bar. The number sampled for sex determination is
provided near the top of each bar, and the length categories expressed in inches are shown between the two figures.).
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Figure 24, Atlantic croaker biomass
{kg) at each sampling site for 2011
NEAMAP cruises.
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Table 15. Atlantic croaker sampling rates and preserved specimen analysis status for each
NEAMAP cruise.

Spring 2008 467
2009 17,040 8
" 2010 29,365, 49
" 11 10,576 71
Fall 2007 58763 76165 283 211 . 211
" 2008 es83 51232 3S91 307 307 283
" 2000 45730 Se8s3 5277  AlS - 44 34
" 2010 73,685 57151, 4,095, 275
r 2011 58,6713 6148.1: 5,561: 324

Table 16. Strata used for calculation of abundance indices for Atlantic croaker.

State Depth |Spring| Fall State Depth (Spring| Fall
(Nominal) |Region [Stratum | Index {Nominal)|Region |Stratum
Ri RIS 60-50 L DE (i} 26-40
Q0+ 40-60
8IS 60-90 60-30
S0+ MD 10
NY o1 40-60
a2 20-40 va 1t
40-60
03 20-40 12
40-60
o4 20-40 2
20-60
a5 20-40 NC 14
&0-60
Ni s 20-40 15
40-60
o7 20-40
40-60 =used for abundance indices
e 20-40 =not usad for akundance indices
40-60
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Table 17. Atlantic croaker preliminary geometric mean indices of abundance, for all specimens

captured and by age-class for spring and fall NEAMAP surveys (age-specific indices for age-2
and older calculated for fal! surveys only).

Season Bib
Spring 2008 All | 13 000 219 9.81 525 13 0.00 053 172 67.8
72009, 15  10.76 46.78 193,10 18.1 15 130 4.13 10.44 24.5
12010 13 170 19.25 15071 33.5 13 012 3.77 1927 463
2011 13 6.82 40.80 222.45 22.5 13 118 474 14.12 27.7
CFall 2007 Al | 102 1128 1884 3138 81 | 102 418 650 9.85 9.2
- 72008 102 6.23 1155 2078 109 | 102 179 3.0 5.03 13.6
2009 107 17.26 2944 49.73 75 | 107 467 732 1121 9.1
2010 102 472 842 1452 11.1| 102 193 320 501 125
2011 102 1179 19.88 33.08 81 | 102 357 555 837 9.5
Fall 2007 O [ 102 093 174 289 174| 102 032 067 110 226
72008 102 362 676 12.04 127 102 1.03 184 298 16.0
2009 107 373 6.04 950 102 | 107 1.02 161 238 13.3
2010 102 132 249 425 163| 102 053 100 1.62 19.2
2011 102 357 598 965 109 102 118 1.89 283 13.2
Spring (2008 1 | 13 000 1.68 695 55.2 13 000 037 116 73.1
72009 : 15 9,75 39.68 152,97 18.0 15 1.18 353 842 242
12010 13 1.28 15.63 120.16 35.3 13 005 3.27 1640 48.4
12011 13 6.14 36.46 195.57 22.9 13 1.05 4.26 12.52 28.4
Fall 2007 1 | 102 451 759 1241 103 | 102 1.69 271 412 123
72008 102 405 7.46 13.19 121 102 115 202 3.24 154
2009 107 1049 17.63 29.22 83 | 107 2.90 452 680 10.2
2010 102 3.04 546 933 126 102 1.25 211 332 144
2011 102 7.73 12.86 20.99 88 | 102 241 3.73 556 10.5
Fall 2007 2 | 102 434 6.87 1059 94 | 102 172 256 3.67 106
72008 102 126 227 373 156 102 042 076 1.19 19.2
2009 107 524 832 1292 90 | 107 1.68 251 359 107
2010 102 198 3.23 499 121 102 078 121 173 135
2011 102 400 619 933 92 §| 102 123 1.80 253 112
Fall 2007 3 | 102 3.0 459 662 90 [ 102 126 178 243 10.2
"2008 102 058 1.02 160 177§ 102 013 037 059 225
2009 107 258 3.88 565 98 { 107 084 122 168 117
2010 102 111 169 244 123 | 102 040 060 0.82 14.0
2011 102 167 246 348 104 | 102 047 0.69 094 13.0
Fall 2007, 4+ | 102 223 318 442 90 | 102 096 133 177 103
2008 102 037 064 098 187 102 014 027 041 225
2009 107 141 2,05 287 106 107 046 067 091 13.1
2010 102 067 099 1.38 130 102 023 035 049 159
2011 102 074 108 149 122 102 0.19 0.29 0.9 15.5
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Figure 25. Atlantic croaker preliminary geometric mean indices of abundance, for all specimens
captured (A - by number and biomass) and by age-class (B — numbers only) for spring and fall NEAMAP
surveys {age-specific indices for age-2 and older calculated for fall surveys only).
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Figure 25. cont.
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Figure 26. Atlantic croaker length-frequency distributions, by cruise.

Frequency

—

Spring — | Fall |

8000

6000 —

4000

2000 A

2007

2008

10000
8000
6000
4000 —

2000

2009

15000

12500 H

10000

7500

5000 +

2500
o R

2010

15000
12500
10000
7500
5000

2500 .
0

2011

T I I ! I | ! T I ] 1 T ! I

0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 400 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40

Total Length {(cm)

I [

20000 -
15000 —
10000
5000
0
T

1 1 H ! {

103




Figure 27. Atlantic croaker length-frequency distributions, by cruise and sex.
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Figure 28. Atlantic croaker age-frequency distribution, by cruise. The estimated total number collected

at a given age is provided above each corresponding bar.
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Figure 29, Atlantic croaker age-at-length proportions for all spring vs. all fall cruises combined, showing
actual and loess smoothed proportions at each 1cm length bin.
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Table 18. Atlantic croaker loess smoothed age-at-length proportions for all fall cruises combined.
(Greyed values assigned rather than calculated due to lack of data in particular cells. Arrows indicate the same value used
for all length bins covered. Struck-through values are from actual data but are not used. Note that within a Season and a
Length bin proportions may not add to exactly 1.0 due to the smoothing algorithm. Smoothing is done within an age-class
rather than across all age-classes at any given length.)

Spring Fall
Total Length(cm)|Age-0 Age-1 Age-2 Age-3 Age-4+|Age-0 Age-1 Age-2 Age-3 Age-4+

9 0.437 P AN A N
10 ‘ 0.752
11 0.861
12 0.850
13 0.899
14 0.914 1.000
15 0.926 0.993
16 0.970 0.951 0.000 0.000
17 0.948 0.798 0.193 0.019
18 0.789 0549 0.407 0.039 0.000
19 0574 0.297 0.615 0076 0.008 0.000
20 0.361 0.130 0.717 0.132 0.022 0.005
21 - 0,206 0.046 0.698 0211 0.040 3513
22 0.088 0.022 0.582 0300 0.074 0.025
23 0.000 0.017 0.443 0.394 0108 0.035
24 0.010 0369 0443 0.150 ©.053
25 0.000 0.309 0466 0.184 004l
26 g_g_]Jg 0.201 0.459 0.249 0.108
27 . 0.085 0.407 0.344 0.153
28 0.068 0293 0453 0.197
29 0.061 0.174 0474 0.306
30 0.057 0450 0.369
31 0.055 0414 0.432
32 0.045 0.354 0.543
33 0.000 0.243  0.705
34 0.141  0.802
35 0.139 0.810
36 - 0.147 0.860
37 ¢05%  0.931
38 N v 0.000  1.000

107



n

Figure 30. Atlantic croaker sex ratio, by length group, for NEAMAP Spring and Fall cruises 2007-2011.
(The percentages for each category are given near the bottom of each bar. The number sampled for sex determination is

provided near the top of each bar, and the length categories expressed in inches are shown between the two figures.).
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Figure 31. Atlantic croaker diet composition, expressed as percent by weight and number collected during

NEAMAP cruises in 2007 through Spring 2011, (The number of fish sampled for diet is given by Npep While 2
indicates the number of clusters of this species sampled.
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Example "A (1)"

Kirby Rootes-Murdy Date
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdv@asmfe.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is f}} O A‘Q IQ‘ M §1 am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

e

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You

Pow. hdnd
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Jun301308:27a capt. stacy fishing cente 252247

RECEIVED
Kirby Rootes-Murdy Date
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator JUN 30 201
1050 N. Highland St.
Suite 200A-N ,
Arlington Va, 22201 Fieharas fo Mamne
Krootes-murdvi@asmic.ore

Telephone (703)-842-074(
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My namme s WQ f'lV ) j@- (0 /)81 a Recreations] Fishormen in the Stage 0 NC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft-Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan

EANN YLD
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Junsu s usigia capl. stacy nshing cente
Kby Rootes-Mrdy pae @-27- /L
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator “”"é"}”-j‘é‘fé“ﬁ;}“\jgg"“

1050 N. Highland St. il

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201 JUN'3 0 201

Krootes-murdy@asmic.org
Fisnatios Gereonie |

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is M';DQA) r/‘:( { L !(_‘ - 1 am & Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam
raft

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plam,
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Kirby Rootes-Murdy N Date ! 2—- z i 9 f‘ q—-—
JUN 27 0%

Fishery Management Plan Coordinator
IG50 N. Hiphland St.

Suite 2Z00A-N Atlantic States Maring
Arlington Va, 22201 Fisheries Comm:ssmp

Krootes—murdx@asmfc.arg

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name :s\,'é’,fl ﬂjj \Bd_lf —W - Iam a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. I am

in favor of Option 1 (Stats Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

_P]an,

Thank You
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Kirtby Rootes-Murdy p.,,m,m,_“ Date LQ'Z(D" !L\"

q
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator :
1050 N. Highland St. JUN 27 201
Suite 200A-N i
Arlington Va, 22201
Krootes-murdy(@asmfc.org s ern s
Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Ad um

My name is/'P@’kQ‘(' %Oyﬁ( . I am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You
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Jun 3013083 1a ocapt. staey tishing cente
REC EWVED ]
K_irby Rootes-Murdy m»o.,..w,,,,_,; Dat¢ - 2 7- ) q
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator JUN 3 0 201 i
1056 N. Highland St. _— ]
Suite 200A-N j? Atanic s‘?”“‘“‘“‘j
Atrlington Va, 22201 wlsheries Cor '
Krootes-murdy@asmic.ore

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

Mynameis_Casrden Bailoh  1ama Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Option } (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendnm 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You
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Kirby Rootes-Murdy

Fishery Management Plan Coordinator
1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201
Krootes-murdy(@asimfe.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Soot Draft Addendum

2522472347 p.g

PP S S T S A R R A L

RECEIVED |

¢
i
o
i
7
i
i

Date (.;"Q'\ ~ \\\

JU¥ 8 0 7004

L

i : e |
i Atlantic Statas arne 3
i Fishenes Dondi v, -

{
My name 1ig \ b»\\f\s)}\ \e . ] am 2 Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC, {am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo} for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You

\ J:\d\m&\.__.
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Kirby Rootes-Murdy
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St.
Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdvi@asmic.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My pame is T/JW'JL}\ }Wl' zyr«t

2522472347 p.5

RECEVED | 40701

T

Hanti < o
él Allantic States fianng
¥ risnenes Commizson ¥

wamogies ..
s e b g

. 1 am 2 Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You

Wetd), ol Lo,
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Kirby Rootes-Murdy Date {05 3 iﬂ" ! q’
Fishery Management Plan Coordinaior

1650 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdv(@asmic.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Crozker/Spot Draft Addendum

My néme is P'/CM‘\-:HFD .BC« locue . I am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. {am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thark You -
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Jun 30130907z capt. stacy fishing cente
o o
- RECEIVED |
K_z'rby Rootes-Murdy E i Date & ]'1 B’ I'-f
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator JUN 3 0 200 )
1050 N. Fighland St. '
Suite Z00A-N Atlantic States Rarine ',!'
Atlington Va, 22201 || Fishertes Commission |

Kinotes-murdv@asmic.ors

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax {703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

I/
Mynameis 1 E€2y 1 BAC 804 1an 4 Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum I for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Managament

Pian.

o
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JUFI QU Lo UYIUIa capt. stacy Tisning cente
Kirby Rootes-Murdy RECEIVED | Date (e P €
Fishery Maoagement Plan Coordinator /
1050 N. Highland St. JUN 3 0 2014
Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201 Alantic States Marine
Krootes—murdg@asmfc.nrc Fishenes Cammission

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Drgft Addendnm

My pame is j{/ ;"_}“,}\; ﬁa‘#‘f’ 74; ?L - Iam a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaler Managemeni

Plan,

Thank You
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Kirby Rootes-IViurdy RECEIVED : Date [,f 27 /" 5/
Fishery Management Plan Caordinasor '
1050 N. Highland St JUN 3 0 201
Suite 200A-N | )
firlington Va, 22201
Krootes-murdv@asmfc.ore e
Telephone (703)-842-D740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addenduyy

My name is _qu/ée qua;(@ 7 -1am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Ontion 1 (Status Quo) for the Drafi Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plam.




JUFT QU 13 U uua Capl. stacy risning cene

Kirby Rootes-Murdy

Fishery Management Plan Coordinator
1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-~N

Arlington Va, 22201
Keootes-nmrdy@asmic.ore

Telephone {703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addend

o T S L 1

RECEN

D

JUN'3 0 2014

F%m”_—_mmmxm‘_u.-:
i Atlantic Statay }
5 Fishenes Coiri, . T
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B iSSP W

2OLLB 1238 p.bo

Date é '& P"/Lf(

My name is %1/ 5/43” e fort -1am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. I am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spov/Atlentic Croaler Management

Plan.
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Jun 30 13 U8:28a capt. stacy fishing cente
RECEIVED
Kirby Rootes-Murdy : Date
Fishery Menagement Plan Coordinator JUN 30 700 ‘{
1050 N. Highland St. ]
Suite 200A-N Allanto States hiarr.
Arlington Va, 22201 Rt

Ksootes-murdy@asmic.oro

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name Wmsgam a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

In favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You
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Kirby Rootes-Murdy ; = Date
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator RECEIVED
1050 N. Highland St.

Arlington Va, 22201 ‘
Krootes-murdy@asmifec ore Fitharics oo Marie
Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendnm

My name i l'_ . 1@m a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam
k- ——
in favor of Option I (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaler Management

Plan.

Thank You
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Fishery Management Plar Coordinator
1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201
Iﬁ"ootes-murdv@agmfc.ﬂrg

Telephorne (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Crosker/Spot Draft Addendurn

ECE!VED

e v Ty

JUN 30201

Atlartic Statesg Marire
Fisheries Commig sior n

2022412347 p.3

Date

My name is 12 o\ L RAE E< 1am 2 Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. T am
in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum I for the Spoi/Atlantic Crozker Management

Plan.

Thank You
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RECEIVED JUN 27 2014

Kirby Rootes-Murdy Dae ©/2 L4
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator -
1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N '

Arlington Va, 22201

Iﬁootes-murdv@gsmfc.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name s_{a1 oz e ol mewe .1 am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. I am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atiantic Croaker Management

Plan.
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RECEIVED JUN 27 20%

Kirby Rootes-Murdy Date & - A7~
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdv@asmic.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is _mldm_ﬁ_ﬁ%\m .1 am a Recreationa! Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

in faver of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot'Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You
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Fishery Management Plan Coordinator
1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlingion Va, 22201
Lrootes-murdvi@asmir ore

Date . 64?,;//5}‘—

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Crosker/Spot Draft Addendum

My BMMM 1am a Recreational Fishermen m the State of NC. Tam

In zavor of Option. 1 (Status Quo} for the Draft Addsndum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.
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Faxx (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendim

7. M
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m favor of Option. 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendom 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaler Management

Plan.
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Suite 200A-N
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Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is ?' ? 8"&“”" -1 am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. [ am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Crozker Meanagement

Plan.
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Kirby Rootes-Murdy

Fishery Memagement Plan Coordinator
1050 N. Highland St,

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdy@asmfe.org

Telephone (703)-842-074(
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendim

My name 1367;4‘/ G g€ ﬁl@% & Recreational Fishenmen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.
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Fishery Management Plan Coordinator
1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdy(@asmft.ore

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

' Mynéme is é 2 &%ng ’:t ;ﬁf.;lémaRecreaﬁonal Fishermen in the State of NC, am

in favor of Option 1 {Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.
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- RE: Croaker/Spot Drafi Addendum

My name 55\_;)@'@ @JV& -1 amn a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. ITam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum ! for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plar.
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RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is L% lielk D(LV 15 m -1am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. 1 am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendom 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You
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RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

3 L
My name is l O Pbgjima Y\ _.Ilam a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.
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RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is . I am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 {Status Quo) for the Drafi Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.




JUunZs 19 1uisha capt. stacy fishing cente Lo 1234 f p.4

RECEIVED JUN 27 104

Kirby Rootes-Murdy Date @ az y
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St.

Swite 200A-N

Axlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdy(@asmfc.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendurn
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R 2081 it i Sorinator

105C¢ N. Highland St.
Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201 """,;:g,;c;;'\;:;;@
Krootes-murdy(@asmfe.org e
Telephone (703)-842-0740 JUN 2 7 20t
Fax (703)-842-0741
Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commissian

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My na;mr:ci_s_l Cj 5576#% - I am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Attantic Croaker Management

Pian.

You




Jun 30 13 09:08a capt. stacy fishing cente 2522472347 p.6

Kirby Rootes-Maurdy f I3 0y Dm@"gﬁiﬂe{

Fishery Management Plan Coordinator I

1050 N. Highland St. e —
Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201
Krootes-murdwimasmie.ore

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Crogker/Snot ddendum

1 am a Recreational Fishermen i the State of NC. Iam

Thanl You
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RECEIVED JUN 27 20%

Kisby Rootes-Murdy Date o /<L 7
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Axlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdy(@asmic.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Dr; ddendum

My name is M 6&4_/@461 am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.




JUn 3U 13 Us:4vUa capt. stacy tishing cente

- Kirby Rootes-Murdy
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator
1050 N. Highland St.
Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201
Kreotes-murdy@asmfc.ore

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is GQ&:? 69{8{@1:#’9*

Pt
J

CE! VED
Ty
f JN 3o |
|

Atlantiz States p

in favor of Option 1

Plan.

ThankYou j i : 2

Fishangg Cemmy ¢ J
.M )

S, -l

Lo (234 f p.1

Date ?Ef;[ / v'

.1 am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

{Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management



JUN BV 135 UY¥iuua capi. stacy fishing cente 2522472347 p

Kirby Rootes-Murdy | RECEVED | Daie®6/21/ 20 ¢
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator
1050 N. Highland St. JUN 3 0 201

Suite 2004-N |
Arlington Va, 22201 ;

I&ootes—murdz@asmfc.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

Attantic St

My name isDaid 2 -~ G—.-wr:}-q nw;ﬁ: 1am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. T am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

e R%\,J




2522472347 p.3

Jun301309:14a capt. stacy fishing cente
i '-CL. f%a:.” . "
Kirby Rootes-Murdy ;%D } Date é)«-- 4 7// -<{
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator } N30y |
1050 N. Highland St ,} A
Suite 200A-N T Ao |
Arlington Va, 22201 ;ﬁ;ﬂcgt o ',;; j

Krootes-murdy{@asmic.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

— _ j :
Mynameis _p—gC P #ﬁm@n‘ﬂf‘/.I&maﬁmeaﬁomlFishemeninth@StateofNC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Managament

Plan.

TEBD. -
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Jun 30 13 09:08a capt. stacy fishing cente
e y 3. .
Kirby Rootes-Murdy i f: Dais {’ 0«(_7’)\7” /‘?A'
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator I? JU 3 0 104 i '
1050 N. Highland St e L
Suits 200A-N | Fishorios Gornaoone 1
Arlington Va, 22201 e
Krootes-murdy, fc.ore

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fay (703)-842-0741

RE: Crosker/Spot Drait Addepdum

My name is {'.fa,ﬂ /L ﬁ@uf"’bpﬁ?ﬂ - Tam 2 Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. I am
in favor of Option 1 {Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the SpotfAtlantic Croaker Management

Plas.

Thanl You

lant Houm ffon




JUn 2s 18 iuiaoa capr. siacy risning cenie 2LLR L34S p.1

Kirby Rootes-Murdy Date A = Aty — [
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdyi@asmic.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendumn

: 1
My name is QGLK A l“ d*’“a 150 L9 am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

in favor of Optien 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You

s =




2h22a (234 p.3

JUn 9U 1s Usi41a capt. stacy fishtng cente
_ RECENED ]
Kirby Rootes-Murdy ;g-mmm:'}{:;?_;? Date (ﬂ/ &2 7/ y
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator ; W i / /
1050 N. Highland St. Vaouu |
Suite 200A-N o -
Arfington Va, 22201 Fishories Gaa2me |
Krootes-murdvi@asmfc.org et
Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741
RE: Crogker/Spot Draft Addendum
My name is %ﬁ - 1am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

in favor of Option 1 (Stahi€ Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You

— 75O

\"4




Kirby Rootes- Murdy _ Date (~/~/¢
Fishety Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St. RECEIVED
Suite 200A-N -
Arlington Va, 22201 JUL 01 2014
Krootes-murdvi@asmfc.org

Atlantic States Marine
Telephone (703)-342—0740 Fisheries Cormmizsion

Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Cro ot Draft Addendum

My name is 2 ; 'ﬁ? 74 @&mﬁg - I am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC, Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan,

Thank You

Z—




i

Kirtby Rootes-Murdy ~ © | o LA PpGE Date_ 71—~/ }/
Fishery Management Plan Coordmator ARGt
1350 N. Highland St. : ;

Suite 200A-N o JUL o1 o

Arlington Va, 22201 : :
Atlant States i
Krootes-muid mfc. 0 F;sherlr%s go?ﬁml:sn;gﬁ

Telephone (703)-842—074?
Fax (703)-842-0741 .

RE: Cmakcrf Spot Draft Adx:llmdum

My name is l}ﬁ[gEL :i KFPL SR .lama Rccrcatlonai Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

1o favor of Option 1 (Status ,Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantlc Croaker Management

Plan.
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Kirby Rootes-Muxdy Date £ /é? g // vl
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201

Krooteg-murdyi@asmic.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

. /‘ -
My name is A‘ém f)é\;; 2~ Za..f-ff 7% - . I am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. ¥ am

in faver of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You

indey B Deneil
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Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N, Highland St. /
Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdy@asmfe.ore

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

Kirby Rootes-Murdy Date é/ &z /‘5/ /¥

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

ol e
My name isC L{L}Aéb MZC/ W a Recreational Fishenmen in the State of NC. fam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You




LSS LSS p.2

JUN SU L3 Ugiova GaprL. stlacy nisning cente
Kirby Rootes-Murdy i Date_{; [:23{ 1
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator ﬂ j
1050 N. Highland St. ;s ome
Suite 200A-N |
Aslington Vo, 22201

Krootes-murdy@asmic.ore [ —

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spoi Draft Addendum

My name is j’éj@'\‘\ M:}rmf .IamaRemaﬁonalPishmmcn in the State of NC. Iam
in favor of Option 1 (Statms Quo) for the Dirafi Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thani You
(\VMTA" {. /V@—
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Jun 30 1309:07a capt. stacy fishing cente
Kirby Rootes-Murdy JUN 3 0 201 Daze é'/ A f’/ Vi
Fishery Management Plan Coardinator ’
1050 N. nghland St’ . Allantic States Marna
Sujte 2004-N Fisheries Commissmn.
Arlmgton Va, 22201

Krootes-murdvi@asmfc.ore

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fex (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My nameis FAuZ H.  rAUWOR Y am o Recreationa] Fishemen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Aslantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You

P W M-




Jun 30 13 09:06a capt. stacy fishing cente 2522472347 p.1

=~ pmeb-AE/ g

Kirby Rootes-Murdy o _i
Fishery Management Plan Coerdinaror JUN 3001 |
1050 N. Fighlend St. J;W%mwmj
Suite 200A-N | ot Stats ]
Arlington Va, 22201 S LIS

Krootes-murdv(@asmc.org

Telephone {(703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-342-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is TANL  IVIINOr— | 1amaRecreational Fishermen in the State of NC, Iam

in favor of Cption 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Managemennt

Plan.




Jun 30 13 09:14a capt. stacy fishing cente 2522472347 p.4

Kirhy Rootes-Murdy » !
Fishery Mauagement Plan Coordinator j
1050 N. Highland St JUt 3 0 20 1
Suite 200A~N |
A:r]ington Va, 22201 f giigi’lgfg:; i"-.-!arsm':‘i
Krootes-murdvidasmic.ors oo L

Telepbone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

e ‘ i —
My name is *- oA ‘f’?*"-{‘:" L"e" .1 am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

in favor of Cption 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You

74

—— s ——— e
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JUN SU TS Usidsa capt. stacy rishiing cente
Kirby Rootes-Murdy RECENVED | Dae__ G —L0y_ Jif
Fishery Mansgement Plan Coordinator B |
1050 N. Highland St. Jwsow |
Suite 200A-N
Arlington V&, 22201 Atlantic States Manne i
Kroofes-murdy{@asmfc. ore 1 Fishenas Cuiisic:

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is_£. f-hé"‘{#f Me<{ . lama Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You

ﬁ?}ém/,//ﬂw




o p ppn 8
JUN 3U 13 U438 capt. stacy tishing cente LOLLAT IS p

’!" e s
,'," R CE it ;
Kirby Rootes-Murdy § T /QD ; Date (g - _.Z 2-{ 7
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator ; JUN 3§ 701 ,{
1050 N. Highland 8t 4
Suite 2004-N i

4 Atfantic States Fwar ne 5

Ar]ington Va, 22201 I Fishertes Commmyseion ¢

Krootes-murdy@asmfc.org R

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

ke

RE: Croaker/Spot Drafi Addendum

Myname_isdt}’w& 0?(;42;9 - 1 am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Managemeni

Plan.

nj%ww




|
|

Kitby Rootes-Murdy ‘ RECEVEDT] D e i1
Fishery Management Plan Ccordmator ot
1050 N. Highland St
Suite 200A-N _ JUL o1 ZUM i
Arlington Va, 22201 , |
Krootes-murdy@asmfe.org ' Fiehancs t@éﬁﬂ?&igﬁ
Telophone (703)-842-0740 oo
Fax (703)-842-0741 ; i

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Ad@ndmﬁ

ff foul
My name js U@ Qi Jama Recreattona,l Fishermen int the State of NC. Tam

ix favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management
g
Plan.

i
i I
i 1
I
r

Thank You o .

/598 Bmlrc, /Qd
Oflental 2,85 1! |
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g,

Kirby Rootes-Murdy U RECENVREE ] Dae_GR [y
Fishery Management Plan Coardinator e TED ;77
1050 N. Highland St. ]

Suite 2004A-N j JUN 3 0 701

Arlington Va, 22201 S
Krootes-murdvi@asmfc.org d it S Comarne ﬁ

b i,

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

KE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendinm

My name is /7}7'}? 4. ﬁ? @—ﬁ?{éﬂyi’am @ Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam
in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for fhe Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.




Jun 3013 08018a capt. stacy fishing cente

Kirby Rootes-Murdy

Fishery Management Plam Coordinator
1050 N. Highiand St.

Suite 200A-N

Axlington Va, 22201
Krooles-murdy@asmfc.ore

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

Gl .

SN haliainna

| RECENED

e

[

i
T
JN3 0 |

i
:11 Allanlic States Fiarine ]J
: Fizhenes Commizsian '

R

i
B

2522472347 p.1

Date (-z}/ﬁ "1//%

My name is l‘@f“e:bci_ PIEJ‘CQ - I am 2 Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Siatus Que) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spoi/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

RAaHa PU"./‘LCJ{,-




JuniZs 13 1insta capl. stacy rishing cente 204441 L34 p.f

RECEIVED JUN 27 201

Kirby Rootes-Murdy Date (:9 / 2 /
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdy(@asmit.arg

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax {703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is D«Bt, @‘V-xé‘e _____-1am aRecreational Fishenmen in the State of NC. Iam

in favor of Option 1 {Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You

&Hﬁe p &ayﬁ,é___
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RECEIVED JUN 27 204

Kirby Rootes-hurdy Date_/, /Z >
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator '

1050 N. Highland St.

Snite 200A-N

Aslington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdy(@asmic.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is /ga’.éebg }gwgﬂ/ . I am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC, [am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum I for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thaunk You

Lebd_Lped




2522472347 p.5

Jun301309:15a capt. stacy fishing cente
] i . ;
| RECEWVED | A P iy %
Kirby Rootes-Murdy T Date
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator fj JUN 3 0 7014 J
1050 N. Hightand St | |
Suite 200A-N e t—
Aslington Va, 22201 | Fisnenes Comm-son |

Krootes-murdvidasmic. gig

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax {703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spof Draft Addendim

My name Is 64’»’1@%—9\5263“!&’\'—- - I am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendnm 1 for the Spot/Ailantic Croaker Management

Plan.
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Jun 3U 13 Uusidla capt. stacy fishing cente
[ I """"W'"wm_-.«ﬁb -
Kirby Rootes-Murdy REC Eg\;}; ] Daie '%f — )7/
Féshcry‘Managmnent Plan Coordinator M;,,_;aﬂ lé;
1056 N. Highland St
Suite 200A-N JO'3 0 20
Arlington Va, 22201 I ———
Krootes-murdy(@asmfc.ors g'“" {2‘33?358 tcaé?rf:"faflgﬁ ;

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendnm

My name (L r o /ff(?f"“"“".IamaRccmﬁonal Fishermen in the State of NC, Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Drafi Addendum 1 for the Spoi/Atlantic Croaker Managemen:

Plan.

Thani You




Kirby Rootes-Murdy RECEIVED Date ’l "-1-_': | "{
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

1059 N. Highland St.

Suite 200AN JUL 0 1 201

Aﬂiﬂgtﬂﬂ Vﬂ, 22201 Atlantic States Marnne

KIDOt&S“IﬂurdE@wSl'ﬂfC.OI_g Fishenas Commission

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Cro { Addendum

My name is _Su %‘l’ rn rolﬁgf“; » I am a Recreational Fisherimen in the State of NC. Iam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Flan.

Thank Yo

WA Stramat RA Ovienal Ne
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RECEIVED JUN 27 201

Kirby Rootes-Murdy

Fishery Management Plan Coordinator
1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Axlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdv(@asmfc.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

5

-

-

. 73N
My name is M‘M‘W‘ I am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. [am

in favor of Option 1 {Status Qua) for the Draft Addendum 1 for thé Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

T Yon
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RECEIVED JUN 27 2014

Kirby Rootes-Murdy Date (D ] 3\‘—‘ ) ‘-L—\

Fishery Management Plan Coordinator
1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdv@asmifc.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is . I 2m a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo} for the Draft Addendum I for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You
K EL/./‘V D, SEYMOIR




Jun 30 13 09:14a capt. stacy fishing cenie 2522472347 p.2

Kirby Rootes-Murdy | FECENED ¢

Fishery Mamagement Plan Coordinator ﬁ | C——’-"‘_”
1050 N. Highland St. b |

Suite 200A-N [ N0

Arlington Va, 22201 e

Krootes-murdy{@asmfc org Lo Comm s, |

Telepbone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Crogker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is 4544 509 . T2 -1am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Cption 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendmn 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croalker Mansgement

Plan.

Thank You

e _aats



Jun 3013 09:08a capt. stacy fishing cente 2522472347 p.b

Kirby Rootes-Murdy =ViED Date {9 ~2 T - [L'!
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator |
1050 N. Highland St JUN3 00 |
Sutte 200A-N ; R
Arlingion Va, 22201 | Fimies G
Krootes-myrdy@asmfc.org i

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

. H '3
My name is '? Oj— §rn r;‘k‘) . 1 am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Pilan.

Thaok You

s Sk




Jun 2/ 13 1047a capt. stacy nishing cente o224 14341 p.Z2

Kirby Rootes-Murdy Dateé - ;Lé - ! Lf
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N, Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Axiington Va, 22201

Erootes-murdy@asmic.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name isw. T am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

in faver of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

£
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Kirby Rootes-Murdy pawe 72~/ ¥
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator i
1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlingion Va, 22201

Krootes-murdv@asmfc.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is Z0270 $2 74477 1 am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. I am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You
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oTanngay: :
e oy

RECEIVED
Kirby Rootes-Murdy Dataé ‘“02{“" / y
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator JUN 27 704 ’
1030 N. Highland St. _
Suite 200A-N ,/_jﬂﬁntrc States Manine
; isheries Commissign
Arlington Va, 22201 o]

Krootes-murdv@asmic.org

Telephone (703)-842-074¢
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is ¢ Q’fﬁ{ 5 7L¢? ?; bl - I am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC, Iam

in favor of Opticn 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.
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Jun 2713 11:10a capt. stacy fishing cente
Kirby Rootes-Murdy - padp2lo IL}
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator RECEN ] |
1050 N. Highland St. e—
Arlington Va, 22201 R
_____l@__j‘gKIOOfCS-mHId asmfe.o Atlantic States Mz
s ‘ Fisheries Ccm»gfisuw: ;
Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax {703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spat Draft Addendom

—
My name is quﬂm;\@gﬂ am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. I am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You
c'__-__‘_,_—---——---—---ﬂl
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JUN SU TS USiota capt. stacy nsnmg cente 20228 2541 [

e

RECEIVED

Kirby Rootes-Murdy Dk | Date_\g- 28 - \\'\
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator JiN3oz
1050 N. Highland St. -

Sulte 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201 ‘

I{mofes-murdv@asmfc‘org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spat Draft Addendum

ST

IR T P A

My name is \e_f('._,\‘ K-\. \Q‘.\\I S . IamaRecreational Fishermen in the State of NC. {am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Qup) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

A s

Thanik You
3
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JunZ2s/ 138 Mdisba capt. stacy fishing cente

Kitby Rootes-Murdy Datel® ( >7 / (NS
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator 7
1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdy(@asmfc.o

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fix (703)-842-0741

RE:; Croaker/Spot Draft Addendnm

My name is ZM&\V(\) % A C\Qf - 1 am a Recreational Fishermen in the State of NC. am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Qua) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

N Al




Example "A (2)"

[ s g .
Kirby Rootes-Murdy RECE! .. ' Date lﬁ atﬁ : |q:
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator T
1050 N. Highland St. JUNS G
Suite 200A-N ;
. [T o )31
Arlington Va, 22201 Atlantic Sta;

Fisherige *

Krootes-murdy@asmfc.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name isﬂou AC [CE€./  .1am aCommercial Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

ai/%m [re—




Kirby Rootes-Murdy _F\E\:::J!A\TEHE“B‘ Date (o at Lﬂ "’l (-/\’

Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St. JUN 3 0 2004
Suite 200A-N

Ar lington Va, 22201 Atlantic States Marine
Krootes-murd :@asmfc.org Fisheries Commission

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is ( OV@\L{\C} A’ ( MQ) . I am a Commercial Fishermen in the State of NC. [ am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

- Th You



Kirby Rootes-Muzdy RECEIVED | Daie ,7 d/ -/ )7/
Fishery Managerent Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200AN JUL 01 201 ;

Ar]ington Vﬂ, 22201 Atlantic States Marine

Kroote&mulﬂjf@%mfc.g:g Fishertes Comm:sswrla

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-§42-0741

RE: Crosker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is /Jz‘/ % a Commercial Fishetmen in the State of NC. [ am

in favor of Option 1 (Staius Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spov/Aflantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank Yon
(E8A  Bleck man)




RECEIVED JUN 20 704

Kirby Rootes-Murdy | Datf;é h/ ?‘/%

Fishery Management Plan Coordinator
1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murd: C.0;

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot ddendum

-7 !
My pame i ﬂi g O A AL . 1 an 2 Commercial Fishermen in the State of NC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Manageinent

Plan.

Thank You




RECEIVED JUN 20 7014

Kirby Rootes-Murdy . Daté ‘/f -/ 4

Fishery Management Plan Coordmator

1050 N. Highland St.
Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201
Krootes-murdy@asmfc.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Cro Spot D ddendum ,

My name is% 7l C. m\/ I am a Commercial Fishermen in the State of NC. 1 am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) fot the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atiantic Croaker Management

Plan,

Thaunk You




RECEIVED
ity iootes-Murdy : Date é - / ‘;" / j‘/
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator ' JUN 23 208
1050 N. Highland St. '
Suita Z00AN . Attantic States Manne
Arlington Va, 22201 e

Krootes-murdy%mic.urg

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

aker/Spot D

My name is ?Eﬂ@f ()9})‘5 TOS]Z’) lf.1ama Commercial Fishermen in the State of NC. ¥am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Pian.

ThankYoﬁ

?Wig) S0l
/8% TosTO Rd
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Kirby Rootes-Murdy pae 71-1¥

Fishery Management Plan Coordinator :
1050 N. Highland St. RECEIVED
Suite 200A-N
Arlington Vi, 22201 - JUL 0 1 201
Krootes-murdy@asmfec.org

22?22?358??&3 Nifirine
Telephone (703)-842-0740 L Commizsion

Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Crogker/Spot Draft Addendum

r ]/ '
My name isﬁéﬂﬁwm/ é/z LS .1am a Commercial Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam
in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

Thank You

“Toenwo Jilke
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NAME KDOM ACI’{@)
STREET 'P.
QwN/CITY_Abenhe Poach STATEN) (7
| EMAIL_ dacree 54 @émo;\\

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201

Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-G741
Krootes-murdy(@asmfc.org

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

M. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not occurring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed throngh size limits.
It is a known fact that managing a species through size limits creates greater incidental discards in both
recreational and commercial fisheries, which leads to a higher mortality in that species. Fisheries
should be managed by gear sizing, creel, or trip limits.

National Marine Fisheries appears to always conclude that overfishing or bycatch is reason for a
diminishing fish stock. I do not understand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come up as a potential problem. It is
imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporating NEAMAP and CHESMAP surveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act to use the best available science. 1 am against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Management. I AM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for

Spot and Atlantic Croaker.

In addition to my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Croaker, I would like to go record to say that most
fishermen feel that their knowledge and experience is not taken into consideration in management
plans. This results in the appearance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public comment and best available science. Please do not let this issue turn out to be that
way. Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment.

Smc% _



iy,
Kirby Rootes-Murdy RECE: . . 1 Date lo : a (0 - lq’
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator o

B

1050 N. Highland St. JUN 3 9 5mp

Suite 200A-N !
e e 2 100w

Arlington Va, 22201 Atiantic Siazss ;. 5 o

Fisherige = 3,

Krootes-murdy@asmfc.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is/DO‘\f A CI2E€. /7  .1am aCommercial Fishermen in the State of NC. Iam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.

% Y/ P
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EMAIL

dacree 22 @@mﬁ‘ml

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201

Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-(G741

Krootes-murdy@asmfc.org
RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

M. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not occurring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed through size limits.
It is a known fact that managing a species through size limits creates greater incidental discards in both
recreational and commercial fisheries, which leads to a higher mortality in that species. Fisheries
should be managed by gear sizing, creel, or trip limits.

National Marine Fisheries appears to always conclude that overfishing or bycatch is reason for a
diminishing fish stock. I do not understand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come up as a potential problem. It is
imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporating NEAMAP and CHESMAP surveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act to use the best available science. I am against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Management. I AM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUOQ) for

Spot and Atlantic Croaker.

In addition to my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Croaker, I would like to go record to say that most
fishermen feel that their knowledge and experience is not taken into consideration in management
plans. This results in the appearance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public comment and best available science. Please do not let this issue turn out to be that
way. Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
gﬂﬂ U ﬁw



Kirby Rootes-Murdy RECEIVED Date (a % U —| L%

Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St. JUN 3 0 200
Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201 Aflantic States Marine
Krootes-murd @ asmfc.or Fisheries Commissian

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is ( OV@H\O[ A’ ( MQJ - I am a Commercial Fishermen in the State of NC. I am

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Pian.

Thapk You
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arues. ax,

Atlantic States Marioe Fisheries Commission
Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201

Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741
Krootes-murdy@asmfc org

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addenduim

M. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Aflantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not oceurring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior to
the 2616 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed through size limits.
It is a known fact that managing a species through size limils creates greater incidental discards in both
recreational and coxarmercial fisheries, which Jeads fo a higher mortality in that species. Fisheries
should be managed by gear sizing, creel, or teip limits.

National Marine Fisheries appears to always conclude that overfishing or bycatch is reason for a
diminishing fish stock. I do not understand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come up as a potential problem. Ii is
imperative to always include the best available science before corning to any conclusion or discussion
on atty fish sfock. Not incorporating NEAMAP and CHESMAP surveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act to use the best available science. I am against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fisheties Management. I AM IN FAVOR OF OFTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Atlantic Croaker.

In addition o my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Croaker, I would like to go record to say that most
fishermen fee] that their knowiedge and experience is not tzken into consideration in management
plans. This results in the appearance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermrined in
advance of public comment and best available science. Please do not let this issue turn out 10 be that
way. Thank you very much for the opportunity to corroent,

Sincerely

%/ﬁ:—ﬁf
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Atlartic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N, Highland St., Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201

Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741

Krootes-murdyBasmic ore
" RE: Cruaker/Spot Draft Addendum

Mz, Kisby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Attantic Croaker stock assesament indicate that overfishing Is not occurring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Atlagtic Croaker are not in need of apy additional regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled siock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed through size limits,
Tt is a known fact that managing & species through size limits cresies preater incidental discards in both
recreational and commercial fisheries, which leads to a bisher mortality in that species. Fisheries
should be managed by gear sizing, creel, or trip limits,

National Marine Fisheries appears to always conclude that overfishing or bycatch is reason fora
dinninishing fish stock. I do not understand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come up as & poteniial problem. Tt is
imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporating NEAMAT and CHESMAP surveya it your stock model witl not
meet th requirements of the Magmuson Act to 1ge the best available science. Iam against the Trafiic
Light Approach Plan for Fisherics Manpgerent. LAM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Atlantic Croaker.

In addition to my thoughts on Spots/Aflautic Croaker, I would Hike to go record to say that most
fishermen feed that their knowledge and experience is not taken into consideration in management
plans. This results in the appearance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermingd in
advance of public comment and best available science. Please do not let this issue turn out to be that
way. Thank you very much for the opporhumity to conmmeat. T

— ke Barle
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201

Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741

Krootes-murdy(@asmfc.org
RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

~Mr. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not occurring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additionat regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed through size linnits,
It is a known fact that managing a species through size limits creates greater incidental discards in both
recreational and conamercial ﬁshenes, which leads to a higher mortahty in that species. Fisherles
shouid be managed by gear sizing, creel, or trip limits.

National Marine Fisheries appears to always conclude that overfishing or bycatch is reason for a
diminishing fish stock. X do not wnderstand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come up as a potential problem. Itis
imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporating NEAMAP and CHESMAP sueveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act to use the best available science. I am against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Management. I AM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Atlantic Croaken

Ir: addition t0 my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Cmaker, 1 would Like to go recoxd to say that most
fishermen feel that their knowledge and experience is not taken into consideration in management
plans. This results in the appearance that most fisheries management decisions ate predetermined in
advange of public comment and best available science. Please do not let this issue furn out to be that
way. Thank you very mug:h for the opportunity to commen.

Sincerely
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Atlantic States Marine Fishdries Commission
Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201 !
Telephone (703)-842-074{}
Fax (703)-842-0741 |

1

Kmotes»murd}g@ﬂc.og
Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

i
|
Mr. Kirby Rootes-Muxdy, |

Evidence from the 2010 A'tl.cntlc Croaker stock assessment mdlcate that overfishing is not occurrmg,
and it's my belief that Spo br Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled stock sgessment, No species of fish should ever be managed through size mits.
It is a known fact that mana ing a species through size limits creatés greater jncidental discards in both
recreational and commerc;al fisheries, which leads to a higher mortallty in that species. Fisheries
should be managed hy g&ﬂr izing, cteel, or trip limits.

National Marine Fishenesg pears to always conclude that overfishing or bycaich is reason for a
dintinishing fish stock. I do pot understand why loss of coastal habiitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come up as a potential problem. It is
imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporating NEAMARP and CHESMAP surveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magiuson Act to use the best available science. I am against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fishieries Management. 1AM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Atlantic Croaker. '

[
In addition to my thoughts|on Spots/Attantic Croaker, I would like to go record to say that most
fishermen feel that their knowledge and experience is not taken into consideration in management
plans. This results in the ab earance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public cnmment d besi available science. Please do not let this issue turn out to be that

way. Thank you very much for the oppnrnmlty 10 commen.

Sincerely
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission,
Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201

Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741

Kromes~murdy_@,m£c.org
RE: C r/Spot end

M. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Aflantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not occurring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment, No species of fish should ever be managed throngh size limits.
It is & known. fact that managing a species through size Limits creates greater incidental discards in both
recreational and commercial fisheries, which leads to a higher mortality in that species. Fisheries
should be managed by gear sizing, creel, or trip limits.

National Marine Fisheties appeats to always concluds that overfishing or bycatch is reason for a
diminishing fish stock. I do not understand wity loss of coastal habitat, poor water quality, of excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come up as a potential problem. Itis
imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporating NEAMAP and CHESMAP surveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act to use the best avallable science. I am against the Traffic
Light Approach Pian for Fisheries Management. 1AM IN FAVOR.OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Aflantic Croaker.

In addition to my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Croalker, I would }ike to go record to say that most
fishermen feel that their knowledge and experience js not taken into consideration in management
plans. This results in the appearance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public comment and best available science. Please do not Jet this issue furn out to be that
way. Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment. '

: N\ :
Sincerely ) .
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201

Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741

Krootes-murdy@asmfe orge ‘
RE: Croaker/S raft Adde ﬁ:li

M. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stack assessment indicate that overfishing is not ocowrring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed throngh size limits.
It is a known fact that managing a species through size limits creates greaier incidental discards in both
recreational and commercial fisheries, which leads to a higher mortality in that species. Fisheries
should be mabaged by gear sizing, creel, or trip limits. ;

National Marine Fisheries appears to atways conclude that overfishing or bycateh is reason for a
dimpinishing fish stock. I do not understand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come up as a potential problem. It is
imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporating NEAMAP and CHESMAP surveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act to use the best available science. I am against the TrafSc
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Mavagement. TAM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Aflantic Croaker. :

In addition to my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Croaker, I would like to go record to say that most
fishermen feel that their knowledge and experience is not faken into consideration in anagement
plans. This results in the appearance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public corument and best available science, Please do not Jet this issue turn out to be that
way. Thank you very much for the opportumity to comment,

Sineerely M - A2 e;éﬂ??éhf«(/é«,;g
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission RECEVED
Management Plan Coordinator j

1050 N. Highbland St., Suite 200A-N JUL 0 2 201
Arlington Va, 22201 _ !
Telephﬂne (?93)“842'0740 éﬁiﬂtlc Statak |v1arme s
Pax (703)-842-0741 Lo R 2 SO |
Krootes-murdy{@asmfc.org :

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

Mr. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessmeni indicate that overfishing is not occurring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed through size limits.
It is a known. fact that managing a species through size limits creates greater ineidental discards in both
recreational and commercial fisheries, which leads to a higher mortality i in that species. Fisheries

should be managed by gear sizing, creel, or trip limits.

National Marine Fisheries appears to always conclude that overﬁshm,g or byeatch is reason for a
diminishing fish stock. I do not mderstand why loss of coastal babitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come.up as a potential problem. Itis
imperative to always include the best available science before mmmg to any conclusion or discussion
on any {sh stock. Not incorporating NEAMAP and CHESMAP surveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act te use the best available science. Iam against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Manzgement. I AM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Atlantic Croaker.

In addition to my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Croaker, I would _l:'tke, 10 go mcord 1o say that most
fishermen feel that their knowledge and experience is not taken inio consideration in management
plans. This results in the appearance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public comment and best available science. Please do not let this issue turn out to be that
way. Thank you very much for the opporhuntty fo comment.

Sincerely
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Management Plan Coordinator : ] |
1050 N, Highland St., Suite 200A-N Moz |
Arlington Ve, 22201 |
Telephone (703)-842-0740 Lﬂﬁiﬁ_{s” f
Fax (703)-842-0741 ) _ i

ofes-nnird O

RE: ke Draft Addendu

Mr. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

I{aﬁonal Marine Fisheries appears to always conclude that overfishing or bycatch is reason fora
diminishing fish stock. I do not understagd why loss of coasial habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries BEVET 5¢em 10 come up as a potential problem. Ttis
imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fisk stock. Nat incorporating NEAMADP and CHESMAP strveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magruson Act to nse the best available science. | am against the Traffic .
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Management. I AM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUOQ) for
Spot and Atlantic Croaker. .

In addifion to my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Croakez, I would like 10 go Tecord to say that most
Hzhermen forl] that their knowledge and experience js not tsken infto considerstion in management .
plans. This results jn the appearance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public comment and best available science. Please do not let this issue tam out to be that

way. Thank you very much for the opportrmity fo comment,

Sincerely
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200A-N Lo 2 |
Atlington Va, 22201 L
Telephone (703)-842-0740 Allantic States Marns |
Fax (703)-842-G741 Floheries Comtmtear

Kxootes-murdy@asmfe org
RE: Croakex/Spot Draft Addendum

Mr. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not occurring,
and if's my belief thet Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed through size limits.
It is a known fact that managing a species through size limits creates preater incidental discards in both
recreational and commercial fisheries, which leads to a higher moytality in that species. Fisheries
should be managed by gear sizing, creel, or trip limits. '

National Marine Fisheries appears to always conclude that overfishing or bycatch is reason for a
diminishing fish stock. T do not understand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come up as a potential problem. It is
imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporating NEAMAP and CHESMAP surveys in your stock mode! will not
me<t the requirements of the Magnuson Act to use the best available science. I am against the Traffic _
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Mansgement. I AM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Atlantic Croaker. :

In addition to my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Croaker, T wonld like fo go record to say that most
Hshermen feel that their knowledge and experience iz not taken juto consideration in managerent
Plans. This results in the appearance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public comment and best available science. Please do not let this issue turn ont to be that
way. Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment,

Sincerely
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Atlantic States Marine Fisberies Commission
Manpagement Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland $t., Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201

Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax. (703)-842-0741

Krootes-murdy(@asmfc.org
RE: Croakexr/Spot Draft Addendum

Mr. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not occurring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. Wo species of fish should ever be managed through size limits.
1t is 2 known fact that managiog a species through size limits creates greater incidental discards in both
recreational and commercial fisheties, which leads to a higher mortality i that species. Fisheries
should be managed by gear sizing, creel, or trip Hnits.

National Marine Fisheries appears to always conclude that overfishing or bycatch is reason for a
dimimishing fish stack. I do not understand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem. to ¢ome up as a potential problem. It is
impetative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporating NEAMAF and CHESMAP surveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act to use the best available science. I am against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Management. 1AM IN FAVOR. OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Atlantic Croaker.

in addition to my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Croaker, I would like to go record to say that most
fishermen feel that their knowledge and experience is not taken into consideration in manageraent
plans. This results in the appearance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public comment and best available science. Please do not let this issue turn out to be that

way. Thenk you very much for the opportumity fo commment.

Sincerely %ow« At
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201 ‘

Telephone (703)-842-0740 i
Fax (703)-842-6741

chtes—mgdg@@og
RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

Mr. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Atiantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not occurring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Aflantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed through size limits.
It is a known fact that managing a species through size limits creaies greater incidental discards in both
recreationa] and connmerciel fisheries, which leads o a higher mortality in that species. Fisheries
should be managed by gear sizing, creel, or trip limits.

National Marine Fisherics appears to always conclude that overfishing or bycateh is reason for 2
diminishing fish stock. I do not understand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation dne to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to cprme up a8 a potential problem. Itis
imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Net incorporating NEAMAP and CHESMAP surveys in your stock mode! will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act fo use the besi available science. T am against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Mansgement. I AM TN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Atlantic Crosker. '

In addition to my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Croaker, I would like to go record to say that most
fshermen feel that their knowladge and experience is not taken info consideraiion in management
plans. This resulis in the appearance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public comment and begt available science. Pleasc do ot let this issue hun out o be that

way. Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment,

Sincerely
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Aflantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Management Plan Coordinator .

1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200A-N;
Arlington Va, 22201

Telephone (703}-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741

Krootes-murdy(@asmfc.org

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

Mr. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not occurring,
and it's my belief that Spots er Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior 1o
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed through size limits.
It is a known fact that managing a species through size limits creates greater incidental discards in both
recreational and commercial fisheries, which leads to a higher mortality in that species. Figheries
should be mavaged by gear sizing, oreel, or trip limits.

Nafional Marine Fisheries appears to aiways conchide that overfishing or bycatch is reason for a
diminishing fish stock. I do not understand why loss of coastal habifat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come up as & potential problem. Iiis
imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporating NEAMAFP and CHESMAP surveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act 1o use the best available science. 1 am against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Management IAM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUOQ) for
Spot and Atlantic Croaker.

In addition to my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Cmaker, I would like to go record to say that most
fishermen feel that their knowledge and experience is not taken into consideration in management
plans. This results in the appearance: that most fisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public comment and best iavailable science. Please do not let this issue turn out fo be that
way. Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission JL 02 0 i
Managerment Plan Coordinator T r—
1050 N. Highland St,, Suite 200A-N | Fisherics Gonr:
Arlington Va, 22201 TT—
Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741

Krootes-murdv@asmfe.org

RE: Crogker/Spot Draft Addendnm

" M Kitby Rootes-Muardy,

Evidence from the 2010 Agtantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not occurring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed throvgh size Finits,
It is a known fact that managing = species through size limits creates greater incidental discards in botly
recreational and commercial fisheries, which leads to a higher mortality in that species, Fisheries
should be managed by gear sizing, creel, or trip limits. : :

National Marine Fisheries appears to always conciude that overfishing or bycatch is reason for a
diminiching fish stock. I do not wnderstand why loss of constal habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem 10 come up as a potential problem. It is
imperative to always include the best available science before coming fo any conelusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not ineorporating NEAMAP and CHESMAP sutveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act to use the best available science. T am against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Manegement. I AM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Atlantic Croaker.

In addition to my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Croaker, I would like to go record to say that most
fishermen feel that their knowledge and experience is not taken into consideration in management
plans. This results in the appearance that most fishegies management decisions are predetermined i
advance of public comment and best available science, Please do not let this issue tum out to be that
way. Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment. '

Sincerely ‘:7774/6/7& e .
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Atlantic States Marine ﬁ!'isfmies Commission,

ement Planm Co HOT
1050 N. Highland St., Stite 200A-N-
Arlingion Va, 22201 |

Telephone (703)-842-074
Fax {703)-842-(G741
Krootes-nurdy

RE: Croak

. Kirby Rootes-Murd

Evidence from the 2010 Atlaniic Crosker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not occurring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Aflantic Croaker are not iz need of any additional regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled stock sment. No species of fish should ever be manaped through size Timits.
It is a known fact that mqagng a species through size limits creates greater incidental diseards in both
recreational and commercial fisheries, which leads to a higher moriality in that species. Fisheries

should be managed by | stzing, creel, or trip limits.

National Marine Fisherii appears to always conciude that overﬁ;shing or byeatch iz reason for a
diminishing fish stock. I do not understand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water guality, or excessive
predation due to over ation of other fishexies never seem to come up as a potential problem. R is

imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on aay fish stock. Mot incprporating NEAMAP and CHESMARP surveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirernents of the Magnuson Act to uge the best available science. I am sgainst the Traffic
Light Approach Plan fm] Ffsheries Mansgement. 1 AM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Atlantic Croakfzr : :

In addition to my thoughits|on Spots/Aflantic Croaket, I would Jike to go record to say that most
fishermen feel that their knowledoe and exparience is not taken into consideration in management
plans. This resuits in thff pearance that most fisheties management decistons are predetermined in
advance of public comm,:lit and best available science. Please do.not Ict this issuc tum out to be that
way. Thank you very mych far the opportunity to comment.
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N, Highland St., Suitc Z00A=N
Arlington Va, 22201

Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741

Kmotas-mg_d_}@@__ﬁ:.qg
RE: Croaker/Spot Drafi Addendugp

Mr. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not occursing,
and it's my belief that Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior to
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed through size lmits.
It is a known fact that managing a species through size limits creates greater incidental discards in both
recreztional and commercial fisheries, which leads to a higher mortality in that species. Fisheries
should be managed by gear sizing, creel, or trp limits. : )

National Marine Fisheries appeats to always conclude that overfishing or bycateh is reason for a
diminishing fish stock. I do not understand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come up as a potential problem. Tt is
imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporating NEAMAP and CHESMAP sirveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act to use the best available science. T am against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Management. I AM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Atlantic Croaker.

In addition fo my thonghts on Spots/Atlantic Croaker, I would Hke to go record to say that most
fishermen feel that their kinowledge and experience is not taken into consideratiop in management
plans.. This results in the appearance that most Sisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public comment and best available science. Please do not let this issue tum out to be that
way. Thank you very much for the opportupity to comment. '

Sincerely m//fﬁﬂ 5:0’74' 6"‘%—
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Atlanfic States Marine Fisheries Comamission
Management Plan Coordinator :
1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200A-N |
Arlingion Vg, 22201 i
Telephone (703).842-0740 |
Fax (703)-842-(G741 i

Krootes-mudy@asmfc.ore
RE: Crosker/Spof ]!mﬂAddgn_ Jurn

M. Kirby Rootes-Murdy, !

|
Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not oceurring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any addiional regulations prior to

the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed throngh size Hmits.
It is a known fact that managing a species through size limits credtes greater incidental discards in both

recreational and cormmercial fisheries, which leads to 2 higher mm'tahty in that species. Fiskeries
should be managed by gear sizing, creel, or trip limits,

National Marine Fisheries appears to always conclude that overﬁéhmg or bycatch is reason for a
diminishing fish stock. 1 do not understand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come up as a potential problem. It is
imperative o always include the best available science before commg to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporatmg NEAMAP and CHESMAP slurveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act 1o use the best avmlable seience. I am against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Mansg&ment TAMIN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Atlantic Croaker. !

In addition to my thoughts on Spois/Atlantic Croaker, I would kke to go record to say that most
fishermen feel that their kuowledge and sxperience is not taken into consideration in magagemerit

plans. This resnits in the appearance that most fisheries manag, t decisions are predetermined in
advance of public comment and best available science. Please do not let this issue turs out to be that
way. Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely Zéé;»: iW%J
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Ailantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Management Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland $t,, Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201

Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax {703)-842-0741

Krootes-raurd: .0f,

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

Mr. Kirhy Rootes-Mutdy,

" Bvidence from the 2010 Atantic Croaker stock assessment indicaté that overfishing is not occutring,

and it's my belief that Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations prior o
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed through size limits.
Tt is a known fact that managing a species through size limits creates greater incidental discards in both
recreational and commercial fisheres, which leads to a higher mortality in that species. Fisheties
should be managed by gear sizing, ¢teel, or trip limits. :

Natjonal Marine Fisheries appears to always conclude that overfishing or bycatch is reason fora
diminishing fish stock. I do not understand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water quality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to cowme up as a potential problem. Itis
imperative to always inclnde the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporating NEAMAP and CHESMAP stirveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act to use the best available science. I am against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Management. 1AM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 {STATUS QUO) for
Spot and Atlantic Croaker. i

In addition to my thoughts on Spots/Atlantic Croaker, I wonld like:to go record to say that most
fishermen feel that their knowledge and experience is not taken into consideration in management
plans. This results in the appearance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public comment and best available science. Please do rjot let this issue turn out to be that

way. Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment,

Sincercly

r. wdls
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Managemeni Plan Coordinator

1050 N. Highland St., Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201

Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741

Kzootes-murdy €.01

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

Mr. Kirby Rootes-Murdy,

Evidence from the 2010 Aflantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that overfishing is not occurring,
and it's my belief that Spots or Atlantic Croaker are not in need of any additional regulations pricr to
the 2016 scheduled stock assessment. No species of fish should ever be managed through size limits.
Tt is a known fact that managing a species through size limits creates greater incidentat discards in both
recreational and commercial fisheries, which leads to a higher mortality in that species. Fisheries
should be managed by gear sizing, creel, or trip limits.

National Marine Fisheries appears to atways conclude that overfishing or bycatch is reason for a
diminishing fish stock. I do not understand why loss of coastal habitat, poor water guality, or excessive
predation due to over regulation of other fisheries never seem to come up as a potential problem. It is
imperative to always include the best available science before coming to any conclusion or discussion
on any fish stock. Not incorporating NEAMAP and CHESMAP surveys in your stock model will not
meet the requirements of the Magnuson Act to use the best available science. I am against the Traffic
Light Approach Plan for Fisheries Management. 1AM IN FAVOR OF OPTION 1 (STATUS QUO) for

Spot and Atlantic Croaker.

In addition to my thoughts on Spots/Attautic Croaker, 1 would like to go record to say that most
fishermen feel that their knowledge and experience is not taken into consideration in management
plans. This results in the appearance that most fisheries management decisions are predetermined in
advance of public comment and best available science. Please do not let this issue turn out to be that

way. Tharik you very much for the opporfupity to comment.

Sincerely
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Kirby Rootes-Murdy Date 2 - &:’ H

" Rishery Management Plan Coordinator JUL 0 2 701

1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 20041 e maser

Arlington. Va, 22201 * ‘
Krootes-murdy@asmmfe.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

REMMM

My name is f"‘Wl}Jw J??M of  [ICe s fish i NC.

I am in opposition of the Traffic nght Approach for the Spot/Atlantic Croakcr Addendom
Management Plan.
There has been no proven scientific research for the following:
1. Fish Cyeles vs. Trends |

3. Size Limitations, Bag Lindits, Gear Restrictions, ete. vs. Regulatory Diséards(By—catch)
3. Consideration of Harvest Eﬂ'ort :

Fvidence from the 2010 Adlantic iCl‘OﬂkEl‘ stock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not octCurring.
a

Vntil the best available science is used, T think that Status Quo is the only available option at this time.

Thank you for the opportunity toj;voice my opinion.

Sincerely,

2o YR
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Kirby Rootes-Murdy D Date 7~ 22— 1]
Fishery Management Plan Coordmatﬂr JUL 0 2 701 '
1050 N. Highland St.
Suite 200A-N 5 pr———r—
Arlington Va, 22201 . Fisheries Commission
Krootes-murd .01 :
Telephone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendumf;

My name is %QM MIQDC&[‘ HQAI fish in NC,
I am in opposition of the Traffic Li:ght Approach for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum
Management Plan. .
There has been no proven scientific research for the following:
1. Fish Cycles vs. Trends
2. Size Limitations, Bag Limits, Gear Restrictions, etc. vs. Regulatory Discards(By-catch)
3. Consideration of Harvest Effort

Evidence fiom the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not ocenrring,

Uniil the best available science is uSad, 1 think that Status Quo is tﬁe only available option at this time.

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion.

Sincerely,

S 100




IISHI?Y Rootcs—Murd
ishery Man mcntPlan C rdma
1050 N. Highlang St Sordington
Suite 200A-N| : ]
Arlington Va, 22201
00fe -murd ff .0

Te!ephOne (70:!) -842.0740
Fax (703)-842- 0741 |

RE: er/S ,ot

!
|

JUL 0 2 20 Date ] —2—| L
“-\_“_“-‘-‘"-—-—.__,

Aflantic States Manne
Fisheries Commission

My name is \-._\ i MM‘:J bﬂ‘cL\f ﬂJ"l_ﬁ:r,hrtnl\ﬂ'_‘,

1 am in opposition of thc ’I!raﬂic nght Approach for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum

Management Plan,

There has been no preVez_‘l scientific neiseaﬁch

1. Fish Cyc}es V5. Trends ,
2, Sizeli i0ns, Bag Limits,
3, Conszdemﬁon of Harvest Eﬁ‘ort

Evidence from the 2010 Aﬂantlc Cmaker

i

for the following;

Restrictions, ete. vs. Regulatory Discards(By-catch)

ytock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not cecurring.

Until the best avazlahle sclence is nsed, I think that Status Quo is the only available option at this time.

Thank you for the opportumty to vmcq maq opinion.

Sincerely,

v

.
R



Kirby Rootes-Murdy : T Date ,7’“9 ﬂ/ Lf
Fishery Management Plan Courdmator
1050 N, Highland St. i JUL 0 2 10

-Arlington Va, 22201 ,
Krootes-mudy@asmfc.o :

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addggdggm"g

My name is { meaf :{gd gz . I fishin NC.
I am in opposition of the Traffie Light Approach for the Spot/Atfantic Croaker Addendum
Management Plan.

There has been ne proven scientificresearch for the following:

1. Fish Cycles vs. Trends :
2. Size Lirnitations, Bag Limits, Gear Restrictions, etc. vs. Repulatory Discards(By-catch)
3. Conmder&tron of Harvest Eﬁ'ort

Evidence from the 2010 Adantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not occurring.
Until the best available science is us:'.ed, I think that Status (Quo is the onty available option at this time,

‘Thiank you for the opportanity to voice ny opinion.

Sincerely,
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Kirby Rootes-Murdy } Date r)’_{}_ - }‘j
Fishery Management Plan Coorchnabor JuLo2 0%
1050 N. Highland St. I
Suite 200A-N Agiantic Stggﬁili_;‘
Arlington Va, 22201 ; § Fionenes oo

Krootes-murdy@asmfc.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croakex/Spot Draft Addendum:

My name is ‘jé(ﬂMX GuynC e 1shinNC.
1 arn in apposition of the Traffic Light Approach for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum
Management Plan. :
There has been no proven scientific research for the following:
1. Fish Cycles vs. Trends I
2. Size Limitations, Bag Limits, Gear Restrictions, ete. vs. Regulatory Discards(By-catch)
3. Consideration of Harvest Effort

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not occurring,
Until the best available sciepce is used, I think that Status Quo is the only available option at this time,

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion.

Sincerely,

7




Kirby RootsS*Murdy

Fishery Managcmcnt Plan Ccordmator
1050 N. Highland St. : ;
Suite 200A-N

Atlington Va, | 22201
Kmotes-mmdvfﬁ)asmfc org

Telephone (703) 842—9’?40
Fax (703)- 842-0741 |

REQQ&M&&AM@

My na’ule is _é[#ﬁ b""’ﬂ‘-’-’

RECEIWVED

Daie _7"9"'! L}

JUL 0 2 20%

Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission

Ty

. I ishinNC.

lamin opposmon of the Traffic Lxght

Managemcnt Plan.

Approach for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum

There bas beetl no proven scxenuﬁc TES

1. Fish Cycies vs Trends :
2. Sizell ,untauons, Bag ants
3. Conmderauun of Harvest Eﬁfort

for the following:

ar Restrictions, etc. vs. Regulatory Discards(By-catch)

Evidence ﬁ'om the 2010 Adlantic Ctoalcer stock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not occurring,

Until the best avaﬂable science is uscd

Thank you for the opportumty to vmce

l
1
1
i
i

Sincerely,

M

1 think that Status Quo is the only available option at this time.

MY opinion.




Kirby Rnotes-Murdy I Date ’) ﬁg‘—d , L{
Fishery Management Plan Cunrdmator JUL 0 2 201 )
1050 N. Highland St. , ;
Suite 200A-N : Aflantic States Marne

Arlington Va, 22201 ' Fisherigs Commission |

Krootes-murdy(@asmic.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)}-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot DraﬁAddendumg

My name is Lﬁ g':]: ::? T?_g 2724 #ugdyl fishin NC.
I am in opposition of the Traffic Light Approach for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum

Management Plan. ;

There has been no proven sciénﬁﬁci-reseamh for the followmg:
1. Fish Cycles vs. Trends :
2. Size Limitations, Bag Limits, Gear Restrictions, ete. vs. Regulatory Discards(By-catch)
3. Consideration of Harvest Eﬂ"ort

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicatp that Over fishing is not occurting.

Until the best available science is uséed, I think that Status Qu_o is the only available option at this time,

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion.

Sincerely,




Kirby Roo‘tes-Murdy
Fishery Management Plan Coordmator
1050 N. Highland St. |
Suite 200A-N| |
Axlington Va, 22201

Krootes-pmmd asmfc.or

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

REMQM@

1

1
:

My nafne is \\ DS Sn-l:r

Date _]"3"“2‘

JUL 0 2 20u

Atlantic States Manne
Fisheries Commission

vl » I fish in NC.

I am in opposition of ghe Traffic L;ght

Management iPlan,

There has been no pmven scxentxﬁc 1eg

i. Fish Cycles vBi Trcnds :
2. Size Limitations, Bag Limits,
3, Consxderamn of Harvest Eﬁ'ort

Approach for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum

parch for the following:

Gear Restrictions, etc. vs, Regulatory Discards(By-catch)

Evidence ﬁnm the 2010 Aflantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not occurring.

f
I

Until the best avmlable science is used,

Thank you for. the oppartumty to vqwe

Sincerely,

I think that Status Quo is the only available option at this time.

my opinion.




Kirby Rootes-Murdy : AR Date '7 Iy L/
Fishery Management Ptan Coordinstor RECENVEL
1050 N. Highland St.
Suite 200A-N JUL 0 2 20%
Arlington Va, 22201 :
Krootes—murdz@,gsmfc.o;g ’ A_tlanti_c States Manne

. Figheries Commission

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Jum

b
My name %M Hé :M fish in NC.,

I am in opposition of thegzt{ﬁc Light Approach for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum

Management Plan.
There has been no proven scieutiﬁc:;research for the following:
1. Fish Cycles vs. Trends
2. Bize Limitations, Bag Limits, Gear Restrictions, etc. vs. Regulatory Discards(By-catch)
3. Consideration of Harvest Effort

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not occurring,
Until the best available science is used, I think that Status Quo is the only available option at this time.

Thank you for the opportunity to vojce my opinion.

Sincerely,

(Enex V=77




Kirby Rootes-Murdy ' RECEIVED : Date 1~ F-—14
Fishery Management Plan Coordmatot

1050 N. Highland St. JuL o2 20
Suite 2004-N i

Axlington Va, 22201 : Atlantic States Marine
Krootes-mur d mfe.or . Fisheries Commisston

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum’

I am in opposition of the Traffic Li_'ght Approach for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum
Management Plan. : |
There has been no proven scicntiﬁc; research for the following:

1. Fish Cycles vs. Trends .

2. Size Limitations, Bag Limits, Gear Restncuons, etc. vs. Regulatory Discards(By-catch)

3. Consideration of Harvest Eﬁ'ort

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not cceurring.

Until the best available science is used, [ think that Status Quo is the only available option at this time.

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion.

Sincerely,




Kirby Rooﬁcs—Murdy ' RECEIVED . Dae_ | *g-"] |
Fishery Managsment Plan Coardmatnr
1050 N. Highland St. :

Suite 200AN . JUL 0 2 200
Arlington Va, 22201 : —
Krootes-murdy@asmfc.ors Fisheries Gommeer e
Telephone (703)-842-0740 :

Fax (703)-84240741 |

RE: Croakerlsgg M Adclendumé

‘f

My name is ﬁ.ﬂ.{c’un Wharrea] . 16shinNC.
Tamin opposltmn of the Traftic nghx Approach for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum

4

Management Plam
'.[here hias been no pmven scxentzﬁcresqarch for the following:
1. Fish Cycles Vs, Trcnds :
2. Size L.umtanons Bag Iam:ts, Gear Restrictions, efc. vs, Regulatory Discards(By-catch)
3. Conmderatlon of Harvest Eﬂbﬂ

Evidence fromg the 2015) Atlantic Crpakefr stock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not occurring,
Until the best avmlahlﬂ science iz used, [ think that Status Quo Is the only available option st this time.
Thank you for Ethe opp(émunity to vo:ice my opinion.

Sincerely,

Hosder. _bara




Kizby Rootes-Murdy ‘
Fishery Management Plan Cmtdmator
1050 N. Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Axlington Va, 22201

Krootgs-mutd mfc.o

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Addendum:

st

ol
rr«r

JUL @ 2 201

- I AR
SCENVED

Atlantic Stateg Manne

Fisheries Cemmission

y /
e sl LYIN L) Wi

Date - 9"!%

1 am in opposition of the Traffic Light Approach for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum

Management Plan.

There has been no proven scientific research for the following:

1. Fish Cycles vs. Trends

2. Size Limitations, Bag Lmnts, Gear Restrictions, etc. vs. Regulatory Discards(By-caich)

3. Constderation of Harvest Effort

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Cr:oaker stook assessment indicate that Over fishing is not occurring,

Until the best available science is uged, I think that Status Quo is the only available option at this time.

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinioﬁ.

Sincerely,

Cfﬁéﬂvé«%&k




2522472347 p-1

Jun 3013 08:27a capt. stacy fishing cente

. 1A
_ Example " C (2)
K'u'by Ro Otss-Murdy P

Fishery Management Plan Coordinatos pete

1050 N. Highlang g )

Suite 2004y RECEIVED
Axlington Va, 23301
I*-irooﬁes—murfhr@asmf‘c.G?E JUN 3 0 201

Telephone ( 703)-842-0740 Aflantic States Marine:
Fax (703)-842-0741 Fishenies Cautnamveion |

RE: Croaker/s pot Drafy Addendim ' ;
A7 odfe CIg

My name is 5"4&% D, é{é%é&. : Iﬁshinthe’gﬂ,'ﬂw//)ﬁw?;/éﬁ/
u 7

River/Sound 1 AT A opposition of the Traffie Light Anproach for the

Spot/Adamtic Croaker Addendum Management Plap.

Thetre has beea no Proven scientific vesearch for the oliowing:

Fish Cycles vs. Trends
itze Limitations, Bag Limits, Gear Restrictions, etc, s, Regulatory Discards {By-catch)
“onsideration of Hayvegt Effort l

Ld )
1} . »

a2 h T -
Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that Over fishin £ is not ocecurring.

Until the best available seienes i used, I thinle thet Status Qug s the onfy available option at this time,

Thank vou for the Spportunity 10 voice my opinion,

Sincerely,

%Wﬂf/}xﬁ/




2522472347 p.2
Jun3u 13U Zra capt. stacy tishing cente 2522472

RECEIVED
Kirby Rootes-Murdy Dats
Fishery Managemeat Plan Coordinator JUN 3 0 701
1050 N. Highland St.
Suite 200A-N antic Statss Man

A_‘[‘li]lgt{)ﬂ VE, 2220}. ?itslhetness t(_’:ém.rr“:fsmgi .

Krootes-murdv(@asmfc.ore T

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is Ef'%@r{/?j ﬁli@ﬂMmaRmmaﬁomlF‘mhennenintheStamafNC. Tam

in favor of Option 1 (Status Quo) for the Draft-Addendum 1 for the Spot/Atlantic Croaker Management

Plan.




Kixby Rootes Murdy RECEIVED JUN20 204 (‘,M Jif

Fishery Management Plan Coordinator
10560 N. Highiand St. :
Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201

Krootes-murdy(@ C.0

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Paw (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Addendum :

My natge s 4,(54;4 @MM i fishinthe_( 8 daw Cree < M.

River/$ound. 1am in opposition of the Traffic Light Approach for the

Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum Managerent Plan,
There has been no proven scientific research for the following:
1. Fish Cycles vs. Trends

2. Size Limitations, Bag Limits, Gear Restrictions, etc. vs. Regullatory Discards(By-catch)
3. Consideration of Harvest Effort

Bvidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not occurring,

Until the best available science is used, I think that Status Quo is the only available option at this time.

Thank you for the oppottunity to voice my opinion.

Sincerely,

Huluy ol

4 Silver Ooflar. R
(Seavtort f/C 28516




Jun301309:07a capl. stacy fishing cente 2622472347 p.4
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RECENED |
Kirby Rootes-Murdy o i:
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator JUNS o0 b

!

1050 N. Highland St. ) |
Suite 200A-N Atlantic States Maring "
Arlington Va, 22201 Flsherios Commission |

Krootes-tmudy(@asmic.org

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-843-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Draft Addendum

e
My name is—— &i//él'v/ /2 é[/ﬁf’rsfriﬁ the é@é[ £ M

(gt AP River/Sound. 1am in opposition of the Traffic Light Approach for the

Spot/Atiantic Croaker Addendwin Management Plan.
There has been no proven scienfific research for ihe following:
1. Fish Cycles vs. Trends

2. Size Limitations, Bag Limits, Gear Resirictions, ets. vs. Regulatory Discards(By-catchj
3. Consideraiion of Harvest Effoxt

Evidence from the 2010 Atlamtic Croaker stock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not occuming,

Uniil the best available science is used, I think that Status Quo is the only available option at this time.

Thank vou for the opportunity to voice my opinion.




Kirby Rootes-Muxdy

Date é’éﬂ“/ ¢

Fishery Management Plan Coordinator

10930 N. Highiand St.
Suite 200A-N
Arlington Va, 22201

Kroores-inurdv@asmic.org

Telophone (703)-842-0740

Fax (703)-842-0741

RECEIVED JUN 20 2014

RE: Croaker/Spot Digft Addendum

My name is

?qw/u/l ﬂ/MMrﬁshmmg gjgﬁg Liver

River/Sonnd, Tam in opposition of the Teaffic Light Approach for the

——rad

Spot/Atlamtic Croaker Ad;iandum Management Plan.

There bas been no proyer stientific research for the following;

1. Fish Cycles vs|
2. Size Lirnitation

Trends
s, Bag Limits, Gear Restrictions, efc. vs. chulatory Discards(By-catch)

3. Consideration of Hapvest Effort

Evidence from the 2010 Atl

Until the best available

Thank you for the appq

Sincerely,

tic Croaker stock assessment indicate that Qver fishing is not occurring,

science is used, I think that Status Quo is the only available option at this time.

priunity to voice my opinion.

L frn ]




Kirby Rootes-Muxdy Date 9” / —f 17[

Fishety Management Plan Coordinator —m-E_ i

1050 N. Highland St. ECEIVED

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201 JUL 01 2004

m&ﬁf@@ﬁﬁg Atlantic States Marmng
Flsheries Commigstor

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Spot Diraft Addendum

My name is /244 /Y{V{ﬁ‘ (ML Thshintme VEY o7

River/Sound. I am in opposition of the Traffic Light Approach for the

Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum Management Plan.
There has been no proven scientific research for the following:
1. Fish Cycles vs. Trends

2. Bize Limitations, Bag Limits, Gear Restrictions, stc. vs. Regulatory Discards(By-cateh)
3. Consideration of Harvest Effort

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Crosker stock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not occuring,

Until the best available science is used, I think that Status Quo is the only available option at this time.

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion.

" Sincerely,



Kirby Rootes-Murdy ""‘é‘”ggag;! Date O&—Z4—/Lf
Fishery Management Plan Coordinator i Y
1050 N. Hightand St. 5
Suite 200A-N JUN 3 0 2014 i
Axlington; Va, 22201 _ L
Krogtes-murdy@asmfc.org Fohenas otes e

Telephose (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Snot Draft Addendum

My name is_g7ecencontae {Joghp 37 . Tfishinthe hefb Cool i Crenang

Cre J\ j’"“"""g) (‘Jklviiver/Sou_mi I am in opposition of the Traffic Light Approach for the

Spot/Atantic Croaker Addendum Management Plan.
There has been no proven scientific research for the following:
1. Fish Cycles vs. Trends

2. Size Limitations, Bag Limits, Gear Restrictions, ete. vs. Regulatory Discards{By-caich)
3. Consideraiion of Harvest Effort

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicaté that Over iishing is not oecurring,

Until the best available science is used, I think that Status Quo is the only available option at this time,

Thank you for the opportunity to veice my opinion.

Sincerety, :

Y =Y
Lo ”
252-732 ~0o$(

Beoclort AC. 22516
616 Russel ree b Ad,
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Kirby Rootes-Murdy

Fishery Management Plan Cocrdinator
1030 . Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 22201
Krogtes-mupdviddasmic.org

g
= I
LOmhssion R

(RELERRE e S

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax (703)-842-0741

RE: Croaker/Snot Draft Addendum

viv name is &’p)r -Dmé\a‘r\mln; ~~ . 1fishinthe (oemrm

C.u,fd River/Sound. I am in opposition of the Traffic Light Approach for the

Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum Management Plan,
There has been no proven scientific research for the following:

1. Fish Cycles vs. Trends ‘
3. Size Limitations, Bag Limits, Gear Restrictions, eic. vs. Regulatoiy Discards(By-catch)
4. Consideration of Harvest Effort
A Ol prg, G2
Ewdenc'g)ﬁ-oxn ﬂie?o 10 At?e?nt

o Cronker stock assessment indicate that Over fishing 1s not occurring.

Until the best available science is used, I think that Status Quo i3 the onby availabie option ai this tme.

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my Opinion.

Sincerely,




Jun 27 13 Tuisua capi. stacy Tishing cente 2522428 CEIVED JUN B4 (Ui

Daie 6/27'/ {%

Kirby Rooites-Murcy

TFishery Management Plan Coordinatos
1050 N, Highland St.

Suite 200A-N

Arlington Va, 23201

T, -~ e s o SN ey, YR 5 cagn
iroates-murawidasinic.Cre

Telephone (703)-842-0740
Fax {703)-842-0741

RE: Croaket/Spot Draft Addendum

My name is 577‘3;'{”;&}” I/{/’\ﬁ.figisb.inihe

5&' oAU River/Sound. T am in opposition of the Traffic Light Approach {or the

Spot/Atlantic Croaker Addendum Magagement Plan.
These has been no proven scientific research fox the following:
Fish Cycles vs. Trends

Size Limitations, Bag Limits, Gear Restrictions, cic. vs. Regulatory Discards(By-catch)
Consideration of Harvest Effort

W !\)9-—!

Evidence from the 2010 Atlantic Croaker stock assessment indicate that Over fishing is not pecurTing.
rion &1 this fime.

Until the best available sciencs is used, I think that Status Qo is the only available op

Thank vou for the opporiunity o voice my opimon.

Sincerely.

A AN
7/




DRAFT ADDENDUM I TO THE OMNIBUS AMENDMENT FOR
SPOT AND DRAFT ADDENDUM Il TO AMENDMENT I TO
THE INTERSTATE FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR

ATLANTIC CROAKER

PUBLIC HEARINGS SUMMARIES

Date Location

June 12, 2014 Annapolis, MD
June 16, 2014 Newport News, VA
June 17, 2014 Morehead City, NC
June 18, 2014 Brunswick, GA

July 2014



PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY
Draft Addendum | to the Omnibus Amendment for Spot and Draft Addendum Il to Amendment | to the
Interstate FMP For Atlantic Croaker

Maryland
Maryland Department of Natural Resources

Conference Room C-1
Annapolis, Maryland

6/12/2014
Public Attendance: see sign-in sheet (1 members of the public)

State and ASMFC Personnel:
Kirby Rootes-Murdy, ASMFC
Harry Rickabaugh, MD DNR

Summary:

One member of the public was in attendance. They stated their preference for option 3: State by State
measures using the Traffic Light Approach with the precautionary management framework for both
species. Reasons cited in support of this were the need to account for more regional-state level
environmental factors that may affect the local population differently. In choosing between the sub-option
listed, the attendee supported option 3B, the use of multiple population characteristics for applying the
TLA to the precautionary management framework. Reason cited was the need to have more data to make
an informed decision.



Draft Addenda to the Spot and Atlantic Croaker Fishery Management Plans
for Public Comment

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

June 12, 2014
Maryland
—- PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY -
Name Company/Organization City, State

Q\H:Pafj SYoecker Rabmere o MD_

Ko @ eates-Mocd ASME €

's \c,ka 7 ™ MD DNK




PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY
Draft Addendum | to the Omnibus Amendment for Spot and Draft Addendum Il to Amendment | to the
Interstate FMP For Atlantic Croaker

Virginia
Virginia Marine Resources Commission
4" floor Conference Room
Newport News, Virginia 23607

6/16/2014
Public Attendance: see sign-in sheet (25 members of the public)

State and ASMFC Personnel:
Kirby Rootes-Murdy, ASMFC
Joe Grist, VMRC

Rob O’Reilly, VMRC

Lewes Grillingham, VMRC
Carrie Williams, VMRC
Rachel Maulirico, VMRC
Andre Ehler, VMRC
Summary:

14 attendees provided public comment, with mixed support for options 1 and 3. No one was in support of
option 2

Option 1: Status Quo

9 attendees voiced their preference for option 1, status quo for both species. Reasons given in support of
option 1, largely focus on concern over the data use in the Traffic Light Approach (TLA). Concerns
regarding the data included the surveys selected; the ability of the surveys to effectively account for
abundance; the surveys scope and lack of local area representation; a lack of effort data included in the
commercial landings; and the role of market forces impacting commercial landings. Many voicing
support for option 1 requested that NEAMAP data be included in the TLA and until done so, the TLA nor
proposed management framework should be used. Other issues noted regarding the data were that the
abundance of both species move in cycles, and to apply management measures would be naive given the
natural cycles the species abundance experiences. Lastly it was noted that if abundance has decreased it
may be due to predation by spiny dogfish and red drum, with appropriate measures being increased

harvest of both species.

Other issues cited in support of option 1 was concern over the proposed management framework and
potential management measures. A few attendees noted that a size limit would be an ineffective and
impractical management measure given the life history of both species. Other concerns regarding the
management framework were the potential economic impacts management measures may cause

fisherman and bait shop owners.



Option 3: State-by-State measures using the TLA with precautionary management framework

3 Attendees voiced their support for option 3, state by state measures. Reasons given in support of this
option was the ability of the state to manage the fishery independently from other states, while addressing
the issue in more localized context. Other reasons given in support of this option were the need to
consider the resource before the fisherman. In choosing between the sub-options, opinions were split in
support of either a single or multiple characteristics. Reasons given in support of the single harvest was
mistrust in the currently used survey data, and preference for the harvest characteristic. Support in using

both characteristics was listed as the need for more information in making management decisions.



Draft Addenda to the Spot and Atlantic Croaker Fishery Management Plans
for Public Comment

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

June 16, 2014
Virginia
-- PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY --
Name Company/Organization City, State
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PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY
Draft Addendum | to the Omnibus Amendment for Spot and Draft Addendum Il to Amendment | to the
Interstate FMP For Atlantic Croaker

North Carolina
North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries
Central District Office
Morehead City, North Carolina 28557

6/17/2014
Public Attendance: see sign-in sheet (45 members of the public)

State and ASMFC Personnel:

Kirby Rootes-Murdy, ASMFC

Michelle Duval, NC DMF

Kevin Brown, NC DMF

Jason Rock, NC DMF

Summary:

24 members of the public spoke in favor of option 1, status quo for both spot and Atlantic croaker. There
was no evidence of any attendees in favor of either option 2 or 3. Many who spoke in favor of option 1-
the majority- voiced concern for the data used in the Traffic Light Approach (TLA). Concerns regarding
the data included the surveys selected; the ability of the surveys to effectively account for abundance; the
surveys scope and lack of local area representation; inaccuracies with the recreational estimates; a lack of
effort data included in the commercial landings; and the role of market forces impacting commercial
landings. Many speaking in favor of option 1 also took issue with a perceived lack of attention to
environmental factors such as water quality, salinity, temperature, and natural cycles of abundance. Many
cited that neither fishery has been determined to be experiencing overfishing nor is overfished, and that
overall abundance for both species is fine. Other noted that when abundance does change, it is less a
result of human impact and more natural influences; as such, fishing pressure and management measures
would have little impact. Lastly, some attendees noted that if abundance is decreasing for either species,

predation from other species such as striped bass, spiny dogfish, and/or red drum many be to blame.

In speaking against the management framework proposed in options 2 and 3, many cited the proposed
framework as containing inappropriate management tools for the fishery- such as size limits given the life
history of both species. Other issues voiced regarding the proposed management framework were general
sentiments of management measures not being needed; if management measures were implemented
through the proposed management framework they would pose unnecessary restrictions on fishermen;
management has created scenarios of less fish for fisherman, less revenue, and reduced livelihoods.
Lastly, some attendees noted that when restrictions or management measures are put in place, such
measures rarely if either go away- this was noted in relation to the proposed 2-3 year management

measures period for evaluation in option 2 and 3.



Other comments made less directed at the proposed management framework and TLA, focused on the
mischaracterization of shrimp trawl bycatch as impacting abundance. It was noted that North Carolina has

been a leading state in reducing bycatch in the shrimp trawl fishery.



Draft Addenda to the Spot and Atlantic Croaker Fishery Management Plans
for Public Comment

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
June 17, 2014
North Carolina
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PUBLIC HEARING SUMMARY
Draft Addendum | to the Omnibus Amendment for Spot and Draft Addendum Il to Amendment | to the
Interstate FMP For Atlantic Croaker

Georgia
Georgia Coastal Resources Division

Susan Shipman Environmental Education Building
Brunswick, Georgia

6/18/2014
Public Attendance: see sign-in sheet (2 members of the public)

State and ASMFC Personnel:
Kirby Rootes-Murdy, ASMFC
Carolyn Belcher, GA DNR-CRD
Dawn Franco, GA DNR-CRD
Kathy Nolte, GA DNR-CRD

Pat Geer, GA DNR-CRD

Summary:

Two member of the public was in attendance. Both attendee voiced their support for options 3: State-by-
State measures using the TLA with precautionary management framework. Reasons cited was the need
for states to have more control over setting measures regarding their state’s fishery. In consider the sub
options for option 3, both were in support of using multiple population characteristics. Reasons cited were
the need to have more data to make a more informed decision.

Other comments focused on the need to understand the environmental factors possibly playing a role in
the abundance of both species. Particularly noted was that both species seem to go through natural cycles,
and that elements such was water temperature may play a role in the local abundance and presence.
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