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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 Crowne Plaza Hotel, Alexandria, 
Virginia, August 9, 2012, and was called to order at 
1:20 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Louis Daniel.   
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
CHAIRMAN LOUIS DANIEL:  All right, you’ve 
got your agenda and our proceedings from the May 
1st meeting.   
 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS OF        

MAY 1, 2012 
 

CHAIRMAN LOUIS DANIEL:  Are there any 
additions or corrections to the minutes or the agenda?  
Seeing none, those are good.   
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

CHAIRMAN LOUIS DANIEL:  Do we have anyone 
from the public that wishes to comment?  Seeing 
none, we’re going to move right on.  
 
Joe Grist is going to give a couple of reports from the 
Croaker and the Spot Technical Committee Reports, 
on our triggers that we set for spot and croaker.  Joe, 
if you’ll take us through those in the Readers Digest 
version I would appreciate it. 
 

ATLANTIC CROAKER TECHNICAL 
COMMITTEE REPORT  

 

MR. JOE GRIST:  This is going to be a report of the 
Atlantic Croaker Technical Committee.  We’re just 
going to get right down to the basics on what the 
committee is recommending to the board.  We had a 
technical committee meeting in late June down in 
Charleston, South Carolina; a very productive work 
session.  It was a combo meeting between us and our 
Spot PRT. 
 
In the Croaker FMP we have what are known as hard 
triggers, and they’re basically based on landings.  On 
both commercial and the recreational side, if you 
look at  the previous year, let’s say 2011, and you 
compare it to the previous two-year average – and 
that is ’09 and ’10 – and those landings have dropped 
down below more of 70 percent.   
 
So, if we’re 70 percent of the average or lower, 
we’ve tripped the trigger.  Recreationally we did that.  
According to the plan, what that means is we should 
be coming before you and asking for an assessment.  

There are a few reasons someone could ask for an 
assessment.  There is a downward trend also in the 
commercial landings and something we have bought 
up before this board before. 
 
There is a downward trend in some of the length and 
weight triggers.  It would provide the board  some 
updates on the F reference points to see where the 
current F is.  But, we also have plenty of reasons not 
to come before you and ask for such a thing.  First 
off, we can’t quantify the shrimp trawl bycatch and 
removals, and this is very important. 
 
The last assessment had a major review problem 
because of this, and it is something that we have yet 
to resolve.  The same problems we had in the 
previous assessment still exist today with data.  Now 
there is currently work being done by North Carolina 
Division of Marine Fisheries on the inshore and 
nearshore shrimp trawl bycatch.  This can be used to 
improve the discard mortality estimates in a future 
assessment, but that work is not going o be ready 
until 2014 or 2015; so doing it at any time previous to 
that is not doing you or us any good. 
 
We’re going to come back with the same problems in 
the assessment we’ve had in the past.  We know that 
the peer review did not accept the biomass estimate 
or the corresponding biomass reference points.  We 
don’t have an ad hoc currently available for that 
either.  We need to still quantify better the bait 
landings in New Jersey, Virginia and North Carolina. 
 
We still need to do much more work with the whole 
conversion from MRFSS to MRIP.  Your technical 
committee basically for croaker is recommending 
today; one, let’s not initiate a benchmark or an 
update.  It is not going to provide you the advice that 
you need.  Go ahead and task the technical committee 
in developing a management and assessment trigger 
package for croaker. 
 
What we mean by that is think about what we did for 
spot.  We came up with management triggers for spot 
because we recommended to you on that group that 
we couldn’t do an assessment for the same reasons 
that we are having problems with the croaker 
assessment.  Now, this would give you more 
flexibility for a management response until we can do 
a proper assessment of the species. 
 
It allows also to do a thorough vetting of all the 
triggers, which you will remember from a previous 
board meeting or two, or more, we have mentioned 
that some of the triggers have us set up for failure 
where you could watch the stock slowly decline but 
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never trip to the point where it could hit zero and 
never once force an action. 
 
It allows the technical committee an ability to work 
on that, also.  We currently do not recommend or 
have no recommendations from the technical 
committee for any direct management at this time.  
Of course, if the board has efforts or wishes to do 
such, the technical committee is also not against such 
actions because there are a lot of downward trends.   
 
The research needs are the same as we’ve had before.  
I’ve kind of mentioned them already.  We’re trying to 
work on it now.  Shrimp trawl bycatch, bait landings, 
all this stuff still needs to be handled.  Mr. Chairman, 
those are the recommendations in a short clip-notes 
version from your technical committee. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Thank you for that.  
Question for Joe?  Roy. 
 
MR. ROY MILLER:  Mr. Chairman, I’m trying to 
understand the technical committee’s opinion in this 
regard.  I understand the reasons for not initiating a 
benchmark or update in the assessment for the 
reasons you explained.  It wasn’t clear to me does the 
technical committee feel an assessment update is 
necessary or desirable at this point in time?   
 
In other words, apparently we’ve tripped a trigger 
with regard to recreational landings.  I think I heard 
you say 70 percent less than some previous time 
period at which I guess served as the basis.  How bad 
does it have to get, Joe, before we need to use every 
means at our disposal to bring about some sort of 
stock assessment? 
 
MR. GRIST:  The trigger I mentioned; the 
recreational landings in 2011 were approximately at 
55 percent of the average from ’09 to 2010, so it was 
below what we have as a 70 percent trigger.  If 
everything I mentioned that we have problems with, 
the discard estimates from the shrimp trawl, the bait 
landings and the other issues, if we had resolutions to 
those, I would actually be coming before you today 
saying we need to do an assessment immediately.  
But because we haven’t resolved those and those 
were the key problems in the last assessment that 
need to be resolved; that is why we’re not.   
 
It seems to us it is foolish to ask you to do something 
that we know is going to be flawed.  That is where 
we come up with this management option on triggers.  
Let us do, as we have already done with spot and 
come up with other options for the board to use to 
make a management decision as an interim measure 
to an assessment that probably should not happen 

until 2014 or 2015 at the soonest.  At that point we’ll 
have at least some of the data that we need to do a 
proper assessment that is going to have a better 
chance at passing a review and not just getting by and 
being full of flaws.  That is the technical committee’s 
viewpoint if that clears up the question. 
 
MR. MILLER:  Are we going to get into what that 
management advice may be in abeyance of the 
updated stock assessment; are we getting into that 
this afternoon? 
 
MR. GRIST:  No, what we are asking for is for the 
board to actually task the technical committee to look 
at these interim management approaches like we’ve 
done with spot in the Omnibus Amendment; to task 
us to do that work.  We’re recommending that, but 
we haven’t taken it on yet because we the board to 
actually tell us the direction you want us to go.  It is 
an interim option to be used by the board at your 
choosing until we can actually come back to you and 
say, yes, it is time to do this assessment; we have 
what we need to do it right and give you good advice 
based on an assessment, which we just cannot do 
right now. 
 
MR. ROBERT H. BOYLES, JR.:  Joe, thank you for 
that report.  I don’t have a question, but I’m prepared 
to make a motion.  I make a motion that we accept 
the technical committee’s report and ask the 
technical committee to go back and look at 
developing some of these interim assessment and 
management triggers like we have done with the 
Spot FMP. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Motion by Robert; second 
by A.C.  Does everybody understand the motion?  
Any discussion on the motion?  Seeing none, is there 
any objection to the motion?  Seeing none, that 
motion carries.  Spot. 
 

SPOT PLAN REVIEW TEAM TRIGGER 
REPORT 

 

MR. GRIST:  We did our inaugural trigger report 
also in June in a joint meeting with the Croaker 
Technical Committee.  There were five triggers from 
the Omnibus Amendment, which I’ve already 
mentioned.  The fishery dependent, obviously like 
we’ve had before, commercial and recreational; the 
fishery independent, which is a National Marine 
Fisheries Service Survey, the SEAMAP Survey, and 
the Maryland Chesapeake Bay Seine Survey. 
 
We thought when we came together in June to have 
this meeting that we were about to trip that trigger for 
spot until a few days prior when we come to realize 
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that we weren’t.  It had to do at that time with – it 
looked like the commercial was actually going to 
force a trip of the trigger for spot, and in the end it 
did not, but it was awfully close. 
 
I am going to run through these surveys really quick 
in the interest of time.  The NMFS Survey overall has 
been up with a little downward trend in 2011.  The 
SEAMAP Survey, though, was up.  The Chesapeake 
Bay Seine Survey from Maryland, that was down.  
Then we looked at the two specific fisheries, the 
Virginia fishery, which is – it is variable with the 
Virginia fishery though there has been, depending on 
which sector you’re looking at, a little bit of a 
decline; Carolina definitely notable decline in their 
fishery for spot.   
 
So your PRT recommendation is basically – first off, 
we didn’t trip the trigger.  We got close but we didn’t 
do it, so we’re not recommending an assessment 
either at this time.  The PRT is recommending, 
though, supporting additional bycatch monitoring 
programs for spot.  It is part of the bait fishery.  It 
does kind of get in that mixed category, which is also 
an issue over on the croaker dataset, and they are all 
very much intertwined together. 
 
The Carolina shrimp trawl bycatch work that is being 
done; the same thing would apply to spot.  We really 
need this information, too, if we ever want to do a 
spot assessment, anyway.  That is the whole reason 
we actually developed the management triggers.  On 
that, that should be the end of it. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Any questions for Joe on 
the spot trigger report?  Wilson. 
 
DR. WILSON LANEY:  Joe, there is a 
recommendation I guess from the PRT; were you 
going to cover that, Danielle, which is in the material 
that was provided to us that says the recommended 
management action is that the board review the 
trigger data midyear rather than wait until compliance 
reports are due November 1.  That is something that I 
guess we need to endorse. 
 
MR. GRIST:  Yes, actually we didn’t have that on 
the slides and I apologize for that.  There was a 
recommendation.  Originally the trigger exercise is 
set up to be done in the fall, but really to be prudent 
on management actions we actually can do these 
trigger exercises during the summer at the same time 
we’re doing croaker. 
 
And if we can get to you by the August meeting of 
any given year and we see a problem management-
wise, we can give you the opportunity to do an 

addendum and have time to take action before the 
next year.  That is a recommendation from the 
PRT is we are to do the trigger exercise in 
midsummer and so you can have that result at 
your August board meetings.  That is one 
recommendation from the PRT.  Thank you, 
Wilson. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  So moved, Wilson? 
 
DR. LANEY:  Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman, I so move. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Motion to accept the PRT’s 
recommendation for a midyear trigger report; second 
by Mr. Boyles.  Does everybody understand the 
motion?  Any discussion on the motion?  A.C. 
 
MR. A.C. CARPENTER:  Is this just for spot that 
you’re talking about? 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Yes. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  In which case I think you may 
want to clarify the motion. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Does that cover it?  I’ll read 
it now; move to accept the Spot PRT 
recommendation for a midyear trigger report; motion 
by Dr. Laney; second by Mr. Boyles.  Any 
discussion?  Any objection?  Seeing none, the 
motion carries.  Danielle, public comments on the 
Black Drum PID. 
 

REVIEW BLACK DRUM PUBLIC 
INFORMATION DOCUMENT               

PUBLIC COMMENT  
 

MS. DANIELLE CHESKY:  Over the past couple of 
months we have gone out with the Black Drum 
Public Information Document for public comment 
and have done four public hearings; Delaware, North 
Carolina, Virginia and New Jersey.  In terms of our 
projected timeline, we seem to be continuing right on 
schedule with this. 
 
As part of this presentation to folks, we presented 
four main reasons why the board was considering 
initiating a fishery management plan, and so this 
presentation is to go over each of those and then 
provide you with some of the public comment that 
we received on each of those main reasons, because 
we don’t have any structured options in this PID at 
this time. 
 
The first issue has to do with the fact that black drum 
is considered to be an interstate species.  We get that 
from the tagging data that we have, and these come 
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from four main states; Maryland, Virginia, South 
Carolina and Georgia.  The following graphic was 
presented at the meetings to visualize for the public 
exactly that most of the individuals that were being 
tagged were staying nearby where they had been 
tagged, but there was some long-distance movement 
as well. 
 
Some of the public comment that we received in the 
movement aspects is the awareness that the big 
spawners that they fish on in the spring and early 
summer in Delaware Bay are not there year round, 
but folks weren’t necessarily sure where they went.  
Folks also commented that they see schools where 
there are little ones or big ones moving along the 
coast. 
 
They talk about hearing the big ones drumming as 
they’re going along.  There was also support that if 
the stock is indeed migratory, that they need to have 
regulations to protect the stock throughout it range.  
The second reason that was part of the document was 
the fact that there is a lack of consistent coast-wide 
regulations or management goals; and if the stock is 
indeed migratory this may impact other states’ 
fisheries from actions in one state’s fishery, and the 
fact that the stock status is unknown currently at this 
time. 
 
There was also discussion at the public hearings that 
there are regional differences between the states and 
those are likely due to the fact that there are regional 
aspects to the fishery in terms of the sizes that are 
seen, but perhaps there needs to be some discussion 
as well about stock protection and what are those 
goals as well. 
 
Some of the public comment we received did indeed 
support that the fishery does vary along the coast.  
They see different sizes, but the same range does tend 
to be seen from very small to rather large fish as well.  
There was support for some sort of size and bag 
limits.  There was also talk and discussion of perhaps 
a slot limit as well as preserving the trophy fishery 
that is seen in the more northern areas. 
 
The third aspect that was discussed at the public 
hearings was the size distribution of the fishery in 
terms of what age classes are targeted, what size 
classes and what that may have impacts on in terms 
of the fishery itself.  It is noted that in the more 
northern areas you see adults being targeted whereas 
in the southern areas, whether it is due to regulations 
or availability, there is a lot of primarily juveniles.  
The following two charts were also shown to the 
public to give a sense of that. 
 

The pink line is the expected 50 percent maturity for 
females.  You see in Delaware most of the catch is to 
the right of that; whereas in North Carolina most of it 
is to the left of the maturity line.  Some of the public 
comment that received regarding the size 
distribution; again there is support for some sort of a 
minimum size throughout the coast. 
 
Three comments from the north supported raising the 
size limit to 32 inches.  There was one individual, 
though, who specifically did oppose this in the more 
northern areas due to the fact that there is a fishery 
for some of the smaller sizes, the 16 to 20 inches later 
on during the fall once the spawners have moved out. 
 
Again, as I said, there is support for a slot limit with 
allowance for perhaps one trophy.  Otherwise, there 
would be a potential for high discards of these large 
fish.  Especially after a long fight, the public noted 
that these fish are unlikely to survive because of their 
state.  Suggestions for a slot limit varied; as you can 
see, from 14 to 28 inches all the way up to 30 to 48 
inches. 
 
It was also commented that in some of the areas, 
specifically in North Carolina there are large numbers 
of very little black drum that are caught and kept or 
discarded out of nets or whatnot and then die either 
by being kept or from bycatch.  The last main reason 
that was presented to the public for potentially 
considering the fishery management plan was to 
establish a future framework to address potential 
issues in the future that may arise and to address 
them in a timely manner. 
 
This process itself, if everything stayed on schedule, 
is going to take about two years; whereas, in the 
future an addendum as you all know, as we got the 
definition of fast track earlier, can range from six 
weeks but generally is six to twelve months.  Also, it 
was noted for the public that the stock is not currently 
considered to be depleted or potential concerns. 
 
The stock assessment has started to get going with 
data collection and creation of some decision trees 
for standardizing surveys.  The rest of the public 
comment that we received had to deal with 
observation on the fishery.  One individual observed 
that in Delaware Bay they had seen declines from 
past years.  Anywhere from ten to fifty years ago 
were the comments we heard. 
 
There is also concern about increase in effort 
especially on the big spawners and some of the little 
ones further south.  There were mixed comments that 
we got regarding the commercial fishery that ranged 
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from likely no impact or not sure of the impact just 
because of the very small market for black drum. 
 
Two individuals are contending that the commercial 
fishery is having far too large of an impact on it and 
some support for a limited entry in the commercial 
fishery as well.  One individual, when posed the 
question of how would you like the fishery to look in 
the future, specifically said that he would like to see a 
fishery with some decent sized fish, three to ten 
pounds, and not looking to keep really small but not 
really to keep rather large ones as well.  Additional 
public comment; again, bag limits and size limits 
were supported for along the coast; also, to reduce 
the retention of especially the larger fish to just one.   
There was also discussion that because this fishery 
has primarily been a night fishery, there are 
potentially some MRFSS data issues in terms of 
tracking it, but it was also noted that it is increasing 
in terms of its daytime popularity.  Overall, though, I 
would summarize that there has been support for 
moving forward with interstate management. 
 
If the board did wish to move forward, here are just 
some thoughts on potential guidance that would be 
helpful for your plan development team.  There are 
basic components as part of requirements under the 
ISFMP Charter that we include in all of our plans, but 
there are also some areas where the board could be 
extremely helpful or extremely specific in terms of 
giving guidance such as specific management 
measures, recreational versus commercial, and also 
some regional aspects to keep in mind.  Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Thank you.  We’re getting 
there.  I guess one comment real quick from me; we 
had a meeting in North Carolina and I thought it was 
well captured.  There is a lot of concern I think about 
the harvest of juvenile fish.  I don’t see this really 
much different than the way we manage red drum.   
 
We’re hitting them from both ends of the spectrum, 
and probably the biggest offender of hitting the little 
fish is North Carolina with no size limit or bag limit 
or anything on red drum and black drum.  But, 
clearly, there is a difference; there is a very distinct 
difference between management of black drum in 
Virginia north and North Carolina south. 
 
The protection of that traditional trophy fishery is 
important, and I think maybe doing something along 
the lines of the old school red drum plan where we 
had an allowance of one trophy fish and then had 
some moderate bag limit and a slot really had a lot of 
interest in North Carolina.  What I would like to do is 
get your thoughts on what type of actions or 

measures we may want to consider for this fishery; 
and then if you’ve got any thoughts about the 
assessment, we are slated to do a black drum 
assessment in 2014. 
 
But I think with the concerns over – I would not 
agree that there is no concern on the black drum 
fishery.  We don’t have a stock assessment so we 
can’t say they’re overfished or overfishing is 
occurring, but we’re hammering each year class, 
particularly off North Carolina.  But can we  delay 
the stock assessment that is not going to really have a 
huge impact on this FMP, but recognizing the 
concerns that we all heard around the table for 
menhaden and sturgeon assessment we may want to 
consider delaying the assessment for black drum.  
Jack. 
 
MR. JACK TRAVELSTEAD:  I’m so glad you 
brought that up; I was thinking the same thing.  I 
noticed on the list of stock assessments that the staff 
had handed yesterday that there was black drum; and 
while I’d love to have a stock assessment on black 
drum, I think you said it, Mr. Chairman, compared to 
what we need on sturgeon and on menhaden quite 
frankly far outweighs what is almost a nicety if we 
had one on black drum. 
 
I for one would certainly support delaying the black 
drum assessment with the hopes that would allow 
either sturgeon or menhaden somehow to fill in that 
empty space.  If you need a motion to that effect for a 
recommendation to the policy board, I would be glad 
to offer that. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Let’s just do it for fun.  I’m 
not getting a clear direction but let’s go ahead and 
have a motion to make that recommendation. 
 
MR. TRAVELSTEAD:  I would move that this 
board recommend to the ISFMP Policy Board 
that the Black Drum Benchmark Stock 
Assessment be delayed with the intent that the 
delay offer more opportunity for sturgeon and 
menhaden assessments to be expedited. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Second by Bill Cole.  I 
think it is the right thing to do, personally.  Any 
discussion?  Any objection?  Seeing none, that 
motion carries.  Bob. 
 
ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ROBERT E. 
BEAL:  Mr. Chairman, I think we will put this into 
the discussion that the Assessment and Science 
Committee is going to have and the leadership of the 
commission.  I think black drum; we may be able to 
continue some of the work sort of on a slower pace 
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maybe because a lot of the scientists that are involved 
in black drum are unique to the black drum 
assessment. 
 
The scientists aren’t unique but they’re unique to that 
assessment; you know what I mean.  It probably will 
free up some dollars and some peer review time for 
staff and those sorts of things.  I think it will be some 
help, but we’ll put it in that whole matrix and bring 
something back to the policy board. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Well, I think the South 
Atlantic Board wants to do its part to try to get the 
big issues of the commission rolling, and that does 
that to a small degree I think.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, I can certainly 
appreciate trying to do triage here.  I just want to 
remind the board we initiated this discussion a year 
or eighteen months ago.  It was interesting in South 
Carolina in 2006, when we were beginning to look at 
a comprehensive rewrite of our finfish management 
measures, that we went around to the public through 
a series of public hearings and we heard loud and 
clear from our constituents that they wanted 
protection on black drum.  The result of that was a 
pretty aggressive bag limit.   
 
Black drum had been unmanaged and unregulated 
prior to 2007, and we currently have a bag limit and a 
slot limit, and I think that’s something that I would 
like to continue to explore those as options as we try 
to get better information on this fishery because it 
certainly is something that our constituents have 
really strong interest in. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  One thing that occurs to me 
is the 50 percent maturity line being around 24 
inches, and I think that is fairly close to the upper 
limit of your slot.  I know that, for example, a state 
like Virginia I believe has a 16-inch size limit with I 
believe a one-fish bag limit, but I think 99 percent of 
their fish are the big trophy fish or a large percentage.   
 
Every now and then there will be a little run on little 
black drum out of Lynn Haven Inlet, but that is 
infrequent.  What happens is those fish are protected 
by the 16-inch size limit in Lynn Haven and then 
they hit the North Carolina line and then they don’t 
make it much farther.  Looking at some type of lower 
and upper slot around that 24-inch and 50 percent 
maturity line with one fish over for states that want to 
have a trophy fishery, I don’t think you would have 
to, but certainly I would think that those states that do 
irregularly interact with the adults – because I what is 
intriguing to me about this is again where is this fish? 
 

It has got to be somewhere or else there wouldn’t be 
movement in the bay.  It is something we have 
thought about and looked at for 20 yeas, and we don’t 
know the answer.  I think it is because we’re 
knocking the hell out of them; and I think if we were 
to protect them especially in the central portion of 
their range, we might start seeing some three and 
four-year-old black drum that I’m not sure we have 
every encountered.   
 
It can’t hurt and the yield per recruit would go 
through the roof if you were to put some protection 
and just delay the harvest.  You saw the length 
frequency distribution of our catches are 
extraordinarily small fish.  It won’t be very popular 
to put a size limit on them in North Carolina, but I 
believe we’re the only state that doesn’t have one.  Is 
there general agreement of asking the plan 
development team to look at a suite of size limit 
options for our consideration? 
 
DR. LANEY:  Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman, I was 
prepared to make that motion if you would like to 
have it.  I think that last slide that was up on the 
board had a list of things that I think the board could 
task the plan development team to evaluate and then 
come back to us with – I guess this would be a draft 
management plan, which we can do.  We don’t have 
to have an assessment to move forward with that.  I 
guess I would make that motion if you would 
entertain it. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Certainly. 
 
DR. LANEY:  I guess I would just move that the 
South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries Management 
Board charge the plan development team with 
developing an appropriate suite of management 
measures for consideration by the board.  Does that 
recommendation have to go forward to the ISFMP?  
No, okay.  
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  And I would like to give the 
PDT some flexibility if they come up with ideas, but 
might I suggest that we – I think we specifically want 
information on size limits, to include slot limits; bag 
limits; and trip limits; and I can’t think of anything 
else.  I’ve tried but there may be some various gear 
issues, but that is going to be a mess.  Roy. 
 
MR. MILLER:  I would like to speak in support of 
the motion.  The Delaware Bay states of Delaware 
and New Jersey reacted proactively in the abeyance 
of a black drum plan and both states have agreed to 
minimize size regulations and a commercial harvest 
cap as well as commercial size regulations in addition 
to recreational size.  They have done that without the 
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existence of a management plan and I think this 
motion is headed down that path perhaps for those 
states that don’t currently have those regulations, and 
so I support the initiative.  Thank you. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Well, if Delaware has a cap; 
that may be something we want to consider.  Okay, 
the motion is second by Roy Miller.  Wilson.  
 
DR. LANEY:  Mr. Chairman, I think I need to clarify 
the motion per my sidebar conversation with Joe 
here, so should say “move to initiate the development 
of a suite of management measures – and then per 
your comments – to include bag limits, size limits, 
slot limits, at a minimum, for a black drum fishery 
management plan for consideration by the board.  
Well, we should say – well, I guess we don’t 
reference plan development or technical committee, 
but I think our intent would be to charge the PDT to 
work with the TC and development of those 
measures. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  That is understood, I 
believe.  Jack. 
 
MR. TRAVELSTEAD:  Just a little bit more clarity 
for me; are we asking that only a suite of options be 
developed at this point or are we actually directing 
the development of an FMP?  I would prefer the 
latter that includes a suite of management options. 
 
DR. LANEY:  That’s fine with me, Jack; I’ll accept 
that as a friendly amendment. 
 
MR. TRAVELSTEAD:  So move to initiate 
development of a Black Drum FMP that includes – 
and then go from there. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Wilson, could I make a 
suggestion that in the “to include”, that basically 
covers your recreational fishery.  I think Roy brought 
up a cap that is being used in Delaware and also trip 
limits may be reasonable; just trying to be fair and 
balanced across the suite of options. 
 
DR. LANEY:  Sure, Mr. Chairman, yes, let’s add 
those to it.  Those would be measures for the 
commercial fishery, right? 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  That is my thinking, yes.  
For a lot of us they’re only available during a very 
short period of time.  Virginia could have a nine-
month seasonal closure and it wouldn’t have any 
effect; but if you stopped them in April and May, it 
would hurt the fishery. 
 

DR. LANEY:  Okay, that has pretty much got it.  
Would you like me to read that motion now? 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Let’s just wait one second 
and see if anybody else has any other options or 
additions or clarifications for the motion.   
 
MR. AARON PODEY:  Down in Florida we have 
trophy; one over the size limit for a trophy, so I’d like 
to make sure that we include that in the options.  I 
think it falls under bag limit or size limit, but just to 
make sure that is in there. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  I would say slot limits with 
trophy allowance. 
 
MR. PODEY:  That sounds good. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  A lot of our northern states 
will certainly want that as well.  You’re lucky if you 
see if any of those; that’s cool.  Any other additions 
or perfections?  All right, Wilson, if you’ll read it so I 
don’t have to, that would be great. 
 
DR. LANEY:  The motion is move to initiate the 
development of a Black Drum FMP that contains 
a suite of management measures to include 
recreational bag limits, size limits, slot limits with 
trophy allowance, commercial harvest cap and 
trip limits at a minimum for consideration by the 
board.  Motion by Dr. Laney; seconded by Mr. 
Miller. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  All right, thank you.  I 
know our CCA buddy in the audience is the only 
public.  If there is anyone that wants to speak to the 
motion, if not we’ll go ahead and vote.  All right, all 
those in favor of the motion signify by saying aye; 
opposed.  Unanimous; very good; thank you very 
much.  All right, Danielle informs me that we will 
see the draft at the annual meeting.  The next item on 
the agenda is fishery management plan reviews and 
state compliance. 
 

FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
REVIEWS AND STATE COMPLIANCE 

 

RED DRUM FMP REVIEW 
MS. CHESKY:  We’ve got red drum and croaker on 
tap for today, so we’ll start with red drum.  There has 
not been any change in status to the FMP since we 
last met.  We’re still under Amendment 2.  In terms 
of status of compliance, the PRT finds that all states 
have fulfilled the requirements of Amendment 2.  
There are no proposed changes to state regulations.  
North Carolina did account for its 2009 and 2010 
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overage.  Florida has recently updated its regional 
assessment in 2011.   
 
In terms of the status of the stock and assessment 
advice, our last benchmark was 2009 so we don’t 
have any updates since then. The next stock 
assessment is scheduled for 2015, and at that point 
hopefully the longline data that we’ve been collecting 
will be available for that stock assessment and will be 
very helpful to the board. 
 
The current status of the fisheries; total red drum 
landings in 2011, 1.6 million pounds.  It is about a 25 
percent decrease from 2010, but also remember that 
2009 to 2010 showed about a 39 percent increase, so 
right now we’re pretty much near the long-term 
average.  Ninety-nine percent of the total landings 
came from our southern region where the fishery is 
almost exclusively recreational. 
 
Your big landers in that were Florida at 34 percent 
and South Carolina at 31 percent.  Georgia was at 26 
percent of that recreational harvest.  The commercial 
harvest is much smaller; only about 96,000 pounds; 
most of which comes from North Carolina.  As noted, 
most of the fishery is the recreational fishery and a 
large portion of the recreational fishery also releases 
as you can see in the yellow bars versus the blue bars. 
 
The line itself shows the percent released, which 
pretty much mirrors the average that it has been over 
the last ten years.  In terms of de minimis requests, 
there is no specific criteria for de minimis defined in 
Amendment 2 although we do have requests from 
New Jersey and Delaware, which landed zero 
landings in the last few years.   
 
The PRT does recommend that you accept those de 
minimis requests.  There are no exemptions from any 
of the requirements for being de minimis.  Again, 
recommendation to support continued moratorium in 
the EEZ; consider approving the de minimis requests 
from New Jersey and Delaware; and pretty much to 
maintain the current management measures as is until 
the next stock assessment.  Thank you very much. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Just as an update from 
North Carolina on our landings, you see that drop-off 
in 2010 or 2011; we have seen a huge decline in our 
red drum landings commercially because of our sea 
turtle settlement agreement.  It has dropped our large 
mesh gill net effort by about 60 percent, and that is 
where the majority of the bycatch comes from for the 
red drum in the commercial fishery.   
 
It looks like we’ll finish this year at about the same as 
last year, around a hundred thousand pounds, so I 

don’t think we’ll have a cap overage problem unless 
sea turtles become delisted, which is not likely.  Is 
there interest in entertaining the de minimis requests 
of New Jersey and Delaware?  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, I would make a 
motion that we accept the recommendations of the 
plan review team and grant the de minimis 
requests for New Jersey and Delaware. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Second by Aaron.  Is 
everybody clear on the motion?  Bob. 
 
ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL:  You 
may want to include in there also accepting the FMP 
review and the recommendations; just the whole 
review. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Thank you, Bob, yes, consider that a 
perfecting amendment. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Does that make you happy, 
Bob?  Is everybody else happy with that language?  
Any changes or corrections?  Any discussion?  If not, 
I will read it:  move to accept the Red Drum FMP 
Review, including the recommendations of the PRT 
and grant de minimis requests for Delaware and New 
Jersey.  Motion by Mr. Boyles; second by Mr. Podey.  
Any objection to that motion?  Seeing none, the 
motion carries.  Next. 
 

ATLANTIC CROAKER FMP REVIEW 
MS. CHESKY:  Last but not least is the Atlantic 
Croaker FMP Review.  Similar to red drum in terms 
of the status of the FMP, there has been no update 
since the Addendum I was implemented in early 
2011, so we’re still on that route.  Status of the stock; 
the 2010 stock assessment again was the last time 
that we’ve assessed.   
 
Overfishing was likely not occurring although the 
overfish status could not be determined, as you heard 
from Joe today.  This graph specifically comes from 
the status of the stock.  Again the SSB was not 
accepted, but the F values were by this peer review.  
In terms of the status of the fishery currently, the 
2011 total harvest was at 14.8 million pounds. 
 
This is a 64 percent decline since the peak at 41.2 
million pounds in 2001.  This continues a continued 
decline that we have seen in the fishery in the 
commercial and recreational.  Split up among the 
regions, although the stock is no longer considered to 
be assessed on the Mid-Atlantic versus South 
Atlantic regions, there is a recognized difference in 
terms of the targeting of the sizes among those 
regions and so we still present these data. 
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You see that the southern region has been fairly 
stable whereas the primary source of harvest and also 
the declines that have been seen have been in the 
Mid-Atlantic as noted in Virginia and North 
Carolina.  There is quite a recreational component as 
well and most likely it has been about 50/50 between 
releases and landings itself. 
 
Both the recreational harvest and released fish have 
generally increased over the time series, but have 
declined overall in the last decade itself.  In terms of 
state compliance and de minimis requests, the PRT 
finds that all states have fulfilled the requirements of 
Amendment 1, which is to submit the compliance 
report.   
 
In terms of the de minimis requests, the PRT finds 
that all of the requests, Delaware for commercial; 
South Carolina, commercial; Georgia, commercial 
and recreation; and Florida, commercial; all qualify.  
Again, the status does not exempt the states from any 
of the compliance requirements.   
 
The PRT’s recommendations include considering 
approving the de minimis requests from Delaware, 
South Carolina, Georgia and Florida; continuing to 
encourage the use of circle hooks; and as well as 
noted in the Croaker TC Report, to support research 
and monitoring, especially of bycatch and discards 
that might help at the next stock assessment in 2015.  
Thank you. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Any questions for Danielle 
on the Croaker Report?  Seeing none, I would 
entertain a motion similar to the last.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, I make a motion to 
accept the Croaker FMP Review, including the 
recommendations of the plan review team and 
grant de minimis requests to Florida, Georgia, 
South Carolina and Delaware. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Seconded by Spud.  Any 
objection to the motion?  Seeing none, the motion 
carries.   
 

REVIEW NOMINATIONS FOR SOUTH 
ATLANTIC SPECIES ADVISORY PANEL 

 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:All right, the last item is 
review nominations for South Atlantic Species 
Advisory Panel.  Danielle. 
 
MS. CHESKY:  North Carolina has nominated 
Bernie McCants, Jr., as a member of the South 
Atlantic Species Advisory Panel, and so we would 

just need a motion, Mr. Chairman, to approve that 
nomination. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  Mr. Chairman, I would move that 
we appoint Charles Bernie McCants, Jr., to fill a 
North Carolina spot on the South Atlantic Species 
Advisory Panel. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Seconded by Bill Cole.  
Any objection to the motion?  The motion carries.  
Joe, do you want to make a quick introduction? 
 
MR. GRIST:  As of 15 minutes ago, I ceased being 
the chairman of the technical committee for croaker, 
but the future and current chair is now present, Chris 
McDonough, South Carolina, sitting back there next 
to Mr. Boyles.  He will be presenting the Croaker TC 
Reports to you for the next two yeas. 
 
CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  Welcome and thank you for 
coming.  Robert. 
 
MR. BOYLES:  I think we would be remiss if we 
didn’t offer Joe a round of applause, so, Joe, thank 
you.  (Applause) 
 

ADJOURNMENT 

CHAIRMAN DANIEL:  He can get a report done 
quick; I like that. Anything else to come before the 
South Atlantic Board?  All right, we’re adjourned. 
 
(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned a 2:12 
o’clock p.m., August 9, 2012.) 


