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P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S
(9:00 a.m.)

MR. BROOKS: It's 9:00, and I think we
should get going. Good morning to everybody in
the room, good morning to everybody online.
Welcome back to day 2 of the spring HMS meeting.
I'm remembering that, 2026.

All right. Thank you all yesterday for
such a good conversation, really appreciate the
range of perspectives and the feedback that you
provided over a range of issues here, so thank
you. And we'll just keep that going today. Let

me just remind us again of what the game plan is

for today. In the morning, we'll have -- we'll
cover a couple of topics. First, we'll start
with discussion of the -- on the executive order

on seafood competitiveness, so we'll hear --
this is not a new topic here. There have been
lots of ideas raised here and elsewhere, and
we'll get to hear from Karyl on the range of
ideas, and really sort of push for more

perspectives from you on -- you all on what is




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

resonating, what's important, other ideas that
maybe aren't on the list that you want HMS folks
to be thinking about.

After a break at around 10:15, we'll
come back and get an update from leadership. As
I mentioned, we'll be joined by wvideo with
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, Eugenio
Pifleiro Soler. We'll have a half hour as we
typically do, so I'm sure Eugenio will have some
thoughts to share, and then we'll open it up
across the sectors for any questions you all
might have for him.

At 11:00, we'll hear from the Science
Center. John Walter will talk to us about stock
assessments and sort of where they're thinking
about going with that, which I know is always
important around the table and interest. We
will break at 12:00 for lunch, and we'll have an
hour and a half for that. So from 12:00 to
1:30, again, as always to the -- you know, if
you need to be making phone calls, answering

emails, ask you to put it into that block so we
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can be really focused together.

And then the afternoon is the
Recreational Roundtable, which we already sort
of introduced yesterday, but we'll introduce it
again more fully in the afternoon. But that is
really an opportunity to invite the range of
stakeholders who think and care about
recreational fishing issues into the mix. So it
is a conversation that is bigger than this
table, so we expect to have folks in the room,
as well as online. And we'll hear from
everybody as well as from you all.

But again, as I think Brad said
yesterday, this is really a chance to hear from
folks who don't have a seat at this particular
table. And again, it's really about hearing
what's on people's mind as important issues to
be thinking about addressing as the agency goes
forward. That will be the entire afternoon from
1:30 to 4:45. At 4:45, we'll have an
opportunity for public comment, and then we'll

sort of wrap up and adjourn by 5:15 at the
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latest.

Ground rules. I've hit this yesterday
just to hit the sort of greatest hits of ground
rules. Please contribute, share time, integrate
what you're hearing from others, ask questions
so you understand. You know, I think you all
are having great conversations, so just keep it
going. For any members of the public who are in
the room or online, the conversation this
morning when we're not in the roundtable is
around the table among the advisory panel
members. They are the primary participants.

Again, we'll have lots of opportunities
for people to weigh in more generally during the
rec roundtable and public comment. For those
who are online, again, just if you can keep your
camera on when you're talking, that's great.
Definitely encourage online folks to jump in
more. Yesterday was a bit quiet, and we want to
make sure that you are fully involved as much as
you want to be, whether you're in the room or

online.
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And when you want to get into the mix,
just raise a virtual hand. If for some reason
that's not working, throw something in the chat.
And again, speaking of chat, please minimize the
use of that as you did yesterday. You know, if
somebody around the table or online says
something and you agree, you can just throw a
ditto in, and we'll be able to capture that way.
But chats don't go out to everybody. And so
it's funky to have sort of a separate
conversation going on in chat.

So if you do have something to say, we
will have -- HMS staff will be tracking that,
and as appropriate, reflect it back out to
everybody. If you are joining by phone, you can
mute yourself on and off with star six, and you
can raise a hand star three. Again, I will
continue to run the queue the way I did
yesterday, which is mostly taking it up in the
order of cards, but also deviating to bring in
people who have been quiet or keep a

conversation going, or make sure we're hearing
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from across all the different sectors. And in
the room, again, just raise your card when you
want to get in. Tech issues to Pete, and again,
we are recording this meeting.

Questions anybody about what we're up
to today, about ground rules, about any
reflections from yesterday that sort of came to
you as you were at the happy hour or later that
you think would be helpful for folks around the
table or up here to hear? Anybody?

Karyl, anything you want to add?

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Just thank you all
for being here again. And as with yesterday,
I'll probably continue standing up occasionally,
so feel free to join me or not. But as Bennett
said, please be quiet when you do.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Yeah. And if we
have too many people wandering at some point,
you know, I'll get us back to the table. All
right, let's hand it back to Karyl then. I
think you're going to be leading us on the

executive order on seafood competitiveness.
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So Karyl, over to you.

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yes. Thank you,
Bennett. And good morning, everybody. We are
back again, day two, and we are all bright-eyed
and bushy-tailed, and ready to talk about the
executive order, I am sure. So we talked about
it at our fall meeting. This is -- repeated the
same slide, but for those of you who weren't
there, this is Executive Order 14276, Restoring
America's Seafood Competitiveness.

And these are quotes from its purpose
and policy. I'm not going to read them all, but
just highlighting a few phrases within them,
addressing unfair trade practices, ensuring the
integrity of the seafood supply chain, promoting
the productive harvest of seafood resources, and
protecting our seafood markets from unfair trade
practices of foreign nations. So that gives you
a sense of what's in that executive order.

Among many other things, the executive
order required NMFS to solicit public comments

on ways to improve fisheries management and
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science. And that, in a nutshell, is what we
will be talking about today. So we did request
public comments in August last year. The public
comment period originally ended on October 14th,
but then when we came back from our shutdown, we
reopened it for two weeks.

So during that public comment time
period last September, those of you who are here
will remember we had a really good discussion on
the executive order, and you all gave us a whole
bunch of ideas to think about on what you wanted
to see happen under the executive order. Aiman
at the time helped me keep track of all the
ideas we received, and we have posted that on
our webpage.

Since that meeting, we have
consolidated all those suggestions, because
there were a lot. There were several pages
within the suggestions you gave us. We
consolidated them all. We also included all the
comments we received during the public comment

period, including the later public comment.
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So today, I'm asking for all of your
help as we work through a list of 24 items in
helping us prepare and prioritize what would
benefit all of you the most. So I have a bullet
here on whether we missed anything in the
consolidation. So I'm not talking about
necessarily brand new ideas. I'm talking about
when we pull things together, do you feel like
we missed something that you had brought up
previously?

I am going to be going through and sort
of summarizing my understanding of the bullets
we pulled together. If you believe I am
misunderstanding or misunderstood something you
said last fall, or just entirely
misunderstanding anything, feel free to let me
know. And then I am asking for all of you to
think about the one item that you feel will
benefit you and your fishing sector however you
want to define fishing sector the most.

So some of these items on the list are

things that we are working on. Those are the
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first five items, so I'll go over that. All the
other items are things we haven't decided on,
whether we're going to do, whether we want to
do, what would be required under all of them.
So I'm really looking for all of you to help
weigh in as we go through it. And the purpose
of this is to help us prioritize what actions
we're going to be taking later this year and
over the next few years.

So I'm just going to stop there before
I go into the list just to see if there's any
initial concerns about this.

All right, I'm not seeing anything.
Moving on. Thank you, Bennett. All right. So
diving into things, and these are numbered.
They are not numbered in any priority. The list
is not jumbled together in anything that would
make sense. It is truly just a list.

So items 1 through 5 are things that we
are working on. So eliminating the biweekly
dealer reporting requirement, that is something

we heard. It is in our E-reporting rule. So
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just letting you know it's something we heard.
We're still moving on it.

Simplify recreational fish reporting by
implementing reporting apps. I think if you
remember from my presentation yesterday, we do
have a number of options, online options and
apps that you can use. If you want additional
ones, we can certainly talk about that.

Change the commercial retention limits
for large coastal sharks. We haven't yet talked
about that at this present -- at this meeting,
but we will tomorrow when Guy presents Amendment
16.

Increase the commercial retention
limits for blacknose sharks. Again, we haven't
talked about it yet at this meeting, but that is
a proposed rule that is currently out for public
comment, and Guy will be presenting that
tomorrow.

Allow shark scraps to be used for bait.
And that is another thing we heard last time,

and it is going to be up for discussion when we
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get to the Amendment 16 presentation tomorrow.
So everything else on this list, we have not
started or done anything with.

So remove upgrading restrictions to the
Swordfish handgear limited access permit. If
you all remember, in '99 when we implemented
limited access, we had upgrading restrictions of
horsepower, length overall, and gross and net
tonnage for all vessels. And it was, at that
time, that those upgrading restrictions were
implemented. Swordfish handgear limit access
permit is the one and only limited access permit
that still has those upgrading restrictions. So
that's what my understanding that this bullet
would do, would be removing that from that
limited access permit.

And that's not to be confused with
number 7, make changes to the commercial limited
access permits. And so these changes are much
broader. They are a group of things that we did
consolidate, including things like removing the

tri-pack requirement. So that's the requirement
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where people using longline need to have the
swordfish, tuna, and shark permits together in
order to have a wvalid permit. This could
include opening up and removing the limited
access, and changing everything to open access.
This could also include allowing for people to
have, for example, a general category permit
with a longline permit. So those type of
changes is what's encompassed in number 7.

Removing barriers for new entrants into
the longline fishery by establishing a set-aside
quota. This is something we set the framework
up in Amendment 13. In short, anyone who wants
to go into the pelagic longline fishery not only
needs to have all the permits, and the EM, and
the VMS, and all of that, they also need to have
IBQ.

And this is what IBQ, standing
individual bluefin quota, this is what number 8
is about, is providing a set-aside quota to give
new entrants' IBQ for their first year, second

year. Don't know yet. That's what number 8 is
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about.

Number 9, implement restricted fishing
days for the Angling category. Right now, we
have restricted fishing days for the General
category for bluefin. Those restricted fishing
days are Tuesday, Friday, and Saturday. And on
a restricted fishing days, you cannot land
bluefin tuna. So this would be for the Angling
category, recreational. You would not be able
to land bluefin tuna on those days.

Number 10 removes sharks from the
prohibited species list. Over the years, we've
added sharks to the prohibited species list. We
have yet to remove any sharks from the
prohibited species list. Some of the species of
sharks are on the prohibited species list
because we were concerned for their ability to
withstand fishing pressure, for example, sand
tiger sharks or white sharks.

Other species of sharks were added to
the prohibited species list. I'm going to

phrase it as a way to simplify management by
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removing species that weren't traditionally
being landed anyway, such as big nose sharks,
which I know is something that Rusty always
asked for us, to add big nose sharks in. So if
you are interested in number 10, I would be very
interested in hearing what -- which species you
are interested in having removed from the
prohibited species list. And yeah, I'm only on
number 10 of 24, but we're getting there.

Number 11, enable vessel owners to
obtain an HMS permit without the need to wait
for state registration or U.S. Coast Guard
documentation. And I had a great conversation
with Matt and John last night about whether or
not this is needed. In short, this is for when
somebody obtains a new vessel. Currently, they
need to wait about ten days for that U.S. Coast
Guard documentation before they can get an HMS
permit. So is there a way for us within HMS to
make that change so that they can go fishing
right away?

Number 12, establish separate retention
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limits for non-bluefin tuna HMS private charter
and headboat vessels. So currently for the
bluefin fishery, we have the ability to set up
separate retention limits for private charter
and headboat vessels. We've done that a lot.
We did it last year. Brad went over all that.
This would be for all the non-bluefin tuna,
which I believe would be yellowfin where we have
a three fish limit, or for sharks. So just to
be clear on that, I don't think there are any
limits for billfish or the other tunas.

Number 13, eliminate the requirement
for weak hooks for Pelagic longline vessels in
the Gulf of America. Right now, weak hooks are
required from January through June, and these
are hooks that were designed specifically to
straighten and release spawning bluefin tuna.

So that's why that requirement is there, because
the Gulf is a spawning area for bluefin tuna.

Eliminate -- number 14, eliminate the
recreational yellowfin tuna retention limit. As

I mentioned before, that limit currently is
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three fish per vessel.

Number 15, allow pier or shore-based
individuals to apply for HMS permits. And so
currently, in order to have an HMS permit, you
need a vessel. And so this would allow people
fishing from shore or the pier, as we saw last
year, to catch bluefin tuna, to catch billfish,
whatever they see from the shore.

And to clarify this, we do not manage
sharks to the shore. So states currently manage
shore fishing for sharks. So this would have
some jurisdictional figuring out if we were to
move forward with this.

Resume regional, sorry, for that area
management of recreational bluefin tuna. So we
have regional management of the trophy fishery
already where we have those four areas; the Gulf
of America, the Gulf of Maine, Southern New
England, South --

MR. BROOKS: (Inaudible) Gulf of
America (inaudible) South.

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: (Inaudible) South,
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thank you. Couldn't remember the fourth one.
New to the area, couldn't remember the name of
what we call it. We also have a boundary of
north-south for the other England, but we don't
typically use that. And so this would be asking
us to bring back that particular north-south
boundary in how we do things.

Number 17, change bluefin tuna
tournament requirements. And this is specific
to people with General category permits. So in
our regulations, if you have a General category
permit, you can participate in tournaments. And
people are concerned, which is why this ended up
here, that -- those -- there's enough General
category fishermen participating in tournaments
that it uses up the General category quota. And
so they want some changes there, potentially
tournament cap for General category fishermen.

Number 18, rework the bluefin tuna sub-
quota allocations for the General category
fishery. And so all those percentages that Brad

went through yesterday for the General category,
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that's what's encompassed here, reopening that.
And I have also heard, since then, a lot of
people actually want us to reopen the whole
thing to redo all the bluefin sub-quota
allocations, not just for the General category,
but for Longline, General category, Angling,
Harpoon, you name it.

All right. Last slide, going through
the list. Number 19, modify restricted fishing
days in the bluefin General category. So as I
mentioned before, we have restricted fishing
days in the General category, three of them. We
have had requests since implementing those for
four days, which we tried one year, and also
increasing it to five days. So just to be
clear, on a restricted fishing day, you cannot
land bluefin tuna.

If we were to move it up to four
restricted fishing days a week, that leaves
three fishing days. If we move it up to five
restricted fishing days a week, that leaves two

fishing days.
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Number 20, allow fishermen to land
bluefin on a restricted fishing day if they can
verify they harvested the bluefin on a non-
restricted fishing day. So what this means is
it's Monday evening at 11:00 p.m., you just
caught your bluefin, you want to land it, but
there's no way you can make it to the port
before midnight. And so this would allow them
to make it to the port, land their bluefin tuna
on a restricted fishing day, which is Tuesday,
as long as they have some way of verifying that
they actually harvested that bluefin tuna at
11:00 p.m. on Monday.

Number 21, increase the minimum size
limit for recreational bluefin. I think that's
pretty self-evident what that means. But for
implications, remember that if it is a larger
bluefin, it is a heavier bluefin, and the quotas
are monitored in weight.

Allow pelagic longline fishermen to retain
all dead bluefin.Right now, pelagic longline

fishermen can only retain bluefin that meet the
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minimum size, which is 73 inches. They are
required to retain all dead bluefin that are
above that minimum size, but they must discard
all dead bluefin that are below the minimum
size. They still count those dead discards
against the IBQ, but they have to discard them.
So under this, it would, in essence, remove the
minimum size for dead bluefin for pelagic
longline fishermen.

Number 23, eliminate the closed areas.
So we just implemented amendment 15, which
modified the closed areas, and set up a way for
us to collect data on all those closed areas,
both in monitoring areas and through exempted
fishing permits in the remaining closed areas.
Under 23, they're asking us to remove them
entirely.

And then 24 is implement a mandatory
physical tag system for all recreationally
harvested bluefin. This would be similar to the
dealer tags that are required for the commercial

ones. Only this would be for the recreational




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

26

fishery. And so that is the list of 24 items
that I want to focus our discussion on. We need
to prioritize these, and decide which ones we're
going to move forward on for regulatory action.
Some of these might be a quick hit, meaning it
would take us six months a year to implement.
Others would be a pretty major overhaul, and an
FMP amendment.

And as we'wve seen, FMP amendments can
take, I would say at a minimum two years, but
more likely much longer. So our prioritization
will consider staff workload the expected
benefits of any of these actions. So that's why
I really want to hear for your one item what you
expect the benefit to be, how it aligns with the
agency priorities and requirements.

So a lot of those are the different
executive orders, but also the existing
statutes. And anything we do, of course, needs
to be consistent with all the existing statutes;
so Magnuson, Stevens, ATCA, all of it.

And of course, with that, I am anxious
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to hear what all of you have to say. Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Karyl. That was
super helpful. I have one question for you.
Just -- I know we have about 45 minutes or so
for this discussion, maybe 50. If people have
comments that they haven't gotten out today, is
it possible to send in comments afterwards just
so we're all sort of clear on that piece?

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yes. If you have
any comments after today, feel free to send me
an email.

MR. BROOKS: Great. So again, just to
sort of lay out what we want to do for the next
50 minutes or so. We'd love to hear from as
many people as possible on the advisory panel
today -- sorry, in the room or online. Twenty-
four issues. We've got 30, 35 people. We can
all do the math. Want to make sure that we can
all, you know, hear -- have a chance to hear
from one another, and hear from everybody who
wants to weigh in. So please be succinct if you

can.
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Again, sort of top questions are what
really pops for you as an important priority
that can make a difference as meaningful.

That's the -- is there something in the framing
that Karyl just did that might have missed
something or misconstrued it. In which case,
please help us understand that, and clarify
that.

And again, if you, you know, don't get
all your comments out into the -- you know, in
conversation here, just fold in by chat. I know
there may be interest in sort of -- like, I want
to give five or six comments here. I'm going to
be pretty tight on that, because I want to make
sure we're hearing from everyone. So I'd invite
you to keep your comments to just one or two
things so we can, again, share the time with
everybody.

And then as needed, please fold in, you
know, after the fact with Karyl and staff. And
last -- my last request is as you talk to these,

please start with a number, so we can all be
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very clear on what we're talking about. That
will be really helpful to Karyl and team.

So with that, let me dive in. I'm just
going to start over here with Al, and then I'll
work my way around this room and online, and
then just sort of bounce it back and forth.

So Al, up to you.

MR. MERCIER: Yeah, Alfred Mercier.
I -- I'll comment on the buoy fishing, but I
don't have the number in front of me on the --
you know, but I won't do the longline. I'1l let
Marty do that one, because I longline 48 years
ago. So the buoy fishing and the unlimited
access permit, they need to take all
restrictions off of it so we can catch more
swordfish, more boats can get involved in it
because we got to meet our quota somewhat.
Because if we don't have our quota met, it's
going to just go to some other country.

And taking off those restrictions off
the handgear, deliver the entry, and just no

horsepower, no length of boat, that would help a
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lot. Also, the deep setting gear for the power
haul back, I'm already doing it now. Going to
have EFP, but that is a good way for catching
longline fish on the bottom.

We only fish 15, 16 buoys, and we do
very well doing it. So we kind of proved that
already. So I'll just skip with that, and let
it go on here.

MR. BROOKS: Karyl, maybe you can just
call off the number when it comes up.

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Sure. I believe
Al was talking about 6.

MR. BROOKS: 6, perfect. Thank you,
just so we're tracking that. Great, thanks.

Let's go to Scott.

MR. VAETH: I think the most important
one there for me would be number 3, to increase
or remove the commercial retention limits for
large coastal sharks. By removing or increasing
the retention limits, it makes our trips more
profitable, which it's wvery hard to make any

money at that this business nowadays anyways.
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So I think that would help the most.

MR. BROOKS: Great, thank you. Please.
Who's -- oh, who's next? Angel? Oh, sorry.

Go ahead, Greg. And then Angel.

MR. HINKS: Thanks, Karyl. Just a
question around the allowing for shore base HMS
permits. I think you've -- it's likely you've
already given a lot more thought to this than I
have personally. So I'm curious what the agency
has identified as the likely conflicts with the
state regulations, and what other difficulties
that might, you know, introduce.

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yeah. So for
sharks, all the states on the Eastern Seaboard
are following the ASMFC regs. I think some
states are different in terms of whether they
require a shark permit or just a recreational
permit. The -- they already have set up
specific limits for sharks on that shore. There
are differences in terms of where they allow
shark fishing, all of that to happen. And I

think we would just need to figure out right now
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how that would work with our current
requirements on -- you need to follow the -- if
you have an HMS permit, you need to follow the
most restrictive regulations when you have that
permit.

And what would be more restrictive, the
one vessel which wouldn't really apply if you're
on the shore? Would we just switch that to one
per person on the shore? I don't know. We'd
have to think through all of that, and that's
where it would get a little tricky.

MR. HINKS: Do you have anything
specific to bluefin tuna that would be maybe
different from sharks?

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yeah. So for
tunas, we do manage all the way to the shore,
and I think we would need to figure out what the
limit would be for a shore-based angler and what
quota it would come under. Would it still come
under the Angling? Are they angling? Are they
commercial?

And just how frequently would that
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happen? How frequently do people see tunas from
the shore? And it has been -- seems like it's
increasing in frequency at the moment.

MR. BROOKS: Greg, do you have a
priority you want to call out? Yeah. Is there
a particular item on the list that seems --
jumps for you?

MR. HINKS: ©No, not necessarily.

MR. BROOKS: Okay, thanks.

Angel?

MS. WILLEY: So I have a lot of
concerns without having more information about a
lot of these. For Number 24, tags for bluefin
tuna, we just got out of that business and we
only have one port. Tags for recreational
fishing is really difficult to manage. It's
really expensive. As far as moving species off
the prohibited list for sharks, I'd want to know
what the process would be, because a lot of
those species haven't had a stock assessment.

Yellowfin tuna, eliminating the

retention limit. We've had anglers ask to lower
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the limit before for yellowfin tuna. The shore
permit, I think, is something we should
investigate. And then anything about the
boundaries for bluefin tuna or regional
management, we would like to be involved in that
because I feel like Ocean City has been kind of
left in a bad spot for bluefin tuna in the
geography and the timing of our opportunities.
Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Angel.

So some questions that needs to be
involved and at least in terms of priority, the
shore-based is one that jumps. Great.

Charles?

MR. WITEK: Okay. Number 9, the
restricted fishing days for recreational
bluefin. I brought that up last fall, not in
connection with the executive order, but as a
way to eke out the most season possible when
we're in a bad situation like we were last year
with a restrictive quota. So that would be a

tool for use under those circumstances and not
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generally. Generally, I would not want to see
it.

Number 14, the removing the
recreational bag limit for yellowfin, I think
that's a bad idea. I think it would lead to a
lot of waste. A lot of people, even with our
three-fish limit, don't show up at the dock with
enough coolers and enough ice to take care of
their fish at the end of the day. A larger bag
limit would just make that worse. It would also
lead to illicit sale by angling category
holders. There's always some level of illicit
sale that goes on now, but the more fish a boat
can bring back, the more likely that's going to
be.

Beyond that, number 16, regional
management of bluefin, I think it's a good idea.
We saw last year, when we had a big early
harvest down in the lower Mid-Atlantic, the
Northeast was a little bit hurt with an early
closure. It would be better if we had a

division between the two regions.
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MR. BROOKS: And, Charles, is that --
if you were sort of naming one as a priority,
would that be the one?

MR. WITEK: I think so. I'm a private
boat recreational fisherman, so none of these
really benefit me too much, but the regional, I
think, would be the most benefit.

MR. BROOKS: Great.

And a priority certainly doesn't need
to be something that benefits someone around the
table. It could just be something that makes a
lot of sense, so fair enough.

Please, Bob.

MR. HUMPHREY: Thanks. Not
surprisingly, I believe it's number 17,
tournaments. A few years back, Brad gave me
some data, ran some numbers for me. I think
there was five years of landings in the General
category. And as best as I could with those
data, I teased out that it appears there's no
significant difference on landings between

tournament days and non-tournament days. So
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it's sort of a spurious argument.
Secondly, the quota is for people
holding a General category permit. So those are

their fish available to them, regardless of

whether they're in a tournament or not. And
certainly I'll send up with some -- follow-up
with some written comments. Also, if you would

please indulge me, while I agree with pretty
much all the recreational-related suggestions
here, I wonder how they affect seafood
competitiveness.

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: So how all the
recreational lead back to the purpose and policy
within the EO, I would argue that the -- if you
reread the bullets broadly, it can still apply.
While a lot of us tend to think of the seafood
supply chain as commercial, there's elements
within that supply chain that rely on both
commercial and recreational. So by
strengthening recreational, you can also help
strengthen the commercial supply chain.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER 1: Sounds great




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

38

(inaudible) .

MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

Let's go to John. Then we're sort of
halfway in the room. 1I'll pause, pick up a
couple people online, and then work our way
around the other half.

John?

MR. DEPERSENAIRE: Yeah. Thank you.
Number 11 is one we've been talking about for at
least four years. I just made sort of that
publicly known, I guess, last fall, so I'm happy
to see this up here. I guess my perspective on
this is, you know, I think we want to see the
process start. We've been talking about it.
We've been -- you guys have been very good about
identifying why we can't correct this, but now
that it's up there, I want to see a process,
some pathway to find resolution to this. And I
don't think we can overlook the economic impact
of this. You know, Viking alone does over, you
know, 200 new boats a year. You know, as you

mentioned, Coast Guard documentation on average,
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ten days, ten business days, that's swelled to
four to six weeks now following the shutdown.
Last fall, you guys estimated that each
HMS fishing day on a private boat is roughly
$1,100 in economic output. So we're talking
about real foregone economic output from this,
and I don't think we can ignore that because
it's difficult to address or hard to find the
solution for this. So I think this falls
exactly in line with this EO. It's a paperwork
issue. There's got to be some remedy for this.
On 18, I think that's worthy of
discussion. On 10, prohibited species list, you
know, I'm really looking for a process there.
As I mentioned last -- you know, last fall when
we had a hearing on this, it's not that I
necessarily want to see species come off
immediately, but there has to be some clear
pathway for them to come off. They can't stay
on there forever. It's not consistent with
Magnuson. It's not a de facto ESA listing.

It -- there has to be some pathway for sharks to
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go on but also come off. And even if we don't
have a stock assessment, it doesn't mean it
should stay on there for perpetuity. So perhaps
refining 10, but that's my feeling on the
prohibited species list. Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you, John.

Let's jump online here. I've got David
Schalit, then Jimmy Hull, and then Kevin Aman.

So, David, we'll open you up and you
can jump in, and just assume you are -- we are
hearing you.

MR. SCHALIT: Okay. I hope you're
hearing me now. Thank you, Bennett.

Yes. With regard to seafood
competitiveness, I'm mindful of what -- that
what I have to say is not something which we can
take action on right now because of EO 14192,
but I thought it was -- it would be important to
mention that we have -- in bluefin -- with
bluefin, we have Mexican, Canadian, Spanish,
Croatian, and Turkish imports coming into this

country regularly selling farmed bluefin, okay?
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And one of the problems we have, which could be
addressed, when Executive Order 14192 no longer
stands in the way, is the way in which we -- the
way we -- the way quota i1s distributed in the
fall season, okay? As it stands right now,
during the fall, we will -- for example, in
September, we will have three weeks of fishing,
and then it's usually -- we usually finish the
quota at that point, then we -- we're closed for
a week, let's say. And then we begin in October
when we have maybe five days of fishing and

we've used up all the October quotas.

So what we've left with -- what we're
left with is these -- this kind of large, big
gaping hole of -- from, let's say, the second

week of October through the 1st of December when
we cannot deliver bluefin tuna to our customers
in the United States, because -- and
notwithstanding the fact that the fish are in
the water and available and can be caught. So
this provides our competitors, our foreign

competitors, with a singular opportunity to sell
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into our market at a time when we actually have
fish that we can -- that we can supply. So
the -- in the long term, I think the way to
address this issue, obviously, is to take a look
at what's needed in these subquota periods in
the fall to smooth that out a bit so that we're
able to maintain and continue to deliver to our
customers during that entire period rather than
having this five -- approximately five-week gap.
And that's my comment for today. Thanks very
much.

MR. BROOKS: David, before you go
offline here, does that line up with -- 18.

Thank you. Thanks, Karyl.

Okay. Thanks, David.

MR. SCHALIT: Okay. Thanks, man.

MR. BROOKS: Let's go to Jimmy Hull.

MR. HULL: Hi. Thank you.

I support all of the recommendation
bullets that reduce and eliminate overburdensome
and any effective regulations on fishermen, also

support the ones that reduce and eliminate dead
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discards and wasting of the resource. And I
know we're working on some of those and going to
talk about them that we're making headway on.
But, you know, this is -- this look at -- is
very needed, and I think our response with these
bullets is good, and support the ones that do as
I said. Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Jimmy, before you go
offline, is there one or two in particular that
pops to you as -- you know, going to make a --
an immediate or bigger difference?

MR. HULL: Well, number 4, number 3,
because I'm a commercial shark fisherman, so
obviously those are going to make a big
difference to me in my sector.

MR. BROOKS: Okay.

MR. HULL: But, again, any of them that
will reduce overburdensome regulations, any
effective regulations on fishermen of all
sectors. We have to -- and we -- anything that
will make it easier for the commercial fishing

industry to survive and get new entrants. So
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some of these address those with the permitting
and things.

MR. BROOKS: Right.

MR. HULL: So those are the ones in
general that I support. Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy. Super
helpful.

Let's go to Kevin, Stephen, and then
we'll come back to the room, and I'll pick up a
comment in the chat as well.

Kevin.

MR. AMAN: Okay. Hey there. There was
just two that I was interested in. I mean, I'm
interested in a lot of them, but two in
particular. Number 15, having to do with the
shore-based HMS permit, I'm in favor of that. I
think that would be a good thing. It would be

an added data source for us. You know, folks

are, you know, using this as -- you know,
there -- there's ways around this, I think, and
folks are trying to figure those out. I just --

I think this is something that's going to, you




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

45

know, continue to occur here off of North
Carolina and probably over in other places and,
you know, folks are going to try to do it. So
we might as well, you know, come up with a
permit for it and use it as a data source, and
hopefully we can get some data out of it.

The second one is the number 24.
Excuse me. The mandatory physical tag system
for the recreational harvest of bluefin tunas.
I think the digital -- I really was a big fan of
the tagging system. I know it was kind of a
pain for some folks, but I was a big advocate
for it. I think we got, you know, some better
information, you know, when the system was in
place. I'd like to see it come back. A lot of
these recreational fish, I don't know if people
just aren't aware of the -- you know, of the
process of how to, you know, document these
catches. But again, the better data we can
have, I feel like we're in a -- we'll be in a
better spot. So I'd like to -- I'd like to see

this. I think this is important.
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MR. BROOKS: Great.

MR. AMAN: And thank you for letting me
comment. Appreciate it.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Kevin.

Let's pick up Stephen Rhodes online,
and then we'll come back into the room.

MR. RHODES: Hi. Good morning.

MR. BROOKS: Morning.

MR. RHODES: I wanted to focus on point
number 10 regarding adding some of the sharks
off the restricted species list, mainly focusing
on mako sharks. Prior to makos being closed,
there were some increases from 54 inches, I
think up to 72 inches, and then to 84 inches for
makos. Once makos were removed, or actually
added to the list of sharks that are prohibited,
it pretty much shut down all the recreational
shark tournaments from, say, Ocean City,
Maryland, up to New England. I know from -- I
have a large network of folks who recreational
fish and the mako -- the really predation by

makos from, say, the Outer Banks up to Cape Cod
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this past -- really the past two years, has been
really increasing quite a bit. And I think to
John DePersenaire's point earlier, there needs
to be a process put in place to determine how do
you remove sharks from that list.

And I would, you know, raise my hand
and say that makos, with a decent size limit,
should be the first species removed from that
list, say, potentially from 72 inches and above.
And that would definitely be a shot in the arm
for the shore towns that host shark tournaments.
Most tournament directors that I've spoken to
don't want to have thresher shark-only
tournaments or thresher and porbeagles
tournaments. Adding makos to the category of
sharks that could be caught would certainly
increase the interest and, you know, be a big
boost in the economies in, say, early June at
Ocean City, Maryland, up through, say, mid-July
and Cape Cod for the traditional shark
tournaments to be re-instituted.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks so much.
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Appreciate it.

And then just from the chat, I'll pull
up from Camrin, just a double thumbs up on Ally
for supporting number 6, removing buoy gear
horsepower and other regulations, and allowing
power haul back. So thanks for that, Camrin.

All right. Let's hop back in the room.

And Matt, you're up.

MR. HUTH: Hi. Thank you.

So number 15, for me, wouldn't impact
me at all, but I think if people can get out
here and catch some of these bluefin when they
come close to shore, I think we should enable
them to do that. And I'm also opposed to 14,
eliminating rec on yellowfin tuna. I mean,
coming back to the dock with 18 fish, that's a
lot of fish, and a lot of people don't have
space to, like you said, properly take care of
them and store them. So if anything, I'd say
dial it back to two per person on some of these
trips. That's a lot of fish, so --

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, Matt.
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Let's see. We've got Christine, I
think, next.

Oh, sorry, Marty. Your shirt is white
and your card is white.

MR. SCANLON: Well, I have a couple of
comments there, and then I'll go on here. But,
you know, when -- it's not on this list here,
but, you know, anything that pertains to sharks,
the -- you know, not being allowed to retain the
fins themselves, you know, which would require
an act of Congress to change that, but, you
know, anything else to -- changes to the shark
industry are pretty much meaningless as far as I
could see. If you're not going to -- if you're
going to force them to discard the most valuable
portion of the shark itself, that's like putting
a bandaid on a gunshot wound, you know, with
whatever you're doing with that. So, I mean,
until that -- we change that, which I don't ever
see that happening. But other than that,
there -- there's some -- you know, there's some

attainable things and there's some -- you know,
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some wishlist things, you know?

As far as 13 goes, you know, eliminate
the -- that's a reasonable ask, is to eliminate
the weak hooks in the Gulf of Mexico. I would
assume that that would be a reasonable ask to do
that there since we have a strict IBQ system
there that protects the bluefin tunas in the
Gulf. But, you know, to make this short, if --
you know, if we -- if we're playing pretend here
and I'm sitting on Santa's lap right now and I
can ask for the moon, I would have to say number
23, to eliminate HMS PLL closed areas
altogether, and to put them into modifying
areas.

MR. BROOKS: 1I've been doing this for
25 years. I don't ever think I've heard that
analogy before, but works.

Christine, over to you.

MS. KITTLE: Thank you.

Yeah. Mine would be that we explore a
new way to increase shark harvest on species

that we can do, and kind of to coincide with
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that. Like, for number 3, we can, like,
increase those retention limits, but if there's
no market for it, then it doesn't really help
our fishermen. So I would like to see maybe
NOAA put on a summit or some type of non -- I
mean, it doesn't have to be a regulatory thing,
but get people in the room, get commercial shark
guys in the room, get dealers, Publix, I don't
know, grocery stores, and come up with ways that
what are restricting them from selling shark
into the -- into grocery stores, or how can we
promote sharks in restaurants? I really think
we need to establish a new market and not just
increase limits when we know those limits aren't
going to be harvested.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you so much.

Raimundo, I think you're next.

MR. ESPINOZA: Thank you, Bennett.

And the first one I want to make a
comment on is number 4, you know, given that
NOAA doesn't have the jurisdiction on -- to the

shore and sharks. In Puerto Rico, they land
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blacknose sharks pretty much on a weekly basis,
and you have no data on that because there's no
reporting, because there's -- they're restricted
in federal waters, but not in state. So I think
that would be a good opportunity to begin to
gather that data just because it's missing out,
and they are being landed while being restricted
already. So that's a -- and this is -- most of
my comments are going to be very specific to
address Caribbean small boat permit.

And so the next one on that is number
6, which I agree with Camrin. I think he posted
something on -- online, and also with Ally. And
also, specific to, again, the Caribbean small
boat, what specific definition constitutes
longline because swordfish fishers and shark
fishers in Puerto Rico use long lines. The only
difference is that the longline is 20 hooks, so
it's not a very long line. But if you look at
the outline and how the description fit, it fits
the definition of the prohibited gear. So for

that -- some -- that's something that needs to
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be addressed. And so it fits into that one as
well, into number 6.

And then on -- sorry. Number 15 -- 15
as well, 15 for shore-based. In Puerto Rico,
there -- we work a lot -- the fishing sector
works a lot through the fishing associations.
There's about four -- there's 41 fishing
associations throughout Puerto Rico operating
fishing villas associations. And some of these
associations have an association boat. Some of
them combine the shark fishing on the boat, some
of them do tuna, and sometimes it's not the
fisher that has the license. 1It's the boat for
the same thing with the Caribbean small boat
permit. So allow -- not necessarily that it
allows -- they want to fish it from shore, but
sometimes the individual wants to fish. And so
many fishers on boat in Puerto Rico, it's two or
three per boat and sometimes they're not the
owner of the boat. And so that would allow,
again, for further compliance with reporting or

bringing back legal fish. This is already
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occurring as well. So that -- including that, a
non-vessel permit for the species would also
include, not just for shore-base, but also other
fishers that are actually participating in the
fishery as well.

And then just a general comment on some
of these, like number -- I believe it was number
10, and the first one of -- further details,
just eliminating -- number 10 is removing some
sharks, which sharks, and to -- or to what
extent? So more species information specific is
something that I think we really need because
some sharks shouldn't be removed, and the case

can be made for other sharks to be removed. So

that -- I think that's something that's
critically important to see -- just our -- all
sharks are not equal and don't -- and need equal

protection. And the first one as well,
eliminate biweekly reporting to what? Is that
eliminated to make it a daily? So I think we
need more details on some of these just to make

sure that they continue to be in the -- of
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course we know this is the eliminating to make
things easier for the seafood sector, but also
to what extent is the change? Is it eliminating
in general or total so if there's no reporting
requirements or just biweekly requirements?

So anyway. So that's just kind of the
general concept on some of the ones that are
general. And I know that you can outline it
because there's a lot more in going into depth.
But anyway, I just wanted to make sure I put it
out there just because there is -- the details
are where it can be very tricky on these, and I
know you know this. So thank --

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, Raimundo.

And again, you know, obviously there
are -- you may -- you all may have a lot more
detail, and again, invite those comments in, and
a number of these are already suggesting that
more conversation is needed to flesh out
specifics. Obviously, the details do matter.

Karyl, you put -- want to jump in, and

then I'll continue working the queue here?
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MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yeah. I just
wanted to clarify that biweekly dealer reporting
requirement is specific for bluefin. A lot of
people feel it is redundant because the dealers
already need to report every 24 hours, so 24
hours, and then again every two weeks, so --

MR. BROOKS: Bob.

MR. ZALES: Thank you.

On all the issues here about sharks,
I'm going to save that until tomorrow to save
you time to make my comments on all the shark
stuff. On number 23, that would include Karyl,
the De Soto Canyon area that we've been -- after
trying to eliminate. Okay. So clearly what SFA
would like to see is -- what is it? Number 13,
eliminate the weak hooks in the Gulf, 22 to
allow retention of any dead fish on that hook,
and to eliminate the closed areas. The
rationale for all of those, and what I'm going
to be saying about sharks tomorrow is, there are
two keywords in this EO, restore and

competitiveness. And by doing these actions,
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you would meet the requirement and the directive
from the president to restore competitiveness in
the commercial seafood industry. By eliminating
closed areas, you're looking at fuel today, two
to three times higher than what it was a month
and a half ago. That doesn't just apply to

the -- okay.

So anyway, the fuel cost is not just
applicable to the diesel that goes in that motor
to go and come back from fishing. It applies to
every activity that the commercial operation is
involved with from receiving bait to processing
the fish to transporting the fish, everything
that's there. Those fuel costs increase every
part of that business. So by eliminating the
closed areas, which causes these people to have
to run an extra couple of hundred miles to try
to access fish, it also is a safety issue,
especially this time of year with hurricanes in
the Gulf. When you get to an area that's
several hundred miles away from home, storm

comes up, you get caught in that situation.
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You're having to seek safe harbor somewhere that
you're not familiar with rather than being
closer to home. The dead fish on the line,
having to cut them loose, that's a waste. The
fish is dead, so it needs to come to the market,
which will help improve the economic benefit for
that fishery.

The weak hooks, a lot of fish are lost
because of the weak hooks. It creates a big
problem. And when you look at this, too, and
there were comment made earlier about whether or
not the rec side is part of this EO, when you
look at the recreational fishery, recreational
fishing with the exception of the angler
catching the fish, every other component of that
fishery is a profitable business. Everything
that angler uses, he buys from somebody that
makes this. So they're just as much as the
business as the commercial fishery is involved
in that.

And another thing that's not listed

here, that I would strongly encourage, is that
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in any of the fishery management actions that
you all take, more weight to be applied to the
economic and social impacts to the people
involved in these fisheries that these
regulations cause because the fishery service
does a reasonable job at managing fish. You
don't do a job at all about managing the
business of fishing. And that's what we would
like to see, is more involvement in the business
of fishing because that affects people's lives.
There's hundreds, i1f not thousands, of small
family businesses that depend on all this, and
they need this to survive. And the whole
purpose behind this EO that we believe is, if we
don't do something to increase the seafood
competitiveness of the commercial fishery in
this country in ten years, you won't have one.
Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob.

I've got about one, two, three, four,
five, six, seven, about eight to ten people

still in the queue. We've got about 15 minutes.
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This is a great discussion going just the way we
hoped it would. So let's just keep it going.

Mike.

MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you.

And, Karyl, thank you for the clarity
about recreational fishing.

I mean, as I look at this promote --
productive harvest of our seafood resources and
recreationally, that falls into that. And, you
know, specific for for-hire, we've had this
discussion before that, you know, (inaudible)
the for-hire vessels have the ability to catch
and sell bluefin tuna as well as swordfish in a
for-hire trip. This kind of falls into general
category, too, that we -- we've looked at ways
in which one could promote the charter headboat
or general category vessels. You catch the
fish, you sell it. Then let's promote that with
the public that, you know, this fish was caught
locally, let's say, at Stellwagen Bank, using
appropriate means and methods, you know, in

comparison to our international community that
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uses different means and methods that may not be
as -- you know, sound as harsh, and promote the

captain, promote the vessel, and sell that with

the pitch, with the seafood dealer, too.

You can also throw in there, also as if
you -- let's look at the carbon footprint of my
vessel going from Green Harbor out to Stellwagen
Bank, that's a hell of a lot different than what
would it take to catch a fish in Ecuador or Asia
and get it over here. Let's throw that into it,
too. Promote the whole thing. You can do that
not only with the recreational community that
promote that they would fish locally and catch
those fish and be able to eat them, but specific
for the for-hire as well as general category.

Then one last thing. And I think that,
you know, to protect our seafood markets, which
is in the purpose and the policy, we need to
have good science. You know, some good points
made earlier with the makos. Maybe we need to
have a mechanism to bring back tournaments that

are -- that will provide the science that's




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

62

needed to help understand, you know,
specifically what the status of our stock is, or
provide the sciences missing since that's
disappeared.

Also, I throw out there with science
and research, we need to continue that science
and research, let's say, specific for bluefin
tuna, such as, you know, what was done with the
Slope Sea with the larval study. That was very
productive. Such things need to continue. And
certainly the closed kin recapture bluefin tuna
DNA needs to continue. So I throw that in there
of science-based issues to protect our seafood
markets. Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Mike.

Let's go over to Scott at the top of
the table here.

And, Alan Weiss, I see you online, too,
so I'll get you in here shortly.

But wait, there's Fly.

MR. NAVARRO: What did I do to piss you

off? Listen, I'm getting ready to beat a dead
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horse and that's going to cause enough problems
at home, but I don't even mean to make you mad.

MR. BROOKS: That is always my blind
spot there. So go ahead, Fly.

MR. NAVARRO: I need a bigger sign,
Peter.

Like I said, I'm going to beat a dead
horse again. Going back to what Marty said, the
Shark Fin Ban Act, we got to create a market for
these sharks. Number one, it -- it's a
continuing problem that our quotas are not met
with the sharks, and that's the first thing we
can do. Now -- and I apologize, I did not get
the name of the young lady that was speaking
earlier about getting it into market. 1In
conversations with the administration, there's
different ways to create markets. We can speak
with HHS to possibly find ways of providing,
especially now in this economy with high
inflation, an inexpensive source of protein.
There's plenty of sharks out there that can be

utilized in the market both for their protein
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source, and then going overseas for the fins.
Listen, by us banning the sale of fins, it did
not stop the use of fins.

I can show you weekly pictures of me
eating shark fin soup all over the world.
Wherever you get -- the only countries that
don't have it is the United States and Europe.
Everywhere else you go, it has it. All you've
done -- and I'm not trying to pick on anybody in
this room. All we've done is make it more
economically viable in other countries.
Indonesia is still finning sharks, cutting off
their fins and throwing the sharks in the water,
which is why we stopped this practice here in
the United States. Let's create a market for
our guys and gals in this commercial industry to
go out there and provide a source of protein.
That's all I got. Thank you.

And I don't hold it against you,
Bennett, for forgetting me.

MR. BROOKS: You should.

Okay. I want to race our way around
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the table here. Just -- we'll try to go a
little long if we need, but I am mindful that we
have Eugenio coming in so we don't have a lot of
flexibility here this morning.

Scott.

MR. LENOX: Yeah. On your
recommendation, Bennett, ditto Fly's comments,
ditto Angel Willey's comments, ditto on John
DePersenaire's comments on number 11, and also
would like to show support for number 15 as
well.

And maybe find -- try and find a way to
integrate the piers, where the land-based tuna
fishing is happening, into the equation. Maybe
the pier gets a permit, at least make -- turn
them into some sort of intercept location. I
think that's where most of the land-based
bluefin fisheries happen, is on either public
piers or feed-based piers.

Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: And, Scott, that was 11

and 15, you said, right?
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MR. LENOX: Uh-huh, vyes.

MR. BROOKS: Perfect, great.

MR. LENOX: Correct, yeah.

MR. LANGLEY: Yeah. 1In the interest of
time, I'd like some more information on where 14
came from, if possible, and -- but to also
oppose it without any sort of background data or
stock assessment.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Austin. Do you
want to jump in quickly on that one, Karyl?

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: So all of the
items on this list came from either public
comment that we received during the public
comment period, or from our advisory panel
discussion last September.

MR. BROOKS: Perfect, great. Jeff?

MR. KNEEBONE: Great. Then ditto
opposition to 14 for all the reasons said, a
waste incentivization of illegal sale. And I
would say that if it is further -- it -- it's
given further consideration, that you add a

length wrinkle in there. I understand that,
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like, if you catch a 28-inch yellowfin, you
know, catching five of them is the same of maybe
getting 260 pounders. So maybe adding a higher
retention limit for smaller fish, kind of akin
to what's done with bluefin rather than just
eliminating the limit unilaterally irrespective
of size.

And then for number 15, in agreement of
this, I think it will also help with compliance
and spreading -- doing outreach about best
practices with land-based shark fishing. A lot
of the states have different regulations, a lot
of anglers travel between states to target
sharks from the shore in different states. And
it's confusing to go from Massachusetts to say
where we basically have very specific
restrictions about where to fish and for what
species can be fished, and then you go to New
Jersey where you can't target prohibited sharks.

It's -- it would help make things
simpler, I think, and also expose shore-based

anglers to the training that's required when you
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get a shark endorsement with an HMS angling
permit.

Thank you very much.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Willy?

MR. GOLDSMITH: Thanks, Bennett. I
will be expedient starting with just low-hanging
fruit dittos. I would agree with John and Scott
on 11 there with the HMS permit without waiting
for a state registration and Coast Guard
documentation. Also support the idea for pure
shore based individuals to apply for HMS
permits, again, for all those reasons.

One point of clarity that the division
might consider is around kayaks. I think
there's been some confusion around that. I am
neither brave nor stupid enough to try catch a
bluefin tuna in a kayak, but if somebody wanted
to do that, I think at least some clarification
around, you know, is Coast Guard registration
needed to get that permit.

A little bit more lukewarm on a couple

other issues. There was a conversation around




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

69

regional management of recreational bluefin,
which is something that I brought up last fall,
I believe, after all the conversations about
overages in 2024. I think, in principle, it's a
good idea. I do think there are concerns around
data limitations, you know, real-time data lags
in the Large Pelagics Survey. And then also
just looking at the percent standard errors for
some of those size classes at a coast-wide
level.

So worried about some of that precision
from an accounting standpoint. So I think all
of that should be looked at if those
conversations were to continue to evolve. And,
you know, I'm also thinking about how could we
be nimble to account for changes in fish
distribution and availability, you know, over
time, recognizing that can vary a lot on an
intra-annual basis.

Lastly, I would agree with Angel on the
physical tag system and some of the concerns

there around accounting. I think, you know,
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there's been a lot of work on this. I think in
addition to North Carolina and Maryland, I think
Massachusetts did a pretty extensive study about
a decade ago, or a bit more on kind of the
feasibility of that.

And I think, in principle, it did look
good. One thing that is really concerning to me
is around allocation and how that would look.
Not sure off the top of my head, but I believe
the number of HMS Angling and Charter/Headboat
permits is pretty substantially larger in a
number of bluefin tuna and the number that are
landed every year.

So what that allocation would look like
and how it would take place, in addition to the
logistics and expense, would be a pretty
challenging set of barriers to overcome.

I'll leave it there, thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Willy. Let's --
I'm going to hop over to you and make sure I get
folks that haven't -- we haven't heard from yet.

Sonja?
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MS. FORDHAM: Thank you. Sonja
Fordham, Shark Advocates International. I just
have a general comment that there are many
organizations in the conservation community,
including the Wildlife Conservation Society,
Oceana, and American Shark Conservancy that are
seriously concerned about weakening safeguards
for all kinds of sharks, particularly as Angel
mentioned, removing species from the prohibited
list without a stock assessment. And I just
want to mention that. I look forward to talking
about it in more detail tomorrow.

Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Sonja.

Amy, over to you.

MS. DUKES: Thanks, Bennett. To be
quick, I echo Fly and Christine and others'
comments regarding number 3 and number 4. We do
really need to promote our shark fishing, and
couple that with that marketing plan, in order
to showcase an affordable protein source. I

also echo John's concerns regarding number 11,
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that ten-day wait window to obtain your U.S.
Coast Guard has been a thing of the past for
years now, and I don't think that should be an
impediment to our fishermen being able to fish.

Whole ID is a unique identifier, and
can be used as a supplemental tool until your
U.S. Coast Guard documentation comes through.
The one that I'd like to highlight is one that
we haven't really talked about, which is number
2, and it has to do with the reporting. And I
actually want to simplify that whole idea of
both recreational and commercial.

We have this idea of the one-stop shop
reporting initiative that is seen to have gone
on the wayside. We have several instances of
duplicative reporting, and we just really need
to work really hard amongst all the different
agencies, state and federal, to align our
existing electronic reporting requirements as
much as we can, and to reduce that burden that
we're putting on fishermen with duplicative

reporting.
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Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you very
much. Let's hop over online briefly to Alan
Weiss. We've got just about a minute or two
left, and then we'll wrap up here.

Alan, you're on. Alan, are you there?

Okay. He may have had to step away, or
maybe having tech issues.

MR. COOPER: He's got on.

MR. BROOKS: He got on?

MR. COOPER: Yeah.

MR. BROOKS: Okay. Alan, you're on.

MR. WEISS: Okay, thank you. The
things that I would prioritize off of the list
are, Number 1, eliminate the pelagic longline
closed areas. I know some big step has been
made in the right direction with amendment 15,
but the restrictions that apply still don't
provide full access, or the complete access to
the closed areas.

And following along with that is to

eliminate the costs for accessing those areas
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that were previously closed, such as the
Charleston Bump. I don't know of any other
country that charges its fishermen to access the
fishing grounds in their waters, but this is
clearly an impediment to the competitiveness of
the United States industry.

Next would be to remove the weak hook
requirement in the Gulf of Mexico, because the
IBQ supersedes that -- the need for that. The
IBQ covers the amount of mortality allowed can't
be exceeded with any hook because of the IBQ
putting a 1id on it.

And the other thing which is not on the
list, which I know HMS can't do anything about,
except maybe help to advocate for us further up
the chain of command, is that the pelagic
longline fishery is currently suffering from the
fact that the fish that come in from other
countries, notably Canada, are not subject to
tariffs. Meanwhile, the -- a lot of the
materials that we sell that the Longline fishery

uses are imported, and are subject to
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considerable tariffs.

So the fishery is being hurt by having
to pay on one side, and getting no relief from
the foreign competition on the other. TIt's --
it wouldn't be practical to get -- to try to get
relief on this, that, and the other item on the
materials, but it would be practical, and
hopefully possible, to get import restrictions
on some of these fish that are coming in at very
low prices that are anti-competitive for our
fishermen.

Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Alan. Thank you
very much.

Greg, 20 seconds.

MR. HINKS: Thanks, Bennett. I just
want to add to my previous comment. I would
like to identify 15 as a priority for us.
Having thought about it a little more, I
didn't -- I realized that it not only promotes
more sustainable shore-based shark fishing, but

it's going to bring us into line with all the
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training, and ID, and safe handling release
requirements. I think that's going to resolve a
lot of those similar issues for the other states
along the coast. Not only that, but it's also
going to provide critical data that we're
currently lacking on the catches of those fish
caught from the shore.

Oh, I guess what I was going to suggest
is that we require -- if there's an ability to
require the reporting of sharks when fishing
from the shore, you know, that -- that'll be a
conduit for that data that we don't currently
really have.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, Greg.
Thank you all. That was a super effective round
the table and around online. 1I'll just say a
couple of things before we jump here to the
break. First of all, thank you all. A couple
of sort of high level themes.

One, just general -- like, just look at
this list in terms of what really does affect

seafood competitiveness, eliminating, you know,
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burdensome regs, thinking about fuel costs,
wasteful, safety issues. Anything that makes
the industry more competitive. We heard some
new ideas put on the table, particularly one
that really jumped out was the need to focus on
shark promotion. You could be lifting all sorts
of restrictions, but if there's not a market,
that's not going to be so effective.

High level there, again, was sort of
around the finning. And, you know, again, how
does that play out? Several other ideas in
terms of the list itself. You know, though this
is not a vote by any means, clearly, the shore-
based -- pier shore-based topic got a lot of
attention, as did eliminating the weak hook
requirements, eliminate -- enabling vessel
owners to obtain an HMS permit without the need
to wait for state registration or U.S. Coast
Guard documentation, upgrading restrictions for
swordfish handgear, increasing retention limits
for blacknose sharks, and increasing or removing

commercial retention limits for large coastal
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sharks.

But there were also, you know, again,
sort of general comments about the need for more
information, more conversations offline.

There's a lot of details in things like taking
things off of list, and really understanding
what the assessments are saying, and making sure
we've got good information to do all of that.

The other piece that jumped out as a
sort of in reverse was number 14, eliminating
the rec. Yellowfin tuna retention limit came up
several times as something that was not
supported. So lots more detail, super helpful.

I want to get us to break, Karyl, but I
want to give you a chance. Any final
reflections you might have?

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Thank you
everybody for all these comments. They were --
it was really good to hear, and to hear the
ideas for the marketing. And, Sonja, I hear
your concern about weakening things for sharks

as well. All in all, this was exactly what I
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was looking for, so thank you for that.

Keeping -- keep in mind that if we do
take on any of these actions, there definitely
will be more discussion. Any FMP amendments
needs to come through this body so you would
hear it before. We might need to do scoping.
There would be proposed rules. So there will be
additional opportunities to weigh in and comment
on pretty much anything we do here if it is
rulemaking based.

Thank you again.

MR. BROOKS: Great. And again, if
folks have other ideas and thoughts, please send
them in to Karyl and team so they get the
benefit of that. Let's go to break. It's
10:20. We will have Eugenio here at 10:30,
technology permitting. Hopefully, technology
will permit. So let's be back at 10:30 sharp.

Thanks, everybody.

Thanks, Karyl.

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter

went off the record at 10:20 a.m. and resumed at
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10:30 a.m.)

MR. BROOKS: All right. If we can get
folks back to the table. I want to make sure
we're ready at 10:30 sharp. So if we can get
folks heading back to the table.

Do we have Eugenio? No.

All right. Can folks please get to the
table? I want to make sure we can get to
Eugenio all right on time here.

All right. Would someone mind going
into the back room and letting folks know there
that we're starting up here? Again, if I can
get folks to the table.

Jeff, if you would come to the table.
Rick, if you would find your seat. Mike, Willy,
everybody.

All right. Karyl, over to you, if I
may .

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: All right. We
still have a few people trickling in from the
back room, but I believe we have Eugenio Pineiro

Soler on. He is our assistant administrator for
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fisheries.

So welcome, Eugenio. I hope things are
good in Alaska.

MR. PINEIRO SOLER: I'm glad to be here
with you guys. Most of you by now, you should
know me being a former member of the AP, former
counsel member, and now I'm the assistant
administrator. And it's always a real pleasure
to engage with the AP members, because when you
guys -- get guys get together, I really -- I'm
very -- I understand that you are the real
experts in here, and I -- my gratitude goes to
the staff that -- so -- that work -- they work
hard to accommodate all -- everyone a few,
and -- but the reality is that bring me good
memories because the real knowledge is right
with the panel members.

And the advice that they give to the
staff, and then that advice goes to me is
crucial because it might -- bad decisions, bad
advice might have consequences for resources,

the economy, the coastal communities, and
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overall for businesses.

I mean, we are all in this (inaudible)
of sustainable fisheries. But sustainability is
also synonymous of healthy and economically
healthy coastal communities, and businesses, not
only from the commercial side, but also from the
recreational aspect of it. And even the
smallest of the mistake or a delay in an action
can cause some harm to them.

On the other hand, it's wvery important
that we make sure that we pursue sustainable
oceans and sustainable seas, and that we learn
not only the rules that -- and the regulations
that we have made with, but also that the rest
of the world also has some regulations and some
rules. And even though this is a domestic
issue, we interact very closely with different
RFMOs.

So it is a very important role, the --
one of the members of the advisory panel. As I
tell you, you should not expect the -- my HMS

staff to know the answers to all your questions.
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You -- that's what you're here for. You have to
provide them the knowledge and the guidance so
that they can make the work, and they can make
the oceans, the American oceans, the United

States industries, all of them work at its

best -- at its best capacity.
So I really -- I kindly ask you to
speak out. Don't be quiet. Be -- you guys --

all of you are here because you are intelligent,
you know what you're doing, you're leaders of
your industries, and so be very serious and
very -- like, go to the point, respect what
other guys have to say.

There's nothing wrong with being
patient and being elegant when you want an
answer, and you don't have it right there. So
last thing to say is that we depend on you. At
least I depend on your wisdom and your guidance
through this process.

I know most of you. I know human
quality. I know your abilities, and I know your

integrity. So counting on you to guide us
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through this meeting. Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thank you so much,
Eugenio. This is Bennett Brooks with the
Consensus Building Institute, and I facilitate
the group. I think we have you for about
another 20 or 25 minutes. So if that's right,
we typically would like to create a little space
for folks to ask any questions they might have
of you, or share a thought or two. We'wve got
about 30 people in the room and about nine AP
members online as well.

So let me invite folks to, you know,
raise a hand or a card if you want to jump into
the queue. And again, I'll try to move this
around our different sectors, so that we have a
chance to hear from the range of perspectives in
the room. So I have a couple of cards up and
one online.

So Marty, we can start with you. And
again, for Eugenio's benefit, if everyone would
just start with your name, you know, and

affiliation, that'd be helpful. Thanks.
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Marty?

MR. SCANLON: Yes. Eugenio, Marty
Scanlon, President, Blue Water Fisherman's
Association. Glad to see you online here. I
just want to thank you for your work in pushing
and getting amendment 15 move forward there, a
long time coming. Thank you very much for your
help in making that come to fruition.

And also, I want to thank you for your
work on getting the executive order to give re-
access to the commercial fishing industry to the
New England National Marine Monument up north
there. Thank you very much for your hard work
and your effort. Look forward to seeing you at
the Fish Fry this year.

MR. BROOKS: Eugenio, you're on mute.

MR. PINETIRO SOLER: (inaudible) .

MR. BROOKS: Eugenio, if you could
start again. It takes us a minute just to be
able to toggle between the room and online, but
I think you're open now.

MR. PINEIRO SOLER: And I do hope that
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the opening of such areas and the executive
orders will have helped bring back the American
fishing industry to who are in belong. As you
know, we are working hard with the Department of
Agriculture, the Secretary Lutnick, and all the
teams working hard to level the playing field
for the American fishermen regarding the USDA
office.

I mean, for too many years, too many
decades, the commercial and the recreational
fishing industry regarding disasters and
emergency, we have been -- in particular the
commercial sector, we have been like children of
a lesser god if you compare us to Agriculture.

So I'm pushing as hard as I can to
level the playing field for the U.S. industry.
So always at your service, and I love what I'm
doing, and I'm not going to quit. I'm going to
keep pushing it.

Thank you, Marty.

MR. BROOKS: Thank you. Let's go

online to Alan Weiss. And, Alan, again, if you
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can just pause for a beat or two before you
start speaking, so we make sure your line is
open. And that'll be the second commercial
sector voice in the mix. So again, I want to
invite folks from other sectors who may want to
come in.

Is Alan's light open? Alan, you're
good to weigh in.

MR. WEISS: I always pause for a beat
or two. Eugenio, thank you. It's good to see
you, and I share Marty's appreciation for all
that you've been able to accomplish so far. A
couple of things I wanted to mention to you
directly in the hope that you can make some
headway in these areas.

One, 1is to eliminate the data costs
that have been -- accompanied amendment 15.
It's definitely an impediment to the fishery to
have the expense of having to pay to access the
closed areas. Nobody is objecting to the
collection of the data. They're just objecting

to having to pay for it. It -- it's another
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additional expense, and especially at this
juncture, where fuel prices are so high, it's
just another cost layered on top of that cost.

The other thing is, 1f you may be able
to get the word up the line, the fish that
are -- that the pelagic longline fishery
competes with are -- many of the fish that come
in are not tariffed. Canadian swordfish, as a
particular example, are not subject to tariffs.
Meanwhile, a lot of the materials and supplies
that the boats in this fishery use are, by
necessity, imported because they're not made in
the United States, and those items are subject
to tariffs. So with the institution of the
tariff regime, they get no relief on the fish
competing with them, and they have the double
whammy of the increase in costs on the other end
for the supplies they need.

Thanks, Eugenio.

MR. PINEIRO SOLER: Thank you, Alan.
Thank you, Alan. And let me tell you, the first

one. Yeah, I'll look into the cost of the
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electronic monitoring at the amendment 15 of the
Charleston Bump area, and I'll get back to you
on that one. 1I'll see -- I'll look at the -- at
how the regulation is written and how can we
assist. I understand very, very well that the
cost of fuel has gone up. There's something
going up in the hill. There -- that's beyond my
grasp, but the administration is -- has taken
notice, and it's up in the hill.

Regarding the Canada issue with the
swordfish, I -- I'm very much aware the
disparity on price. 1It's almost $8 for us --
cost us to sell it and make a profit, and the
most of the imports is roughly $4. So even so,
that is mostly a trade issue. It's beyond my
realm. I'll engage with (inaudible) falls and
the Department of State with your concerns,
because it's not the first time we've heard it,
and we really want to level the playing field
for the American industry. We have to -- we
have to make our products valuable and protect

our industry from unfair trading practices from
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other nations. So thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Let's go online.
I have David Schalit who wants to jump in. This
will be our third commercial fishery AP member.
So again, I just do want to invite, if any other
sectors want to weigh in. Let me know.

David, you should be open.

MR. SCHALIT: Eugenio, how are you?

MR. PINEIRO SOLER: Hi, Schalit. Hi,
Schalit.

MR. SCHALIT: Hi. I'm speaking to you
from Palma. My comment is this, Eugenio. In my
view, in the long term, the bluefin --
commercial bluefin business is not sustainable
in this country, unless we are in a position to
address the problems with imports. We are -- we
have an opportunity now because the -- these
imports are just beginning to become a big
issue. We have Ricardo Fuentes and Balfegd in
Espana who are importing a lot of fish into the
U.S. We have the Croatians, and the Turks, and

the Canadians. And the Mexicans, by the way,
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they have over -- they have approximately 10,700
metric ton of quota annually from the IATTC,
huh? And this is all farmed bluefin I'm talking
about, except for Canada, obviously. So they're
able to produce a quality fish with the right
amount of fat content and oil content every

single time.

You know, how -- we are selling
wildfish, you know, with the -- and the quality
varies a bit. So what I'm looking for from HMS

is to take a look at this aspect of the
situation to understand that we are facing some
very stiff competition with -- at very
advantageous pricing. And what we want to do
is, we want to be able to deliver fish in a sort
of cadence in a -- you know, at a sort -- at

the -- at a regular cadence throughout the
season in which the fish are available. That's
it. You know what I'm saying? We can't have --
we can't deliver fish to our domestic customers
for 12 months out of the year because there are

some months when the fish are out of -- are
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migrating out of the region. That's okay. But
when we have fish in our waters, we should be
able to deliver and to -- and maintain our
relationship with these customers regularly.

I did mention this earlier today, but
I'll just mention to you that one problem we
have is that the way we distribute our quota in
the -- in the general category, we are -- we
actually have a five-week period, approximately
five-week period, from the second week of
October until the 1st of December when we can't
deliver any fish, and we have plenty of fish in
the water. So this is one -- just an
illustration of one problem which we could
address when we have the -- when we have the
next opportunity to do so. I mean, I realize
that what stands in the way, obviously, of
this -- of what we're discussing is Executive
Order 14192. So I'm sort of preparing myself
for that possibility that day when we can
actually address this issue on a regulatory

level, because right now, our hands are tied, as
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you know.

And anyway, that's my comment, so --
and I really appreciate your role at ICCAT, by
the way. I must tell you this. So I'm glad
you're involved in ICCAT because I know you have
long experience there, okay? Thanks wvery much,
and bye for now.

MR. PINEIRO SOLER: Thank you. Thank
you, David. Yes, we are very much -- it's on
our radar. That's -- that inequity in trading.
Precisely yesterday, I was talking to my friend,
Jared, about how to level the playing field.

The European Union, for example, (inaudible),
has the large chunk of bluefin tuna, and they're
not going to easily part away with that. They
have it sold to Japan. Why would they do
business with us, or share, or let us have some
of that quota? So we -- we're going to have to
do it by science and top negotiations, and get
the whole apparatus of the government involved
in this.

Regarding the five-weeks hiatus that --
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in our fisheries, I'll have a -- I'll talk to
HMS guys, and I'll keep you in the loop to see
how we are going to proceed in that one this
year. But our quota looks much better than last
year, so let's move on. Thank you. Thank you,
David.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. We have another
AP member in the room here.

Mike Pierdinock, over to you.

MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you, Bennett,
and good morning, Eugenio, and thank you for
meeting with us today. Nice to see you again.
And thank you for your efforts with you and your
staff, whether it's on the HMS end or at the
council end. We've seen some real progress in

select areas.

My comments -- and specific to bluefin
tuna -- and I don't think I'm saying anything to
any surprise. I mean, the public is frustrated.

We have a tremendous bluefin tuna fishery in our
waters, and it's accessible to the public, yet

last year, we had that recreational closure that
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had a significant detrimental impact to the
recreational community, the for-hire fleet,
tackle shops, marinas, you name it, up and down.
And we were concerned, or there's a concern that
such is going to happen again this year, and
hopes that it does not because of that
significant detrimental impact.

I am happy to see that there's ongoing
science to try to address this, whether it's
close-kin recapture, bluefin tuna fin clips, or
the Slope Sea study that's taking place to
provide the science we need to show and
demonstrate that the biomass or the status of
the bluefin tuna stock is what we're seeing in
our waters. So I just wanted to throw out --
that out there and just get your thoughts, you
know, about that in comments. Thank you.

MR. PINEIRO SOLER: First one. The
first one, the recreational -- the regulation
allocation for this year, usually what we do is,
we have an in-season -- if we have to make an

adjustment, we do it, but I like to talk these
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things with people like you that -- and
communicate all of them from all the sides of
the aisle in order to do a fair allocation, an
allocation where all the sectors, all the
industries can thrive. The same thing happens
with the -- I'm going to be reviewing this next
week, the harpoon, some of the regulations, so
we can make sure that they have a longer season
in the recreational industry, and the charter,
and the for-hire sector.

Every day, the for-hire sector is more
important. Fifty years ago, we didn't have
private boats. It was just big boats, but now a
lot of people want -- are in the business, and
they're equally important. Everyone is
important in here. We are the same. We're in
the same fish, same ocean. We are the same
nation, but we have to refer to each other. So
I'm going to be reviewing all the regulations,
the allocations, and I'm going to be receiving
comments from every one of you to see how I can

manage, in a fair way, all the allocation this
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year for quotas.

Regarding the bluefin tuna, yes, we are
striving -- we need to level the playing field,
but by whining and screaming, we are not going
to do it. We have to do it by science, and
that's exactly where we are working to. As you
know, the last March, we had the Panel 2 meeting
and -- with -- we had the close-kin analysis,
and the science is going to be part of the
equation now. And that is exactly what we need,
because basically, what we have now is a
political allocation, but we want a scientific
allocation. We don't want someone to give us
anything, thousand fish, pounds of fish here or
there, because easy come, easy go. We have
to -- we have to manage by science, and it has
to be by good science, not by voodoo science.

So our science team and our management --
managers, we're working very hard to make sure
that the U.S. is in a better position every
year.

As you know, we're bound by ICCAT, the




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

ICCAT treaty, and all the RFMOs. So we have to
play by those rules and amend them when they're
necessary, but we are not alone in this one.
It's a resource. It's very limited, very
lucrative resource that all the nations in the
world pursue. So with that said, we are going
to -- we're going to be -- we're going to be
science-driven. And in every action that I
take, I always have consultations with all my
advisors, and my advisors in this case, are --
am -- I call the regulation of sector all the
time, the for-hire of the sector and the
commercial sector, which is very close and dear
to me, I make the consultation with them daily
to make me do a better job what I'm doing.

So with that said, thank you, Mike.
Thank you so much for your support all these
years.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you. I am

98
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not seeing any more cards in the room or online.

So, Eugenio, I know it's very early

there, so we should probably maybe let you get
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some breakfast and a cup of coffee. Thank you
for making the time to jump in here, and I think
we can probably just move on to the next topic.

Karyl, anything you want to say before
we go? Okay.

Eugenio, thank you so much.

MR. PINEIRO SOLER: Thank you so much.
I appreciate.

MR. BROOKS: Oh.

MR. PINEIRO SOLER: Appreciate.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

Okay. Let's move to our next topic,
which is to hand -- I think we've got John
Walter online. He's the Southeast Fisheries
Science Center deputy director for Science and
Council Services, who's going to come on and
talk to us about shark stock assessments, and
then just a broader look at the science process
to inform management.

So, John, if you are there and able to
jump in a couple of minutes early, we'll hand it

off to you. John, are you there? Here we go.
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Let's see if we can hear you now.

MR. WALTER: Peter, are you done? The
presentation on the projector?

MR. BROOKS: Hey, John. Yeah, your
presentation is up here. Are you seeing it?
Not yet. It's not online yet. Hang on. Just
bear with us.

MR. COOPER: Ask John (inaudible) he's
going to share it.

MR. BROOKS: John, are you going to
share the presentation, or do you want to just
see it on -- you want us to project it from
here?

Should we take a two-minute break and
just let our team work this --

MR. COOPER: (inaudible).

MR. BROOKS: John -- I just did.

John, can you come off mute and let us
know if you want to share the presentation from
there, or have us show it from here?

MR. WALTER: It sounds like -- I think

Peter was going to show it from there so that it
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plays on the projector.

MR. BROOKS: Got it. Great. We'll
call it up right here. Just give us 30 seconds.
Okay. You should be seeing it. Are you seeing
it, John-?

MR. WALTER: I am, yeah.

MR. BROOKS: Okay. Great. Floor is

yours.
MR. WALTER: All right. Thanks.
And good morning, everyone. I'm John
Walter. I'm the deputy director for Science and
Council Services. I'll be giving an update on

the Southeast Fisheries Science Center. And
sorry I couldn't be there in person. I've
enjoyed a lot of the conversations, and I think
they're getting down to some really key issues.
So it is -- it's good to see everyone and hear
everyone's voice online.

Go to the next page.

So the overview of the presentation,
I'll go into and take the opportunity to update

the AP on ongoing ICCAT stock assessments and
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related activities. And then I'll talk about
re-envisioning the science to management
process, which is basically a move that we are
making at the Southeast Center and the region to
improve how we do assessments and how we give
management advice. And I'll go into the
rationale why, and why I think it is going to be
useful for our HMS species as well. Then I'll
go into the HMS shark stock assessments, where
we are on those and ongoing progress, and then
touch on some of the science spotlights that
support a lot of the work we're doing. And then
there should be ample time for questions if
things that have come up during the week want to
get addressed here. If there's particular
science questions, happy to answer them.

Next slide.

So this year at ICCAT, it's relatively
busy on stock assessments. Most of them don't
apply to fisheries in the Western Atlantic,
except for North Atlantic shortfin mako, which

is a -- essentially a rerunning of the previous
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stock assessment, and it is ongoing right now.
One of the challenges being is that there's a
big uncertainty in the aging of shortfin mako.
Unfortunately, that will not get resolved in
this current stock assessment because there's a
study to use bomb radiocarbon to identify
whether they lay down one or two bands per year.
That study is ongoing, and won't be ready in
time for that stock assessment. So we're not
sure whether that assessment will give
substantively different advice than it had
previously. Happy to take more questions on
that if they come up at the end of the
presentation.

Then South Atlantic and Mediterranean
swordfish and albacore are ongoing. We are
paying attention to those, but not actively
participating in those assessments, as we don't
have substantive fisheries in those regions.
Then bluefin tuna is undergoing a status check,
and you may ask what the point of that is, and

that is essentially like a stock assessment, but
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not intended to provide catch advice. So we
won't be providing new TAC advice because that's
set with the management procedure for the next
three years. This will also transition into the
start of the MSE review process in the sense
that the status check is essentially fitting
data to the stock assessment models and fitting
them to operating models, which is essentially
the same kind of process, which will then
facilitate our review of the MSE, and our review
and potential revisions to the existing
management procedure, which is intended to then
get finalized in 2018 for the commission to
either adopt the existing MP, adopt it with
revisions to that MP, or consider whether a new
MP or a adjusted or different MP may better
achieve their objectives. So that's an ongoing
process. There's a lot wrapped up in that,
particularly related to additional information
from close-kin. Happy to talk about that
further if we want to at the end.

Then, tropical tunas has got a
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management strategy evaluation that is ongoing
this year. One of the developments are that
it's basically been determined that that process
needs to be extended until 2028 because of the
complexity of a multi-species MSE, and the fact
that Panel 1, which is where tropical tunas is
housed, has a whole lot of other management
advice it needs to consider, specifically
yellowfin tuna allocations, bigeye tuna catch
levels, before it gets to really being able to
fairly evaluate the complexities of a multi-
species MSE. In addition, there was a
recommendation to include the latest results of
the bigeye stock assessment in that conditioning
of that MSE. So a lot of that is going to
naturally set the timeline back for that MSE,
which is probably not a terrible thing given the
complexity that goes into that, and the many
management -- the decisions that need to go into
that MSE.

Next slide.

So taking a very broad view of ICCAT
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and the status of a lot of the species, I think
it's clear that ICCAT is doing a pretty good job
for its target species. Nearly all of its
target species are in the green, with
overfishing not occurring. However, ICCAT has a
bycatch problem. I think this is of particular
importance for the United States because a lot
of the species which are bycatch and ICCAT are
of very high importance to many of the U.S.
fisheries, in particular the marlins, as well as
shortfin mako, that is a bycatch in other
fisheries. So these species, and moving down
this list, you see what's in green: vyellowfin,
bigeye, skipjack, bluefin, albacore, all green,
all well-managed with stocks not undergoing
overfishing.

And as we move down into the species
that are less targeted, many of them are in the
green -- or in the red, and even worse, many of
them are in the red while overfishing, at least
on the books, is not occurring. So these are

particularly the marlins and sailfishes, which
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apparently are not being -- overfishing is not
occurring, but they're not rebuilding, which
seems to indicate, and as the SCRS has noted,
that there may be unreported mortality that's
continuing to occur that's impeding the
rebuilding of these stocks. And so this is
something that probably ICCAT needs to consider
as to whether they can actually rebuild stocks
where the catch on the books is reduced to zero,
but there may be substantial discard mortality
that's not reported, and whether their
management actually effectively addresses
bycatch species. And I think the answer right
now is, it's not currently doing that.

Next slide.

So this is a slide that discusses the
science to management process. It's been
presented to the -- our regional councils, but
it has applicability to HMS in addition. While
HMS doesn't have a council process, it has an
AP, and it functions somewhat similarly and has

some similar situations, leading to what I call
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a substantial terminal year inertia. That means
that the last year of the stock assessment, in
terms of the information from indices and catch
data, is often many years in the rearview mirror
by the time the catch limit goes into place. In
this case, our average in the southeast region
is about five to six years from the terminal
year to that advice hitting the water in terms
of an annual catch limit. And you'll note, for
many of our shark assessments, the terminal year
inertia is also substantially long, probably
meaning that the advice that's currently on the
books may be relatively stale relative to what
is going on in the water. And we get a lot of
criticism about that issue in terms of
questioning the throughput, and questioning why
it takes so long.

And what I'd like to say is, it's not
just the science. While science plays a role in
the delay in how long it takes to produce the
science is one aspect, we have a lengthy council

decision-making process, and we often have a
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lengthy rulemaking and management implementation
process. And for us to improve upon that
terminal inertia in terms of providing more
recent, relative, and timely advice, all three
elements of the process need to work in
conjunction. And so this is something we're
talking to our regional offices and to our
councils about how we can improve this, and get
all three of the -- these working together in
lockstep so that, when we provide management
advice, 1t can rapidly transition through the
council process and be rapidly implemented into
rulemaking. This is an ongoing thing, and I
think it's going to have a lot of applicability
to HMS. While sharks may not need as rapid a
catch advice, there are many species caught in
similar fisheries that certainly do. And I'll
touch on that with respect to dolphinfish in
later slides.

Next slide.

So this is the -- a slide that outlines

our current process, our status quo in terms of
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when and why things are so delayed in terms of
the different actions that need to happen. I
won't go too much into it, other than to say
that our status quo is a five to six-year
terminal year inertia. That's not making
anybody happy right now, particularly not my
science staff, who would like things to be much
more rapid, but it's not making the councils or
rulemaking process very happy in terms of how
long things take. So the question is: Can we
find a better way? And the better ways are on
the right, where we employ things that are more
rapid, more timely, and more efficient in terms
of being able to provide advice.

I'll go into those in the next slide in
terms of what update lights and catch limit
updates are, but there's a lot of flexibilities
both in the science as well as the council and
rulemaking to allow for more flexible, more
timely management advice. And I won't go into
the details here, but some of those things are

like abbreviated frameworks, categorical
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exclusions, allowing a regional administrator to
make more timely catch advice changes. Those
things certainly probably could be applicable to
an HMS framework as well.

Next slide.

So on the science side, we've often
been of the opinion that the full stock
assessment is essentially the gold standard,
that we do a full stock assessment, run it
through the SEDAR process. It takes several
years. It uses every possible piece of
information, and leaves no stone unturned in
terms of trying to inform the stock assessment.
These give status determination criteria over
fishing limits, allowable biological catch, and
inform allocations. Unfortunately, these take a
long time. And so what we're trying to now
describe and present is things that could be
faster that might be more efficient at getting
the job of providing annual catch limits done.
And in some cases, the gold standard stock

assessment really isn't the tool that would best
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get us annual catch limits. It might be
something that uses an index and is updated more
frequently, and the full stock assessment is
just too cumbersome to be able to provide that.
So one approach we're talking about is
update lights, where we essentially update the
stock assessment with the most recent
information we have, usually indices and
landings, so that the terminal year might be as
rapid as the last year, and then provide that
catch advice on an updated framework for the
next year, which might reduce the terminal year
inertia down to two -- potentially two years.
We've shown that we can do these update lights
where we don't use all of the data in the stock
assessment, but provide a rapid update, and that
that might actually be preferable and provide
better advice or more rapid catch limit changes
when they're necessary. Other approaches are
interim assessment approaches, where we update
the ABC derived from the stock assessment using

an index. These would retain the status
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determination criteria, but update the ABC and
ACL.

And then moving to fully specified
management procedures vetted through management
strategy evaluation. This is similar to what
bluefin tuna is managed through, and some of the
stocks that ICCAT are moving towards the
management procedure approaches. We're actually
moving towards that with potentially the first
application to South Atlantic dolphinfish.

These would be simulation-tested to show that
they meet many of the key biological must-pays,
i.e. not overfishing, rebuilding overfish stock,
et cetera, but then develop the recipe for
setting the catch limit and specifying all of
the tactical management actions, like size
limits and bag limits. So in some ways, they
may actually support rulemaking, and they also
may provide more rapid ability to provide catch
advice if it needs to be changed on a
predetermined timescale.

One thing I'll note is that we're
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working on trying to streamline the development
of MSEs so that they don't take as long as
bluefin tuna, as bluefin tuna usually is always
the exception to every rule, particularly at
ICCAT. We're finding that we can streamline a
lot of that, and we hope that we can provide
relatively simplified managed procedures for a
number of other stocks. And I'll explain this
in the next slide.

Please, next slide.

So one of the actions we're working
with HMS staff to do right now is a matching
exercise where we're fitting the investment to
the purpose and need. So this is essentially
connecting the stock to each one of the
approaches I outlined, from the full stock
assessment, which may be necessary for stocks
which rise to that level, but then may be better
managed with update lights that change the catch
limit according to an index in between full
stock assessments. So the status determination

might be set every, say, nine years, but we




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

115

update that, the catch advice, perhaps every
three years with an update light. This can also
be done with an interim assessment approach if
we have a good index, and certainly can be done
with a fully specified management procedure.
And since we have so many species in the shark
complex to be able to assess, we're just not
going to be able to provide a full stock
assessment for every one of them in the time
frame that management advice needs to change.

And we've seen changes in the
populations of sharks. We've heard a lot of the
concerns that shark populations are increasing
for some of them. We've also heard concerns
that others may be decreasing. And you'll note
that there's also some that are protected
species on this list that we also have to give
advice for. And matching the investment to the
purpose is really the key element of this
exercise, and finding out the most efficient
tool to get the job done.

Next slide.
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So an update on where we are with HMS
shark assessments. So as you'll probably be
well aware, we have not provided an updated
assessment in many years. We have a 2018 SEDAR
29 update of blacktip in the Atlantic and Gulf.
Right now, the status for the Gulf is that we
are in retrospect and hindsight in looking at
that model. It's not useful for overfishing
limit advice and we are going to recommend
moving this to a tier 4 harvest control role for
catch advice so that we can get updated catch
advice on the books until such time as we can
provide more useful and assessment advice. The
Gulf is likely not overfishing, but we'll
probably need to go to an unknown biomass
status. The Atlantic model looks appropriate
for OFL catch limited advice.

SEDAR 77, which is smooth, scalloped,
and great hammerhead, which was a research track
assessment, the CIE review -- the Center for
Independent Experts recommended not to use

either of those models for overfishing limits or
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catch advice at this point. They did say that
they could be useful for status relative to not
overfishing.

So we're recommending to move to tier 4
harvest control rules for catch advice using
some average catch over a certain predetermined
time period that -- for smooth that is not
undergoing overfishing but has an unknown
biomass status and likely a similar
determination for the other species. It will --
this will essentially allow for the agency to
move forward with setting new catch limits for
determining stock status based on not
overfishing, but then leaving the biomass status
unknown until such time as we can provide
greater clarity on this. And unfortunately,
unknown biomass status in some cases is the best
answer we can provide when that is just not
known. We can't always squeeze blood from a
stone when we don't know the status. We'll need
to look at trends and conduct more analyses to

be able to determine that.
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SEDAR 101 is ongoing. We had the
assessment workshop about two weeks ago that I
heard was fairly successful. And one of the key
pivots we're doing with this is to move from a
strictly stock assessment to a management
procedure. And so that the Sandbar -- SEDAR 101
will essentially be a management strategy
evaluation with the completion targeted for mid
2027 with the goal to be to develop an empirical
or index-based manage procedure. And I'll go
into the rationale in a bit here on exactly why.
And then the next on the SEDAR schedule is bull
shark, which is planned to start in 2028.

Next slide.

So the Sandbar Shark Management
Strategy Evaluation -- and the reason that we're
focusing on why that is probably the right move
here, is that we've had, historically, wvery high
uncertainty in the recreational international
and historical landings. Historically, we
didn't have good species identifications such

that sharks really weren't partitioned to
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species back in time. Now, they are well
partitioned. So the historical landings time
series become problematic to interpret.

And if we put them in a stock
assessment without considering that uncertainty,
we could get fairly poor management advice out
of it because the absolute scale and level of
depletion is really entirely determined by that
time series of removals and making the
assumption that we know what that time series
was. And when we haven't partitioned the
species and don't have that species composition
back in time, it's wvery hard to make that
assumption a strong assumption.

We also have uncertainty in the life
history and the reproductive cycle. So one of
the key elements of providing management advice
is that if we don't -- if we can't -- don't need
to make our advice contingent on the things we
don't know, we can provide better management
advice. And historically, our stock assessment

advice has been contingent on making a strong
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assumption about things that we fundamentally
don't know. MSE flips that argument to say, can
you still give management advice despite the
uncertainties? And it evaluates the quality of
that management advice and its ability to work
given the unknowns. Flipping that around
provides our -- a better ability for us to
account for the uncertainty and then to really
answer the question of how well our management
device works given those uncertainties.

And for Sandbar, we think that we have
pretty good indices. And so one of the things
that we think we can do is develop an empirical
or index-based management procedure where
essentially the catch goes up or down depending
on how that index goes up or down. Sandbar is
also a good example because it's comparatively
data rich. So it's a good example for
developing the operating models, which are the
models by which we test the management
procedure. And so it's a really good first

application for moving to MSE for sharks. And
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then at the backdrop of this, is that we have
limited analyst time and often limited data
quality to support complex assessment models.

So if we can develop this for Sandbar, we can
set the stage for many of the other species,
which we also feel an obligation to provide good
quality management advice as you noted on the
previous slide.

So the data workshop was two weeks ago,
and we're working on developing and testing
empirical index-based management procedures. We
also will try to develop a status check,
basically a barometer on status as part of that
so that we will meet both the needs to derive
status as well as to derive annual catch limits.

Next slide.

Also setting a stage for something
that's going to be novel is the management
strategy evaluation for Atlantic dolphinfish,
which will also develop an empirical or index-
based management procedure. This is working its

way through the South Atlantic Council and we
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hope that it will be adopted fairly soon and
that the Council will find that it is a useful
procedure for managing dolphinfish, given the
many uncertainties that are inherent with
dolphinfish, including international landings,
high environmental uncertainty, and a very rapid
life history such that there isn't a lot of
inertia in the age composition. And so that
dolphin, because of how fast they grow and how
fast they reproduce, giving advice that's three
years in the -- one or two or three years old
would have very little implications for what the
catches should be in the current year.

So if we can get an index that's as
fast as possible or as close as possible to what
the catches would be this year with a couple
months or maybe at most a year lag, then can we
then advise on the council on what a catch limit
should be for the following year, and then can
the council adopt tactical actions that might,
in a good year, increase the catch limit so

everyone has opportunity, and in a bad year,
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reduce the catch limit to potentially spread the
opportunity out amongst the states.

Essentially, you can't control what
nature and other fleets give you right now, but
you can control what's in your waters to
maximize opportunity and ensure that it meets
management objectives. So pay attention to this
because I think it will set the stage for a
domestic management procedure and perhaps a
better application than what -- than an actual
stock assessment would be for dolphinfish.

Next slide.

So I'll take the last couple of minutes
to highlight a couple of science spotlights,
which are on -- which are quite recent and
pretty good developments. We, at the Science
Center, have for many years run the Cooperative
Tagging Institute, which we have many citizens
and fishermen conducting that tagging. It's
been longstanding. It's provided essential
information for stock assessments, including

allowing us to determine the maximum age for
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many of our fish where we've had long-term
recaptures for animals such as sailfish.

We've also developed research that
documents a broad spawning distribution for
bluefin tuna well into what is known as the
Slope Sea. And then last year, we conducted
very successful sampling for younger bluefin
tuna in the Slope Sea, documenting that they are
indeed mature. That work should be published
fairly soon. And then we've done close-kin
mark-recapture using genetic samples, which
you've probably heard some about, which provided
essential information to support the science
that was conducted at ICCAT. A lot of that
science helped support the quota increases that
were adopted by the commission. And that
science is also going to be used in the upcoming
status check and management strategy evaluation
revisions.

Recent paper was also published
documenting that the Western Atlantic has

provided an essential refuge for bluefin tuna
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because the catch gquotas in the West Atlantic
have been quite low relative to the Eastern
Atlantic and Mediterranean, and that due to
conservation of forage fish in that area, as
well as low catch quotas maintaining low fishing
mortality rate for many years, that supported
those populations in the Western Atlantic.

Next slide.

Other work that's ongoing in the
science arena is on shark depredation. This is
a very high priority of our current
administration as noticed by the recent
appointment of John Carlson as the new special
advisor on shark depredation to the Deputy
Undersecretary for Oceans and Atmosphere, Laura
Grimm. John is working closely with Laura and
the administration to develop a shark
depredation action plan, and one of the key
elements is going to be an experiment that's
going to get us critical information to
determine what possible mitigation strategies

could be employed.
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This experiment is going to occur in
areas of high depredation risk, and we'wve got
modeling work from Hannah Aycock, et al.,
showing areas where there's high recreational
fishing effort and high shark abundance, which
plotting those two in space says there's high
depredation risk. You could see areas along the
Panhandle as where -- as well as areas along --
off of Tampa and Florida where there's both high
recreational fishing effort, high abundance of
sharks, likely high depredation risk.

And so we're going to identify
several -- one or two areas as experimental
areas to ask two key questions. Is depredation
localized in terms of are there specific sharks
that stay in an area and are the key
depredators, or is it systemic in terms of are
the sharks in open communication with the larger
population? And then we'll also be able to
determine which species and which individuals of
those species are ones which are the

depredators. The approach will use cooperative
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research with commercial fishermen to tag sharks
within acoustic array in the areas of high
recreational fishing effort. So those sharks
will have acoustic tags. They'll also have
genetic tags so that we'll know the genetic ID
of each individual as well as its species. And
then as we repeatedly fish, we'll be able to
both recapture those individually and we'll also
be able to monitor their residency time in the
area based on acoustics.

This will give us a localized
abundance, individual IDs, and then be able to
tell us, can mitigation be localized or is this
an entire shark population issue in which case
mitigation has to be looked at from a systemic
larger perspective, which is really the key
first step in being able to address, can we do
something about depredation?

Next slide.

Some other science spotlights are
developing a high-quality genome for sandbar

shark in collaboration with Texas A&M. This
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will support eventual close-kin mark-recapture
and epigenetic age determination. And if you
haven't heard about close-kin mark-recapture
from -- yet, if you heard about it from bluefin,
then that's great, but we are looking at this as
really something that we can move forward with
with many species. And in particular sharks
because of the aforementioned problem of getting
scale from our landings, means that if we could
use something else to get scale or total
population size, it could really pin down our
stock assessment to provide that key piece of
information of exactly how many are out there,
and then that can be used to provide sustainable
catch limits.

So if we can do close-kin mark-
recapture for the sharks, that will really be
essential. And we think that sandbar may be one
of those really good candidates for that. And
that's part of the overall NOAA genomic
strategic initiative are -- is to identify

species and stocks that would be good candidates
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for CKMR.

Epigenetic age, which means that is --
if you -- that is essentially what's used to age
your dog. If you've got a dog at the pound and
you don't know how old your dog is, you can use
epigenetics and send a tissue sample off and get
the age of your dog. So this, because of the
way that your DNA degrades and adds
methylmercury over time, not methylmercury,
methyl units over time, it correlates with the
age of the animal. And this allows us to non-
invasively age many of our fish, which is key
for animals we are often releasing. And so we
think epigenetic age is also going to be a key
element of the future research and feed into our
stock assessments. And then I mentioned the
ongoing bomb radiocarbon study for shores in
mako.

So next slide.

So I'd like to thank our ICCAT and
SEDAR assessment teams. Also, all of the

external participants in SEDAR -- sorry, 101,
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particularly the fishing community academia and
NGOs who came together to provide key
information for SEDAR 101. And I think why it's
going to be a successful MSE, because we're
getting that information early and we're getting
the top participants there.

Your insights were extremely valuable
and I know supported our staff. With that, I'm
happy to take further questions. And thanks for
your time.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, John.
Lots on there -- in there for folks to chew on.
So let's open it up for questions, comments. I
don't think we need to distinguish right now.
We've got about 30 minutes.

Sonja, we'll start over with you.

MS. FORDHAM: Thank you. Sonja
Fordham, Shark Advocates International.

Thank you, John, for your presentation.
I want to just briefly, obviously, support the
MSE initiative and particularly appreciate your

consideration of shortfin mako bycatch in the
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ICCAT blue shark MSE.

I think I speak for many in the
conservation community when I just voice support
for a higher priority for shark assessment, the
domestic basis in particular, and that includes
hiring more scientists with these particular
skills as well as focusing the scientists that
you have on stock assessment.

I appreciate the challenges that you
just presented, but because you have been part
of some discussions we've had within the ICCAT,
IAC, and also here, I just wanted to take the
opportunity to flag a real top priority for the
conservation community, and that is the lack of
an assessment for common threshers.

You might recall that at this AP,
stakeholders with concerns about common
threshers have been sort of directed to ICCAT to
look for a stock assessment, but at the same
time, we've had a lot of conversation, and
others around the table can help me, but

conversation about how a lot of the interactions




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

132

are just more -- seems to be more evidence that
a lot of the interactions are quite coastal.

So I was just wondering if you had any
time -- had had any time to reflect on the
issue, this particular issue, and if you had any
guidance for a path forward, especially given
the considerable fishing pressure, commercial
and recreational, that the common threshers are
experiencing, and the severely outdated quota
that they're subject to. Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

John, you want to weigh in on that?

MR. WALTER: Yeah. Thanks for your
comments. I do not know where the conversations
on common thresher have gone with regards to
ICCAT sharks working group. If this is
something that the AP is concerned about, then I
think raising that to the IAC to raise that
to -- and, you know, noting that I'll take this
from the science perspective at -- to my staff
to say that this is something that if it is

indeed a concern for the United States to raise




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

133

that.

I think, as I noted, ICCAT has a
bycatch problem. And thanks for bringing up the
blue shark MSE, and where I believe the IAC is
certainly coming out with a view that the blue
shark MSE should consider mako bycatch in it.
And if it -- there's other species that are
bycatch in fisheries, then having that
explicitly part of the management objectives,
which I believe that the U.S. management
objectives are to minimize bycatch in all
fisheries. And so that should be taken to
ICCAT. That's my understanding, so that it
becomes part of the management objectives for
any MSE. But I will have to get back to where
the conversation has been on common thresher. I
don't know.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

MR. WALTER: Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, John.

Let me bring in a couple folks who we

haven't heard from much over the last two days.
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So let's go to Jackson and then over to Esther.

MR. COOPER: Jason.

MR. BROOKS: Oh, okay. We'll bring you
in and then over to Esther.

Jason?

MR. ADRIANCE: Thanks for the
presentation, John, Jason Adriance. And I'll
preface this with saying I understand the
bandwidth issues at the Science Center regarding
assessments, but I'm wondering if we could get a
little more discussion or explanation into the
last few Gulf blacktip assessments and what has
happened there in terms of -- it seems to be we
get to assessments and then they seem to fall
short when we get to getting realistic catch
advice, in particular in relation to some of the
new administrative priorities, shark depredation
and executive orders and what's happening with
the shark fishery and what is likely a very
sustainable shark stock that now will end up
under an unknown status, and likely could end up

underutilized given the issues that have popped
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up with those assessments. And is there some
systemic failure in running those assessments or

what can be done to get us some realistic catch

advice?

Thanks.

MR. WALTER: Thanks, Jason, for that
question. Tier 4 -- and I think the HMS staff

can get realistic catch advice through using the
ABC control rule. Whether it is catch advice
relative to optimum yield, I think that's the
challenge, and I think that's where the stock
assessment doesn't provide that advice, partly
because it doesn't get a good estimate of scale.
And digging into the stock assessment, the
estimate of scale from that assessment is not
reliable and should not be used right now.

I say it's going to need a bit of
triage before it would give reliable catch
advice on what optimum yield should be. And
digging into the stock assessments for sharks, I
think, unfortunately, a lot of the scale

estimates for all of the sharks are driven by
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historical landings time series that weren't
separated by species, which means that
fundamentally, we don't know whether we're up
here or up here or up here, because it depends
on whether our assumption about large coastals
were 70/30 dusky or sandbar. And I think
blacktip fall into that in some way, because I
think everything was kind of put into blacktip a
lot, from my understanding. And I think that's
the fundamental problem.

Where I think we've got a path forward
is, I think that we can work with HMS to develop
some realistic interim catch advice. It may not
be optimal in terms of what we could get out of
the population. And then I think that will
probably be what we need to work with in the
near term until such time as we can get
assessments that either meet all of those bars
because they've been MSE simulation tested, or
we get absolute abundance estimates from close-
kin, or we find that we set a catch limit, the

index goes up, the catch limit goes up, set a
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catch limit, the index goes up, and the indices
themselves tell us what we can get out of the
population, which is the fundamental basis of
adaptive fisheries management anyway.

So to answer your question, I think we
can get something in the short term, but it may
not be optimal, but it will probably be, I would
think, sufficient to at least move forward.

MR. BROOKS: Jason, you want to weigh
in on that at all?

MR. ADRIANCE: No. It's probably a
longer discussion, so I'll leave it at that.
Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: And, Mike, was your card
up to weigh in on this point or just to get in
the queue?

Okay. All right. Let's go over to
Esther. Then we'll pop over to online to David
Schalit and then come back into the room for Bob
and Scott. Your card went down, Mike.

Esther.

MS. WOZNIAK: All right. Thank you.
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Hi, John. I wanted to start off by
just thanking you and your team for all the
work. I've had the -- I don't feel like
pleasure is the right term, but I've attended a
bunch of SCRS meetings consistently, either
virtually or in person, over the last few years,
and the U.S. delegation or your team there has
been very effective in contributing to a lot of
the science at SCRS.

So first, a quick thanks for that and
then a ditto on your point about MSE
streamlining and there being very clear ways to
do that moving forward so that the benchmark
does not continue to be bluefin. And then on
your very first slide where you put out some of
the stock assessments and the MSE, you pointed
out for tropical tuna MSE, the date being 2028,
and I'm hoping that is with understanding you're
using that date because that's when the
exceptional circumstances protocol will
hopefully be adopted, but the actual MP has now

shifted from 2026 to 2027. So I just wanted to
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confirm that that's your understanding, too.

And then secondly, recognizing that the
multi-stock MSE is complex, it's been underway
since 2018 and I'm wondering what, if anything,
is going to be done to ensure it doesn't get
delayed again if there's any work plan on
potential milestones that would provide updates
to folks on how that work is progressing so that
it sticks to its now updated timeline. Thank
you.

MR. WALTER: Thanks. From an SCRS
perspective, their conversations with panel --
and thank you for the question, Esther. I am
not 100 percent sure if the delay has been
fully -- well, one, that any delay hasn't been
fully vetted through the SCRS at its annual
meeting, so we -- I don't believe we've updated
the roadmap. I think there's going to need to
be further conversation as to what is a
realistic roadmap. And that update would occur
in September with regard to 2027 to finish the

MP and 2028 for determination of exceptional
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circumstances.

Second, there's still a lot of
conversation that has to happen with Panel 1 for
an MP to be really adopted. And I think that
Panel 1 is fully -- my understanding is, Panel 1
is kind of fully involved with other yellowfin
quota allocations, and bigeye, and probably
doesn't have the bandwidth. So from the
perspective of any delays, it probably is more
on the panel side than on the science side.

However, it's not a simple process to
accommodate the, what I think is a -- what I'm
hearing from U.S. perspective of considering
changing allocation levels between the large
fish and the small fish fleets to better achieve
MSY. And I think that conversation, which was a
big topic of the conversation at the IAC, is
going to require a lot of legwork at the panel
because it fundamentally talks -- means
allocating fish between the purse seine FAD
fleet and longline fleets, which more fish you

give to the longlines, the higher MSY, more fish
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you catch at small sizes on the FADs, the lower
MSY .

And if the convention objective is
achieving MSY, then the conversation has to be
had at what different allocation across those
big fish and small fish fleets the commission
would like to achieve. That's going to be a
really difficult conversation. Science can
support it, but how and what time frame it works
through Panel 1 is going to probably be the
largest bottleneck in the adoption of an MP.

Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, John.

Let's hop online. 1I've got David
Schalit and then Alan Weiss, and then we'll come
back into the room and pick up Bob, Mike, and
Jeff.

MR. SCHALIT: Hi, John. Can you hear
me?

MR. WALTER: Yes.

MR. SCHALIT: Okay. Thanks very much

for that presentation. A couple things. I'm
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really happy to see the developments regarding
dolphinfish. That is a huge -- that's a big
challenge. We've never had a stock assessment
for dolphinfish, so this is terrific. But what
I wanted to -- a couple of things I wanted to
mention.

First of all, exceptional circumstances

for bluefin tuna. We wrote -- this was
written -- I remember when it was written, 2022
or 20 -- I forget. I think it was 2022. It

might be an interesting idea to have another --
for the working group to have another look at
that with a view toward perhaps making it a
little bit more understandable, you know,
readable by managers. You know what I mean?

And to be -- because there -- you know, we

had -- there were lengthy discussions about
interpretations, varying interpretations on this
last year. And I'm thinking that a little more
work on that, a little more wordsmithing, if you
will, might actually help in the long term if it

ever comes up again.
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Then the other thing I wanted to ask
you about is, I -- we read, of course, the
proposal, the U.S.'s proposal to Panel 2
regarding the ideas that we have about that the
scientists have in connection with what is going
to take place regarding bluefin tuna in 2028,
the big MP review. And in that document, there
was discussion about taking a -- perhaps a
different look at the issue of mixing, okay?
This is something that everyone is very curious

about this question of mixing of the stocks and

how this could be -- how this could be realized.
I mean, I -- I'm wondering, first for -- one
question I have is: Are we looking at -- are

you looking at possibly continuing to use M3 or
will you be looking to work with something else
to quantify this mixing element?

And I would appreciate if you could
just briefly -- very briefly discuss your view
of how we could -- how we could update our view
of what's going on with mixing given recent

scientific discoveries. Thanks.
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MR. WALTER: Thanks, David. And --
okay. Just couching my view, I'm also the
Western Bluefin chair, so in some situations I
speak as just myself and sometimes as Western
Bluefin chair. I think that from the
perspective of overall in the SCRS, the goal is
to utilize the best available information on
tagging and genetics, and that we've got a
massive amount of new information from the last
time we did the MSE to be able to inform what
mixing is and the degree of mixing.

And so I think my -- then my personal
view on that is, that's going to probably put a
lot more eastern fish in the western area than
the historical data, which had -- which did not
put as many, partially because those fish were
caught in the Mediterranean before they could
migrate. And when you had a fishery that was
catching them with selectivity at one and two
years old in the Mediterranean, they didn't
migrate yet. We didn't see them in the western

area. Once you shifted that selectivity to age
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nine, now we're seeing all of this production.
We're seeing them in places that we haven't
seen -- hadn't seen them in 50 years in
Scandinavia, Ireland, Africa, and then
certainly, in the Western Atlantic and U.S. and
Canadian waters. And so we're seeing much
higher degrees of eastern fish in those areas.

I think that new data is going to
substantially inform the next revision of the
MSE. I think it's going to say that that's
something that's pretty important for
maintaining the productivity of the stock and
its basic fisheries 101, allow the fish to grow.
Rather than fish them at age two in the
Mediterranean, let them reach age nine. That's
multiple years of spawning, multiple years of
growth in the productive North Atlantic. And lo
and behold, you get a lot of productivity, a lot
of recruitment, and everyone benefits.

That's where I think you're going to
see the benefits to a management procedure that

explicitly allows and controls for fishing
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mortality within the Mediterranean to allow them
to escape. An MP that could account for that, I
think, will show that there's higher yield you
could get out overall of a stock versus
something that keeps fishing mortality in the
Mediterranean.

So I think that's sort of where my
personal view is. I think the data will bear
that out, but we will see as the process extends
forward.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, John.

Alan Weiss, let's open up your line and
then we'll come back into the room.

And just for everyone's benefit, we've
got about 15 minutes left before we want to
break for lunch.

MR. WEISS: Okay. Thank you, Bennett.

And thank you, John. I just wanted to
ask how the upcoming mako assessment will be
impacted by the lack of landings data and the --
you know, the prohibition on landings that has

taken place the last few years, and also whether
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any kind of useful information that bears on the
stock assessment will be coming from log book
and observer data in the U.S. pertaining to
makos that were hooked and released. Thank you.

MR. WALTER: Thanks, Alan. And so the
observer data plays into a joint index that I
believe is being developed for mako across
multiple longline fleets and the observer data
is -- I believe that's in -- being used in the
assessment and that's actually critical and I
think it's critical to have observers and
observer information because I think,
particularly across other fleets where I'm not
sure that they're well recorded in the catches
when they're not kept and because there's no
retention of makos, then I believe they're not
being accurately recorded, but I believe their
observers probably are getting the best
information.

That's key information when there's a
retention ban because we need to be able to

track if the stock is improving because they're
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all going to be presumably releases. So that's
essential. I think one of the problems you
alluded to is not having that data. And
particularly for other fleets, there's going to
be essentially what looked like really low
landings, but there might be still unreported
landings. And so we may look like we're not
overfishing because that's what you see in that
plot I showed of the red and green, but the
stock may or may not be improving as we see with
some of the billfishes. So it's certainly a
problem that I think ICCAT needs to get a better
handle on and improve its coverage of observer
information to be able to track those by catch
species.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Thanks, John.
All right. Let's come back into the room, pick
up remaining cards, and then we'll break for
lunch. So we'll go over to Bob, then Mike, then
Jeff, and then Greg.

MR. ZALES: Thank you.

John, you -- I asked earlier, and we've
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talked about this before, on how we can work to
help you all improve stock assessments and
expedite these things and make them faster. And
comments that I've made in front of the council
and other places over the past several years, I
generally talk about the best place for fishery
data that you get is typically, it's like in
this room here, from the people that are in this
room and at council meetings, the people that
are in the audience that make comments, which
are typically the fishermen, whether they're
commercial or recreational, who are on the water
almost daily and are able to visualize all the
activities and all the information about
fisheries, that that information is really good
and it's hardly ever incorporated in the stuff.
I point to your slide on shark
depredation. I was at the sandbar shark SEDAR
thing a few weeks ago where this slide at the
bottom was presented. And when you look at
that, you see where whoever put that information

together put together the areas where shark
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depredation is most abundant in the west coast
of Florida. When you look at that, that data
right there matches perfectly with comments that
have been made by people in the audience at the
Gulf Council probably for the last ten years.

It's about every meeting they talk
about this which, to me, that verifies what the
people in the audience say is reliable
information and kind of verifies that this is a
very good source of data for you to use and for
everybody to use in stock assessments for these
fisheries. And this is an underutilized source
of information in the people that fish. 1It's
clearly called anecdotal, but it's real. And so
I would encourage you to really, and everybody
in the stock assessment process, to consider
this information that they hear from fishermen
at just about every meeting.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob.

John, you want to weigh in on that at
all? No, we're not hearing you, John. Hang on

one second.
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MS. DENIT: Bennett, can you get your
mic on? Thank you.

MR. WALTER: -- it's going on in the
water and sharks --

MR. BROOKS: Sorry, John, we could not
hear you. We missed you at the beginning. Can
you just start over with your response?

MR. WALTER: And for the shark
fishermen who come to the meetings and people
who understand sharks, keep coming, we need that
historical knowledge because, you know, it's --
we don't have much of a shark fishery right now.

MR. BROOKS: Sorry, John, we missed the
beginning of your comment. Could you just
briefly restate that? Hey, John, we missed the
beginning of your comment. Can you restate
that, please? Can you restate that, please?

MR. WALTER: I 100 percent agree with
Bob's comment about fisherman knowledge. I tell
my staff to pay attention to what the fishermen
are saying and particularly with respect to

sharks, we've lost a lot of historical knowledge
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of sharks within the agency and so -- and we've
lost a lot of shark fishermen. So the ones that
are left, please keep coming, keep telling us
what you know, and that information is -- we're
definitely using that information. We need
that. Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Let's go over to
Mike and then we'll work right side here, Jeff,
Greg, and Matt.

Mike?

MR. PIERDINOCK: Oh, thank you,
Bennett. And thank you, John, for the work of
you and your staff and the efforts on many
different fronts. Two things. I just want to
mention with the dolphinfish, there's a very
important meeting coming up where we talk about
fishermen knowledge and we need to have the rec
for hire and commercial fleet present for the
meeting July -- excuse me, June 1lth for the
Management Strategy Evaluation for dolphinfish.
There's some significant discussion that's going

to take place there concerning seasons, bag




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

153

limits, and zones, and the objectives of the
MSE, and we need the public to be there to
participate. So I just wanted to point that
out.

John, you had mentioned the paper and
the importance of forage fish in the Western
Atlantic and the sound management of our forage
fish in our waters and how that's benefited our
bluefin tuna as well as it benefits the eastern
bluefin tuna that come across the Atlantic and
feed in our waters and then getting fattened up
and go back to the east. Does the Management
Strategy Evaluation take into account the
importance of forage and does it weight it and
does it weight it accordingly for the west as
well as the eastern MSE for bluefin?

MR. WALTER: Thanks, Mike. No, not
specifically. We -- the -- it doesn't account
for the forage dynamics.

MR. PIERDINOCK: Is there any potential
to have that weighted accordingly or is the

science not there yet in order to consider such?
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MR. WALTER: I think we're not at a
stage where it would be practical to do and I
say this from paying attention to the few stocks
where we do explicitly account for forage fish
dynamics on the East Coast. And the quality of
data that informed that, say, for Atlantic
menhaden is pretty substantial. I'm not sure
we're there with bluefin and, given that we'd
have to incorporate forage fish dynamics within
the extent of its range, I think it would be a
bar too far to try to wrap that up into the MSE
at the current stage.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, John. Let's go to
Jeff and Greg, then Matt, and then we'll get you
all to lunch.

Jeff?

MR. KNEEBONE: Hi, John. Jeff
Kneebone, New England Aquarium here. Thanks for
your presentation. Really great to see all the
work that's being done by your staff. The mako
project that Michelle Passerotti already is

leading, really -- I think, really informative,
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really excited to hear that. Have a couple of
comments and a couple of questions. So in the
line of the depredation research that was
mentioned in the presentation, can you provide a
little bit more clarification as to where that
research will occur and whether it will focus on
HMS recreational fisheries or recreational
fisheries for things like snapper and grouper
that are affected by shark depredation? So
that's a question.

Also, 1s that NOAA-led research or is
there some type of sponsored research program
that is going to be set up to investigate shark
depredation in other places along the coast,
assuming that what you're speaking about is
located in the Gulf, which may or may not be
true.

And then lastly, just another plug for
the thresher assessment. I know your staff is
taxed to the limit, but it seems like more
interest in the species is warranted. And then

just as someone who's looked at the data for
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common threshers a lot, it is definitely a
bycatch issue, but I believe that the issue is
more domestic than it is ICCAT, and I just
wanted to express my willingness and interest to
participate in any conversations that may be had
to inform the process. So thanks again.

MR. WALTER: Much more difficult to get
acoustic array in a -- in -- say in the Gulf
Stream. So we're thinking probably the
Panhandle of Florida to Alabama, some area
around there we see in the highlighted and then
potentially somewhere else in Florida. We're
not entirely sure whether it would be Gulf or
Atlantic Coast. It kind of depends on timing,
availability, and where we could reasonably put
the arrays. But it would be recreational fish
and simply for the initial proof of concept.

The -- and then I hear you on -- in
terms of who's going to run it right now, the
project would be run by NOAA Fisheries through
our Shark Research Fishery and extension of that

Shark Research Fishery Project in terms of
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whether there'll be additional opportunities for
external RFPs. Don't know. Possibly in the
future. I'm not sure yet about that and the
potential opportunities there. On the -- your
third point about the common thresher, all
right, I'll bring that up to our somewhat
limited shark team and we'll see what we can do
there.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, John.

Greg and -- oh, sorry. Yeah.

MS. DENIT: Hey, Kelly Denit, SF. Just
to answer your question, Jeff, about broader
opportunities, our bycatch reduction engineering
program as well as our -- as the agency's
cooperative research programs, we do expect to
be able to issue some RFPs later, or at least
hopefully at some point this year. And BREP
included last year shark depredation as one of
its priorities. So I do anticipate that there
will be broader opportunities geographically to
apply for funds.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Thanks, Kelly.
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Greg?

MR. HINKS: Thanks, John. Regarding
the CKMR and the epigenetic aging for the
sandbar sharks, first question is: Are there
any opportunities or needs to contribute
samples? And I think you mentioned there might
be other species that you're considering for
similar methods and, if that's correct, what
those species may be and maybe some ballpark
deadlines you plan to execute those?

MR. WALTER: I will -- and this is --
most of that work is in conjunction with David
Portnoy at Texas A&M. So I'd say reach out to
David if you are thinking about collaborating.
From an agency perspective, I would love for us
to be able to embark upon CKMR and epigenetic
aging for more of our species. We are just not
quite at the point where we're ready to say yet
give us samples. I think it's going to be the
future. I think the future is going to come
fairly soon on that, but I don't know that we're

quite ready.
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We are doing an analysis of the stocks
that might be really good candidates for that.
And I think that citizen and science data
collection, which we have ongoing for bluefin
with the genetics for juveniles and giants,
where people could take fin clips and tissue
samples, 1is going to probably be something that
would be very useful for sharks as well. And
sharks are a very good candidate for CPMR and
epigenetic aging because we're (inaudible) ages,
but we're not -- they don't release very well
after you take their vertebrae.

MR. BROOKS: We have a couple of more
cards in the queue, but John, it is top of the
hour here and you may need to jump. Are you
okay hanging in for a couple of more minutes?

MR. WALTER: Yeah, I'm okay for a
couple of more minutes.

MR. BROOKS: Okay, great. We'll take
the last two questions, Matt, and then over to
Charles.

MR. HUTH: Thanks, John, for the
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presentation. I wasn't going to say anything
just because, you know, we are always talking
about sharks and I think most people in this
room can agree that we've got a shark problem in
this United States. And, you know, I just got a
text from a friend of mine just out of the blue
who was bottom (longlining in front of North
Carolina, 71, beautiful clear water, shark bite-
off on every hook, wondering if he's going to
get his gear back.

And it has -- you know, has a bearing
on -- you know, I dare say it's got a bearing on
the billfish, you know, mortality in Florida in
cases. It certainly has had problems in North
Carolina and the tuna. Like one day, two years
ago, 30,000 pound of fish was eaten. You know
that we have a big fleet there and it's just --
you know, the shrimp industry has problems
and -- but and we keep saying this stuff over
and over again and I -- you know, and -- but the
only solution is to get the fins back, you all.

And I mean, I know we can't do that as
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congressional, but we can write -- this -- the
panel, we can write letters or something, say we
need to take emergency action because it -- I
can't believe it's not a safety issue in North
Carolina. I mean, we have got a mega problem
and I don't know. We just need to really get
serious about doing something about it other
than research. I mean, the research is done, in
my opinion. We just need to take action. Thank
you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Matt. I'm going
to bring in Charles and then give you a last
bite at anything you want to say, John.

Charles?

MR. WITEK: Yeah. Charles Witek. I
wasn't going to say anything either, but I'm
very active in a recreational shark fishery off
New York. And now that there's been a little
bit of momentum in this conversation, I am also
going to endorse the common thresher stock
assessment. We need it in the upper Mid-

Atlantic, Southern New England. Now that the
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mako is off limits, common threshers are the
focus of the recreational shark fishery. If
people are going out and they're going to keep a
shark, it's going to be a common thresher and we
have no idea what this population can sustain.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Charles.

John, any last words from you before we
let you go?

MR. WALTER: ©No, I -- the feedback is

very helpful. Common thresher, got it. And
opportunities for involvement, sounds like
there's interest there for involvement in
supporting data collection and utilizing the
data that's -- and insights from fishermen. So
we've got that and I've got a few get-backs to
some people who I will probably reach out to.
So I appreciate the opportunity to be here, wish
I could have been here in person, and thanks for
allowing me to represent the science done by our
staff.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, John, so

much. Very helpful. Okay. It is a couple of
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ticks after 12:00. Let's get to lunch and we
will start at 1:30 sharp with the Recreational
Roundtable. So look forward to seeing you all
then. Thanks everybody for a good conversation
this morning.

Thanks again, John.

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter
went off the record at 12:04 p.m. and resumed at
1:33 p.m.)

MR. BROOKS: Good afternoon, everybody.
We are about to get going again here with the
recreational roundtable. For folks in the room,
if you could start working your way to the
table, that would be great. And for folks
online, thank you for being here and just sit
tight for a minute or two and we will jump into
things. And if there's someone online who can
just confirm that you're hearing me, that would
be great. Just throw something into the chat.
Thanks. Thanks for confirming.

MR. MCHALE: All righty. 1If folks

could take their seats, I think we'll get this
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roundtable discussion underway. Thank you. All
right. We're going to get underway here. The
clap. I thought we were going to get Dad voice,

but we got the clap. I was waiting for the

snap.
MR. PIERDINOCK: We got the clap.
MR. DUNN: You have to do that.
MR. MCHALE: Yeah, absolutely. So good
afternoon, everyone. For those folks that are

in the room and for those folks that are joining
us on the webinar, I'd like to welcome you to
the Atlantic Highly Migratory Species
Recreational Roundtable. My name is Brad
McHale. I am a branch chief in the HMS
Management Division as well as an additional hat
that I wear is one of the recreational
coordinators for Atlantic Highly Migratory
Species.

Cliff, you could move ahead.

So essentially, what I will be doing is
a brief introduction to how the afternoon is

going to play out. I will introduce some of the
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players here that are at the front of the table
and what our respective roles are. We'll get
into, then, what is -- really what this
Recreational Roundtable is all about. It is
designed to have an opportunity of those members
of the public, not just the advisory panel
members. So please take your AP hat off and
your private citizen hat on --

Thank you, Bob.

-- to let us know what is on your
respective minds. We will at least share back
in broad-brush terms what we already have on our
radar, what we have already heard. The list is
not intended to be comprehensive and is also not
designed to limit the conversation. If there
are issues that you're not hearing or not
seeing, please don't hesitate to bring those up.

Let's go to the next slide, please.

So first and foremost, for those
individuals that are joining us in the audience
here in person and for those folks on the

webinar, Bennett Brooks will be our moderator
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this fine afternoon, well versed in HMS in
managing and herding cats, and so we look
forward to those skills to keep us on track to
make sure that everyone has an opportunity to
speak their peace. Also, joining me here at the
front of the table is Russ Dunn. Some of you
folks may know him from around the table and I
don't have a full sense of who's online, but
Russ serves as our national recreational policy
advisor and so he'll have that kind of 100,000-
foot altitude scope of all items recreational.

We'll go to the next slide, please.

Myself and the other recreational
coordinator for Highly Migratory Species, Cliff
Hutt, joining us here at the table, have more of
that focus on HMS or HMS-related issues versus
Russ' higher altitude. Why don't I take a pause
at this moment and have Russ share some words
regarding these recreational roundtables as a
whole, not just specific to HMS.

Russ?

MR. DUNN: Yeah. Thanks, Brad. As he
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said, I'm Russ Dunn. I'm the national policy
advisor for recreational fisheries. I think I
know the majority of folks in the room and
around the table, and it's good to see you all
again. So thank you for taking the time to be
here and as well to the HMS division for hosting
this and for those folks who are online. So as
Brad said, this is a continuation of a series of
discussions that actually started in late 2024.
We got two pulled off -- three: one in New
England, one in Alaska, and one on the West
Coast, and then we had a pause.

We have now restarted those recently.
We just held one in the Mid-Atlantic, one in
Oregon, and we have others planned in the other,
essentially council regions, so South Atlantic
Gulf, Caribbean, and Hawaii that are coming up.
More or less, as Brad indicated, the goals here
are really just to connect with folks, maintain
or develop those lines of communications, learn
about your priorities, and it's an opportunity

for us as well to gain insight into issues that
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we may want to have the agenda topics in the
2027 national rec summit. That is currently --
we just were able to lock in the dates of that.
So you'll be the first to hear that it is March
23rd and 24th next year. It's going to be here
in the D.C. area down in Alexandria. So we are
asking you, essentially, to share your concerns,
ask questions, et cetera, share your priorities.

And then before I turn it over, just
one quick, I guess, sense of the scope and
magnitude of the rec fisheries if people are
wondering why are we doing this? So, you know,
outdoor recreation industry as a whole, when you
look at it, it contributes 2.3 percent to U.S.
GDP with recreational boating and fishing
representing the largest sort of traditional
outdoor activity. And that is a massive
contribution to the U.S. economy.

Specific to saltwater recreational
fishing, there are roughly 12.7 million
saltwater recreational anglers that drove $145

billion in sales impacts and contributed about
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78 and a half billion dollars to U.S. GDP. And
that all comes together and supports around
695,000 jobs in the U.S. So in addition to
that, we, as an agency, we recognize the value
or the contributions of the rec community, not
to just conservation but to science as well as
being contributors to the supply of --
sustainable supply of U.S. produced seafood.
There are a tremendous number of fish retained
by anglers that they take home and consume or
share with their neighbors for consumption. And
that's an integral part and certainly in line
with the seafood EO that the president has put
forward.

So with that, I will stop and turn it
back over to HMS and look forward to hearing
your inputs and answering any questions that we
can.

MR. MCHALE: Thank you, Russ. If we
could proceed? So let's lay down some of the
ground rules as we proceed into the next few

hours here. You know, as you can see, that this
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is an open session for members of the public,
just as we've all mentioned, so there's really
no preferential treatment given to advisory
panel members. We're treating everybody as a
member of the public and I anticipate that we'll
probably go back and forth of dialogue here in
the room, but also need to be absolutely
inclusive of those folks that are joining us
virtually.

Any and all topics related to HMS
fisheries are essentially on the table. Please
don't overly filter yourselves. I want everyone
to also, including us at the front of the room,
to be respectful of any ideas that are floated
out so we can have a thorough dialogue back and
forth as warranted to kind of make sure that
everything is vetted properly. And I know that
there can be very differing opinions, so let's
respect them as those differing opinions present
themselves.

For those folks that are on the

webinar, please get comfortable with figuring
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out how to raise your hand or to place things in
the chat. I know that is how we'll be
monitoring and then looking to go to you all for
either feedback, comments, your thoughts, as
well as trying to, for a lack of a better way to
articulate it, lump various issues so we can
kind of stay on point so we're not necessarily
kind of bouncing all over the place. We'll try
to compartmentalize the conversations as best we
can to kind of get as much traction over the
next few hours as we can. And along that line,
please be as succinct as you possibly can.
There's only so much oxygen physically here in
this room and I can't speak to what the oxygen
levels are for those virtually, but let's make
sure that we save some for everyone else so we
can all kind of get our two cents in.

And then lastly, you know, while we
will continue to engage in clarification
questions and dialogue, what we won't
necessarily want to get bogged down is too far

down into the weeds of what it would might take
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to fully implement this specific action or that
specific action. While that is extremely
valuable discussion to have, I don't want to get
too pigeonholed into just chasing one particular
idea around while the intent of this is to kind
of really gather the full scope of various
issues and then trying to strike that balance of
conversation, but not to the point where we're
excluding other issues from being raised. That,
I think, is it for the ground rules.

Now, the list that folks are seeing
here, again, is not intended to be
comprehensive. It's at a very high altitude,
but really this is just our attempt to kind of
relay to you all, and those members of the
public that are joining us online, of issues
that we kind of have already heard about, we
have on our radar. It does not in any way,
shape, or form prevent us from touching on these
subject matters in more detail, nor is this
designed to limit the conversation to just

these.
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But clearly there's a host of bluefin
tuna matters that have been discussed around the
table, and the margins that I think we'd like to
continue more on. I'm actually going to propose
that for the initial session of this roundtable
that maybe we keep all of our bluefin tuna-
related issues to that first session. We can
then plan to have that second session be more
other issues, whether it be depredation, whether
they be billfish-related matters, whether they
be yellowfin, bigeye, skipjack, shark, you name
it, that we kind of contain those for that
second session. And then as time allows, we can
kind of flesh out the end of our overall
roundtable with anything that we might have
missed or not given proper airtime to. And so
if folks are amenable, I think that's how we'll
try to keep Bennett somewhat sane in herding all
of our cats and conversations.

So just touching on those in addition
to bluefin tuna, it is well known, not just

around this table, but throughout the
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recreational fishing as well as commercial
fishing communities that we have some ongoing
challenges with depredation. We know that is a
high priority for the agency, and so we are
willing and able to kind of get into that to
some degree. We know as when it comes to
informed management, especially in the highly
migratory species context, reporting and having
information before to inform those decisions is
always a key point of interest in how best to
utilize the individuals that are on the water,
seeing activities, reporting their catch so that
not only fishermen, actually, not only managers,
but scientists can then use that information to
help inform either stock assessments or in-
season management decisions, again, trying to
inform and get the most fishing opportunities
out of quota-managed fisheries.

We also know that there's always kind
of billfish concerns of, all right, how are we
counting our catch? What happens if things were

to change either internationally? And then what
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are those ripple effects across how we address
our needs to have access to those resources? I
know shortfin mako is an ongoing topic of
concern for up and down the seaboard and what
that means, whether for for-hire vessels or
private individuals and some of the challenges
both domestically and internationally that are
there, but willing to touch on those. And then
just to round it out, some potential research
opportunities that might present themselves and
what might fit or not fit into some of our
exempted fishing permit processes or research
permitting processes.

And then lastly, potential ways to
improve our fishery-dependent data. So again,
not designed to limit everything, but just kind
of want to make sure that you all know,
especially those members of the public that
aren't necessarily joining us around this table
twice a year, that we actually do have our ears
on and we are listening and then trying to forge

ways forward on addressing some of these matters
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to the best of our ability.

So with that, I think it would be time
for me to shut my trap and go to you all. And,
Bennett, I will defer to you whether if it makes
sense to maybe gather some other ideas either
from in here in the room or from online to kind
of flesh out that list that we have to build
upon to make sure we're not missing anything,
and then we can kind of get more into the
thoughts from folks that are joining us today.

MR. BROOKS: Yeah. Let's do that.
Again, I think before we sort of jump into the
deeper conversation, let's just see, are there
any sort of high-level topics that folks want to
make sure we have a chance for folks to weigh in
on today, just so we understand kind of what
we're trying to shoehorn in? Maybe for folks
online, you could throw something in the chat if
there's a topic, if there's anyone around the
room in here. And again, looking room broadly.
If there's -- if you're not seeing your topic of

concern up there, just raise a hand or card so
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we can name that. So any issues that we don't
already have kind of in the mix?

Bob, is your card up to raise an issue?
Yeah, not to talk to it, but just to name it.

MR. HUMPHREY: Yeah. I can be very
brief.

MR. BROOKS: ©No. I guess is it -- 1is
your topic up here already? Okay. Go for it.

MR. HUMPHREY: All right. Cliff, a
decade ago, you and George put it out -- put out
a paper on the economic importance of HMS
tournaments. That's pretty dated information
now, but it's been very useful for me, not just
for tournaments, but for recreational fishing in
general, the value, how important it is
economically. Any update on that or any plans
to update that?

MR. HUTT: There are no immediate plans
to update that tournament survey. However, we
are -- I am in the process of finishing a report
on our last economic expenditure survey of the

HMS angling category, and we are going to be
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collecting that data again, I believe, next
year. So we're going to have that also looking
into ways to get that data on the charter
headboat sector. We did a cost-earning survey
of our charter headboats even before the
tournament survey. That's getting very long in
the tooth, but the hope had been, you know,
we've been proposing, establishing this for-hire
logbook that would collect cost earnings data.
We're still working to finalize that rulemaking,
but we're looking into other ways to collect
that data as well, depending on what gets
finalized there.

And I do think it is going to be about
time to look into revisiting the tournament
survey, at least the operator portion of it. We
had some challenges with getting data from the
participants, but the operator portion of that
survey was very successful, and it's probably
going to be about time to look into redoing that
as well.

MR. HUMPHREY: And just a quick follow-
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up, if there's anything that we can do on the
tournament end in the meantime to start

collecting some of that information, please let

me know.

MR. HUTT: Will do.

MR. BROOKS: We're kind of jumping into
the discussion more than I want to just yet. So

let me just name that. Again, just looking for
topics you want to discuss.

Austin?

MR. LANGLEY: Yeah. So the topic I'd
like to discuss is recreational HMS permitting
and reporting, and improving it.

MR. BROOKS: Jeff, topic to discuss?

MR. KNEEBONE: Yeah. More of a
question. The topics and issues you have been
hearing about recently, has the talk of impacts
from offshore wind waned? Is that still on the
table? Does that fit here? Just curious if
it's not here because you have been hearing less
about it, acknowledging that in the past, you

know, we've talked about it specifically in the
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information so I can frame my own thought
process. Thank you.

MR. DUNN: Should I --

MR. BROOKS: Okay.

MR. DUNN: You want me to respond or
wait until we get in?

MR. BROOKS: Let's wait until we get
into it.

MR. MCHALE: Yeah. We'll --

MR. BROOKS: Got to --

180

MR. MCHALE: -- certainly add it to the

list today. Yeah.

MR. BROOKS: Okay. I don't think I'm

seeing anything in the chat or any other hand,
so we should -- are you seeing some?

MR. COOPER: (Inaudible) on the line.

MR. BROOKS: Oh, okay. Lionel Poston?

MR. POSTON: Yeah.
MR. BROOKS: Again, looking to raise

issue here?

an

MR. POSTON: Yeah. Lionel Poston from
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the Panhandle of Florida. Our issue was the
harvesting of the yellowfin tunas for the shore
base angler community. I know it was discussed
earlier this morning. I don't know if this --
the -- I'm assuming it's the correct place to
bring this up, but I would absolutely love to
hear a continuation of the discussion regarding
harvesting of tunas for the shore base
community.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks. Is that
somewhere tucked in here already, Brad, or does
that need -- that probably needs its own?

MR. MCHALE: I'm going to suggest that,
yes, but that is also on our radar and so we
will give that some airtime. We won't keep it
isolated just to yellowfin tuna --

MR. BROOKS: Yeah.

MR. MCHALE: -- because we know that
there's other HMS where shore access has been a
topic of discussion of late.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Pete, you seeing

anyone else? I'm not.
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MR. COOPER: I'm not either.

MR. BROOKS: All right. So then let's
jump into it. Just a few mechanics. We'wve got
folks in the room, we've got folks online. For
folks in the room, if you want to get into the
conversation, just if you have a placard, raise
it up. If you don't have a placard, raise your
hand. We have an empty mic at the corner here
between Martha and Amy who are so graciously
pointing it out. So when it's your moment, come
on up there, share your comment and then we'll
invite you to step back. If you are online,
just raise your virtual hand. If for some
reason that's not working, throw something in
the chat and Pete will see that. You can also
throw a comment in the chat and periodically
we'll try to fold that in. That's not seen by
everyone, but Pete and team will be monitoring
that. If anyone is participating by phone, you
raise your hand by -- and lower your hand by
hitting star 3 and then you mute and unmute

yourself by hitting star 6.
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I think Brad has hit all the other main
points. Again, just please keep your comments
succinct. We've got about 30 people online,
more in the room. Really an open session for
you to share your thoughts. It's not a -- it's
not a debate here. 1It's really for a chance for
you to make sure agency folks are hearing what's
on top of mind for you. Agency team will be
taking notes, so know that will be tracked. And
if there are -- if there's not sufficient time
here today for to -- for us to get all the
comments in, which there may well not be, we
invite your comments by email after the fact or
reaching out to staff.

So I think that's it. 1I'd love to jump
into it. As Brad suggested, let's start with
bluefin tuna. And I would just ask each speaker
before you start, just start with your name and
affiliation, so we know who's weighing in. And
again, I'll just bounce it back and forth
between what's happening in the room and online.

I will probably favor and lean towards the folks
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who are not panel members because we don't
really get to hear from you. I want to make
sure we do, but do not fear, AP members, you
will be in the mix as well.

So with that, bluefin tuna, what's on
your minds that you would like Brad and Russ and
Cliff to be hearing and understand why it's
feeling important, priority moving into '27? I
see a couple of cards up for our panel members,
but I'm going to pause just a bit longer if
there are non-panel members who would like to
weigh in.

I see it, Fly.

MR. NAVARRO: (Inaudible) happen twice
in (inaudible).

MR. BROOKS: No. No, that would be
terrible. Okay. I'm not seeing any hands right
now, so I'm going to jump to folks who are here.

And, Fly, would you care to get into
the queue?

MR. NAVARRO: I thought you'd never

ask.
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Actually, this is just a little
comment. I know you guys had some issues last
year in 2025 with the bluefin tuna and the
quota. I had a lot of people call me up, and
once I explained to them why you reduced the
daily retention limits, most of the people were
very understanding. They wish that was
communicated to them and shared with them as the
retention limits were going out. So I -- as a
recommendation, I would say maybe some more
clear information, especially with the
technologies we have out there nowadays. It's
very easy to get it out there. So that was my
biggest thing, especially on the bluefin side.

I hope you have the bleeding stopped. It was

bad.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you.

Greg.

MR. HINKS: Thanks.

I don't want to dwell too much on this
because I know the panel is aware. I know you

guys are aware of the issue with bluefin tuna
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inequality access. We don't need to go too much
into that, I think. But something that came to
mind during the discussions, especially once we
started talking about the shore base HMS permits
or the potential thereof, is, I wonder if there
may be opportunities for -- if that does come to
fruition, some sort of shore base HMS permit to
offer a -- an individual angler permit that may
be used in conjunction with those headboat
opportunities to help, you know, provide that
more equal access.

MR. MCHALE: So why don't we -- why
don't we touch on those, you know? Because
those are, you know, two specific, very
different topics, but they're also access
centric. I -- and I understand that for Lionel
online there, that he was referring more to
yellowfin tuna shore base access. So I'll -- as
a federal employee, I'll instantly break the own
ground rules I laid down and maybe we'll expand
the bluefin tuna discussion just to be a little

bit more comprehensive as it relates to that
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shore base access.

For those folks that might be not quite
as familiar of how we kind of typically set up
those bluefin tuna retention limits is, normally
we could provide specific limits to those
vessels that are owned by private individuals.
We can set limits to those vessels that are for
hire and essentially our six-pack charter fleet.
So the design to carry six or fewer passengers
in general. And then the third kind of mode of
when it comes to recreational opportunities is
the inspected vessel fleet. So these are your
larger headboat fleet permitted to carry six or
more than six passengers.

In a number of years past, we've kind
of tried to recognize those three different user
groups with various retention limits. We know
that from the charter fleet, trying to book
charters is a key component, so having limits
that attract that business and provide those
fishing opportunities to allow for those

bookings is essential. We also then
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simultaneously recognize that the private angler
fleet is significantly strong in numbers. And
so sometimes we have a more conservative
retention limit for that user group, because,
again, the vast majority of that recreational
fleet, by numbers, is comprised of that
particular mode.

And one area that I know that we're
getting airtime more on is, how can we do a
better job of accommodating those vessels that
are headboats, those inspected vessels, and
provide bluefin tuna fish opportunities for that
user group? This, I know, continues to be a
struggle, you know, especially in light of kind
of our quota attainment over the last few years
of how is it that we can strike the right
balance of providing fishing opportunities for
those paying passengers that are utilizing those
headboats to access HMS resources?

To date, we've kind of had a relatively
conservative either six-fish or maybe 12-fish

per vessel for those trips, fully recognizing
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that sometimes that doesn't necessarily empower
those vessel owner and operators to book
dedicated bluefin tuna trips. And so really
what I'd like to do, specific to the headboats,
and then we'll circle back to the shore base
component, is if folks have thoughts around the
room of how we might be able to strike that
right balance of trying to provide opportunities
to that headboat, inspected vessel fleet when it
comes to bluefin tuna, while striking the right
balance, knowing that it wasn't that long ago
that we exceeded our recreational quota without
that additional access, and how to kind of walk
that tight wire of, again, trying to provide
opportunities when we're in a quota limited from
a management perspective environment?

Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Yeah. So why don't we --
well, let's stay with this for a moment and just
sort of pick up, see if there's people who want
to speak to Brad's questionnaire, comments on

this sort of equal access. Yeah.
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MR. HINKS: Can I respond?

MR. BROOKS: Yeah. Please, Greg. And
then we'll go over to Charles.

MR. HINKS: I -- I'm just totally
spitballing here, but I wonder if one possible
option of investigating would be more of a --
more of a tag system almost. I guess I'm
thinking of the -- I'm speculating that the
typical headboat customer is probably not going
to be someone that's going to be doing that on a
regular basis and wouldn't benefit therefore
from a -- from an annual permit. So maybe some
sort of tag-based system where they're allowed,
you know, one fish or multiple fish on a
specific permit, that once they harvest that
fish, then the, you know, permit is expired.

MR. BROOKS: And that permit is to an
individual or to the boat?

MR. HINKS: TI'm sorry?

MR. BROOKS: That permit is to the
boat, to the vessel?

MR. HINKS: To the individual.
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MR. BROOKS: To the individual?

MR. HINKS: Yeah.

MR. BROOKS: Okay. Great.

Charles, and then we'll go over to
Jason, then pop up here.

MR. WITEK: Yeah. Charles Witek. One
thing that just struck me when we started
asking, how can we regulate this is, when you're
going to look at a headboat, and if you're going
to have a lot of folks being able to take fish
home on a headboat, you might want to set a
season where the private angler is fishing all
summer, the charter boat is fishing all summer.
You don't want to do anything that's going to
chip away at their ability to access fish, but
maybe come mid-September, which is when the
party boats tend to turn the tuna fishing
anyways late in the season, you might want to
think about opening up more liberal headboat
quotas at that point when the other sub-sectors
have already had their shot and you're not

chipping away at their opportunities.
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MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

Jason.

MR. ADRIANCE: Thanks.

Mine is also an access comment, not
necessarily specific to those, but just there
needs to be more access to trophy fish in the
Gulf of America. And that's my simple comment.

MR. BROOKS: John, was your comment on
this point or different topic? If it's on this,
jump in. If not, I'll keep you on hold for a
minute.

MR. DEPERSENAIRE: I'm not sure. I
think it is. I think it's in line with what you
guys are talking about now.

MR. BROOKS: Go for it.

MR. DEPERSENAIRE: So I guess the point
I wanted to make was really -- John DePersenaire
with Viking Marine Group. I wanted to mention
that, you know, it just seems like this
trajectory that we're seeing with availability
is not going away. I -- I'd imagine we're going

to find ourselves with challenging situations
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that we've never had to deal with before in the
past with bluefin tuna, clearly evident by the
interest in having access for shore based
anglers and closing mid-season are examples of
where we're -- what we're looking at here.

So I guess a couple things. I mean, I
think the -- on the science side, I think this
is -- you know, this ties into access, but, you
know, obviously, I think, you know, what we're
looking for is more access to this resource
that's rebuilding and we expect to continue to
rebuild. So I think the science effort -- I
think NOAA should be encouraging fishermen to
participate in as many science efforts as they
can. We know that's a way of providing some of
the most real-time data and also allows us to
have some of this abundant information that's
separate from some of the survey programs, which
is a great way of decoupling the two. So that's
a significant improvement. So I'd encourage
folks to do that.

I think it's great having our
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delegation be such a strong advocate for U.S.
fishermen overseas and at the ICCAT realm. I
really appreciate the efforts that's gone into
that. I think the example that the was
highlighted in the recent Southeast Fisheries
Science Center report on the west being a refuge
for bluefin tuna is great to see, but I think we
have to put this into context that our
conservation efforts have been subsidizing
landings over in other parts of the world.

And I think we need to recognize that
as something that we should be leveraging and
taking advantage of, not just saying, we're
going to do our part so other countries can take
advantage of us. I think that's the take home
that I get from that. We -- we've given up a
lot of foregone landings and economic
opportunity from this fishery to help it
rebuild, and yet we're not necessarily
benefiting as some of the other countries are.
So I think that's a message that's important for

our delegation.
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Another way, kind of going back to this
issue of the headboats, the inspected vessels,
you know, one area we can look at is trying to
go back to the 15 percent school tolerance. You
know, those boats are much more well-equipped to
deal with school fish. Certainly a 300-pound
giant on a inspected vessel causes all kinds of
challenges and problems, but schoolies, that's
their sweet spot and certainly you can get a lot
more fish per individual out of small, you know,
20, 25-pound, 27-inch schoolies than you can
large school, small, medium. So you get more
value, you get more access by having just the
numbers of fish go up by having more tonnage in
the school fishery. So perhaps going back to
the 15, I think the stock is probably at a level
that you can comfortably request that. And so
maybe that's something the delegation can
consider as well.

Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, John.

Yeah, please, Russ.
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MR. DUNN: Yeah. John, I was going to
say -- again, Russ Dunn with NOAA Fisheries.
Couple things. So I think you're dead on. I
think that certainly the agency recognizes the
work that the U.S. and the fishermen -- the
sacrifices you all have made in terms of
rebuilding bluefin stocks. I think that was
reflected in how hard the delegation fought this
past year, you know, came back with additional
quota and, you know, certainly has intent to
continue seeking our fair share. I will -- to
put it mildly.

In terms of cooperative research, that
is a priority of the agency writ large. We've
got work going on, you know, Pacific Coast
rockfish that are filling in, you know, data
collected by anglers filling in critical data
gaps. We've got, you know, in the room,
certainly there's a lot of expertise on the rec
bio, which is a cooperative program, the
cooperative sampling on mackerel that's just

starting up in up north. And then, of course,
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the CKMR. I'm looking at grants there for
additional support right now to better engage
the private rec fleet in that. So I think
you're dead on and we're in pretty strong
alignment with the comments you just made.

MR. MCHALE: Maybe just building off of
Russ' statement. Russ, either yourself, or
could I ask somebody around the table that is
familiar with CKMR, to essentially articulate
that for the members that are online that may
not know that acronym? I'm waiting for two
individuals to play rock paper scissors.

MR. BROOKS: Anybody that --

MR. DUNN: We'll move it to the mic.

MR. GOLET: Hi.

MR. MCHALE: Yes.

MR. GOLET: All right. John Walter is
not on the call still? Darn it.

MR. MCHALE: Very succinct.

MR. GOLET: Yeah. So very succinct.

Hi, everybody. My name is Walt Golet

and I'm the current U.S. ICCAT advisory
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committee chair and associate professor at
UMaine. So close-kin mark-recapture just really
quickly is an alternative way to estimate
population abundance independent of a
traditional stock assessment. So unlike a
traditional stock assessment that might use CPUE
or other indices of abundance that are reflected
or taken from the fishery itself, we actually
use more -- we actually use something that's
more in line with traditional mark and
recapture. But instead of putting a plastic
nylon tag into the fish and having to deal with
things like misreporting and tag shedding, you
actually mark the fish genetically.

So we sample the larva, mark those. We
sample the adult fish as the recaptures. And
then with mathematics that I am not privileged
or capable of talking about, you can estimate an
independent abundance of biomass. And if you do
that thoroughly enough, you can go from a weight
biomass, which is sort of what we normally do in

a stock assessment, to an absolute number of
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fish in the stock or the population plus or
minus some variability. But basically what
you're doing with close-kin is, you are reducing
the variability around that estimate
tremendously.

And so the confidence that you have in
that number is much higher. And the benefit,
too, about close-kin, whether you're talking
bluefin or if it gets -- what was the shark?
Smooth-hounds or whatever, sandbars, something
like that. The benefit about this of close-kin
is that it -- it's an industry-led initiative.
So it is up to the industry to step up and
provide us the samples. Oftentimes there is
the -- oftentimes there's the idea that, you
know, the industry is seeing lots of fish.
There's -- we're seeing fish here, we're seeing
fish there. ©Now is your chance to show us. And
the way you show us is, you take the extra five
minutes and sample the fish and send them in and
it's a radical -- not a radical. It's a new

technology. It's not novel and it's been
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applied for southern bluefin, white sharks,
brook trout, and lots of other things. And
it -- I think it is the future of population
abundance from an independent estimate
standpoint.

MR. MCHALE: Thanks, Walt, for
volunteering to provide that information. And
just so folks that are online can fully
understand, in that context where Walt was
explaining the industry, that isn't isolated to
a commercial industry. That is the fishing that
is recreational fishermen, that is for-hire
fleets. And so there is this direct conduit
between the fisher themselves and informing that
science, and that's the sampling protocol or the
sample collection that you just referenced. So
whether we spend some time here now or we can
provide some resources of just trying to figure
out how to get that information in the hands of
recreational fishermen so they understand how
best they can contribute and be part of that

effort. And while --
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MR. GOLET: Yeah. The only other
follow-up that I was going to say is, close-kin
is powerful in the sense that it can also be
used to establish different types of indices.
So, for example, in the recreational fleet,
we're always looking to understand how many
individuals we have of these different age/size
classes. And a lot of times those are based on
fishery indices, whereas close-kin can actually
give you an abundance estimate that's
independent of that and it's its own indice. It
does require lots and lots of sampling, but they
do it for Southern bluefin tuna.

MR. HUMPHREY: And where do we get
these sample kits?

MR. GOLET: Come and get in touch with
me and we can set you up for sampling.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks. Thanks,
Walt.

Let's go over to Mike. Then we will go
to Jimmy Hull online, and then back in the room

over to Matt.
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So, Mike.

MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you. And thank
you, Walt.

And, John, I agree with what you said.
I just want to expand upon it and just to make
it clear, it's really easy. We reach out to
Walt, sends a kit, it's a little vial, you catch
a bluefin, you either keep it or you release it.
You're getting a little fin clip, you put it in
a jar, you get it back there and that you're
exactly right. That's the science we need and
that's the data and information we need to then
go to ICCAT and try to get more quota. Without
that, it's going to be very difficult.

I point this out too because me and
others around this table and beyond these walls
have worked very hard to get the recreational
community to report. And last year they got
closed, the recreational fishery got closed out.
And what do you think we heard? This is nothing
new. We report, you shut us down. This is

another mechanism that you -- you're not going
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to hear that because you're participating in
that science that's going to give you the data
for abundance that can help us get more quota.
Now, I'm not saying not to report, but I ask
that we promote this science and get the word
out. Many around this table have done that, but
we continue to need to do that to get good data,
especially at the recreational end. There's a
robust commercial data set, but we need that
recreational data set.

That's where tournaments -- I -- any
tournament that exists that's bluefin related, I
would highly recommend that they do this, you
know, in addition to the recreational community,
because in many instances, I know even up in,
you know, up in New England, recreational
tournaments that may take place around the Cape
Cod area, the amount of recreational fish that
have occurred periodically in the fall is such
that it's a sin not to get that data and
information of that. So I'm not saying that it

needs to be mandatory when you get your HMS
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permit or a tournament, but, you know, I guess
I'll say as I sit here and have to sit at the
ICCAT table or here at the AP or as a New
England Council representative, when the public
gets upset because we don't get more quota,
well, the way to deal with that is to
participate and get these kits. So that would
get a lot of -- get rid of a lot of gray hairs
on my head.

One last thing concerning bluefin and,
you know, a lot of these comments I've said
earlier, but Russ, your new rec policy that just
came out, it says that it needs to
recreationally and for hire, it needs to include
the entire blue economy and those impacts, the
tackle shops, the marinas, the gas, you know,
the boats, everything. And we heard earlier
that we have that disconnect here with bluefin,
that for the rec angler it doesn't, but they do
consider a portion of that for the for hire, but
not the whole blue economy economic impact. So

I would ask that let's get that disconnect, that
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when we -- when there is a measure that shuts
the season down, you're looking at the entire
economic impact, not only just to that charter
business, but the entire blue economy as well as
for the recreational angler. Thank you.

MR. DUNN: Yeah. Just two quick
responses to your last point there. So the
second goal of the newly released rec policy is
promoting rec -- sustainable rec fishery that
maximizes economic growth and supports coastal
communities, tourism, and marine recreation
industries. So we're right in line with you. I
will say that from where I sit and have sat for
a long time, the agency's rec socioeconomic data
holdings are thin. It is something that we as
an agency need to deepen our holdings of and
it's something that I and my team are trying to
work with the administration on figuring out how
can we best do that.

And then not to beat a dead horse, but
to go back to CKMR for one second and the

utility of that data. So the CKMR data were
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used effectively this past ICCAT to help us
argue for additional quota. That information
was critical to numerous conversations about how
much fish we may be able to retain. So just to
beat the dead horse.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you. Let's
go to Jimmy Hull online and then we'll come back
in the room, head over to Matt. Again, for --
we're just at the moment hearing from AP
members, which is fine, but I also just want to
reiterate for members of the public who are in
the room or online, you are -- have equal
standing here in this meeting, so please do not
be shy. Jimmy, I think we've got you open.

MR. HULL: Yeah, Bennett, back to the
subject of head boat limits and how to come up
with a fair and equitable limit for multi-
passenger vessels and their patrons. At the
South Atlantic Council, we are using established
six passenger vessel limits and turning them
into a scaler, a multiplier for the number of

passengers on head boats, and would increase




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

207

that vessel limit by the six passenger limit.
So it may be a -- an avenue to look here on the
HMS world, too.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy.
Interesting. Anything else from you, Jimmy, for
now? No? Okay, great.

MR. HULL: That's it.

MR. BROOKS: Thank you. Matt, you are
up.

MR. HUTH: I was just going to say,
it's just a thought, but I mean, could you carve
a IBQ out of the recreational landings for the
head boats? I don't know how many boats you're
talking or what kind of effort they have. You
know, maybe look back at the historical end of
it and carve them out of IBQ. I don't know.
Just a thought.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. So what we've
heard are sort of, I think, sort of four broad
themes. One, just to do better at communicating
the rationale when there are limitations and

closures, because that communication apparently
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made a difference and so want to make sure we're
learning from that. Obviously, lots around
equal access here, numbers of different ideas,
tag system for individuals, seasons for, you
know, think about a season for head boats, think
about potential IBQs for head boats, scaling
from six-pack up to something that would make
more sense for head boat charter head boats,
trophy upping for trophy in Gulf of Mexico; and
then building on sort of the fishermen science,
cooperative research, lots of opportunities
there; and I then as well trying to look at
school fish and whether you can increase the
numbers there and that would create more
opportunity. And then lastly, blue economy,
make sure we're sort of really capturing the
full economic impacts. And Mike has something
else to throw in here.

MR. PIERDINOCK: No, thank you. Just
to add to the head boats, you know, one thing to
keep in mind is they have to sell these trips,

and in many instances they have to sell it many
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months ahead at the time. It -- one thing I
think you should look at is, is maybe that you
could designate that there's a head boat limit
two weeks out of the year. And, you know, that
may be difficult depending upon where you are,
but then they could sell that trip and it'd be
specific to the limits to the boat and the
vessel for a certain period of time, maybe one
or two weeks to at least, you know, accommodate
those in the population, many of which they
can't afford the boat, you know, can't afford a
six pack and neighbors provided them access.
You know, as far as shore side, that --
that's a difficult one. You know, it's
different down in North Carolina or other places
where there may be more that are catching those
fish there. You know, in general, up in New
England, it's a rare event. I just get
complaints that, you know, it's kind of like
seeing Bigfoot and catching a monster, that you
catch it and you got to throw it back and it's

kind of sad. So I would hope there'd be some
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kind of mechanism to accommodate it. But, you
know, in this world that we live in that the
economics have to make sense, I don't know how
that then can economically be done, especially
where it may be more of a rare event depending
upon the location. But once again, I just want
to see that the public gets that access and
make -- be catching the fish of the life that
they have to throw back, so.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Great. Why don't
we stick with the shore-based now, just since
it's already on the table and we're kind of
there and it was raised as an issue.

MR. MCHALE: And I can kind of give a
brief overview as a backdrop for those folks
that are online around the table, just kind of
currently what we permit, what that process
looks like, and then how that in, you know,
either sets the stage for potential shore
access.

So currently for highly migratory

species, we permit vessels, not individuals.
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And so that permit goes to the vessel and then
that permit covers everybody that fishes aboard
that vessel. And on an annual basis, we're
issuing about 35,000 vessels from Maine all the
way down through Texas and kind of into the
Caribbean. And a pretty extensive program.
Those permits are renewed annually and that
system was really predicated going back decades
and decades at this point of where access to
highly migratory species was typically offshore.
And so that became a feasible way to essentially
quantify the universe of participants in
commercial for hire or recreational fisheries
for a number of different analysis purposes.

But sure enough, having done this for,
you know, 20 plus years now, we hear almost
every single year of some lucky fishermen, and I
use that word deliberately because I know I
would be lucky to hook into an HMS and be so
lucky to get that thing to shore. But
currently, there isn't a vehicle for a shore-

based individual to acquire a permit to then
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either fish for, land, and possess a highly
migratory species. So this is bluefin,
yellowfin, swordfish, marlin, you name it. But
yet every year we'll hear, whether through
social networks, whether it's on the news, or
just anecdotally of how some individual was
successful and landed a bluefin. I know we had
a white marlin that was landed in Cape Cod Canal
a number of years back. It was released, but
that was a rare event. And then obviously the
presence of bluefin tuna down off the Carolina
shoreline over this past year has just raised
this issue once again.

And so we have heard the desire from
members of the public as well as folks around
the table of how can we accommodate this level
of access? I want to be explicitly clear that
we're not trying to be prohibitive of a shore-
side angler, me one of which, you know, that's
how I also recreationally fish. But there are
some challenges that comes along with that, and

there are rather immense, as Mikey just kind of
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pointed out. So currently we're issuing 35,000
vessel permits where these HMS shore side
fishing opportunities still, at least to date,
remain extremely rare events. We as an agency,
and a regulatory agency at that, sometimes find
the struggle of how might we be able to execute
some sort of a program that could either
empower, whether it's the individuals, Greg,
like you had mentioned, an individual permit, or
I know from the Carolinas, we were hearing
requests to permit fishing piers and have that
permit cover those -- enjoy those fishing piers,
but yet also recognizing as you move up and down
the coast, the fishing styles change, where some
folks might be fishing off of jetties so there
isn't a fee to enter that pier. And also don't
want to be overly burdensome to the regulated
public, that if all of a sudden, here's a permit
you'd have to get on an annual basis that comes
with a cost, for that once in a lifetime sort of
a challenge.

I know that we work very closely with
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the Office of Law Enforcement to look into the
circumstances regarding these rare events and to
proceed accordingly, because usually there isn't
a whole lot of malicious intent when these
opportunities do present themselves. And so
while we don't tell them how to do their jobs,
we just tell them to please go into those
circumstances eyes wide open.

So with that, if there was some
feedback -- well, actually one other maybe
comment then, more of your feedback. Greg, I
know you kind of mentioned, is there some sort
of a tagging program? And I know that there's
been some discussions on how might you be able
to quantify catch, and whether it's from a head
boat context or potentially shore-base.

One thing I will resurrect and we will
include as part of the summary of our
discussions is, I want to say it was 2015, it
might even be a little bit further back than
that, HMS staff did a comprehensive assessment

of various tagging programs, whether it be the
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Moose Lottery up in Maine, whether it be tarpon
tags, whether it be alligator tags, whether it
be turkey tags, deer tags. We probably had
about 30 different programs we looked at to try
to set the stage of, like, are any of these
adaptable to some of the challenges we have here
in HMS? And at the time, we didn't necessarily
conclude that there was one fit that was going
to address the access issues, the traceability
of catch issues, and then the almighty dollar.
What does it cost to implement those sort of
programs? But seeing that, how much time has
gone by and our experiences interacting with HMS
have changed over that time period, I'll
resurrect that and get that out and post it so
we have that as a reference to then build from
and see, okay, what might shed a little bit of
light on this challenge now that didn't
necessarily a decade plus ago?

MR. BROOKS: Great. Great. So let's
take some conversation on shore based. 1I've got

Bob Zales and we'll go over to Martha and then
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over to Bob H.

MR. ZALES: Yeah. 1In the panhandle of
Florida, and I think it happens in a lot of
coastal communities, there's an ever-increasing,
and I'm going to -- it's not really a charter
because it's more of a God thing. You have
these fishermen that put out on social media and
different things that they offer a guide service
to shark fish and do different things along the
beach. TI've talked to Carol and also to
Christine and state people because on some of
the social media, the thing that got my
attention was they use baby sharks for bait.
But beside that, clearly there's no HMS permit
that these people have, right? And since it's a
state thing, I'm not sure they even have to have
an HMS thing. But if they do, that may be
something because this kind of activity is
increasing. It's becoming more and more popular
because they do it at night.

It's exciting right there, out there.

They throw the bait out there. They -- people
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catch the shark, they bring them in. They're
not killing them. They're releasing the vast
majority, but some of them may be coming dead.
But I mean, in the Panhandle up around
Pensacola, there were several white sharks
caught this way. And so this is an activity
that's increasing. So it's something that you
all may do need to look at to see.

I mean, and when you talk about the
rare event, I know off of -- here in Panama City
over the past several years, there's been a
handful of yellowfin tuna caught off the piers,
right? And you see this on social media.
Nobody says anything because nobody is really
paying attention to it, but it is an activity.
And so in participating in this panel over the
past year or so, you see this increasing thing
with bluefins and Carolinas off piers, right?
So clearly this is an issue that needs to be
addressed and brought to the attention. So you
don't want to require the permit, great, have

had people get it. If you're not going to worry
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about it because it's a state thing, then that,
too. But the public needs to know where they
need to be and what they need to do so that they
know that they're complying with whatever
regulation that's required.

MR. BROOKS: So bottom line is it's an
issue. So a deal with it and talk about it one
way or the other, I think. It's an issue, so
one way or the other, deal with it.

MR. ZALES: Yeah. One way. I mean,
either, you know, say you're going to require --
offer, create a permit, require the permit, have
them get it, or say it's a state thing. If it's
a state requirement, let the state worry about
it, or however you want to work it out.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. Martha?

MS. GUYAS: Thanks, Bennett. Martha
Guyas, American Sport Fishing Association. So I
think it's a different situation between the
tunas and the other HMS species, just to respond
quickly to Bob, just because HMS does have

permitting authority in state waters and on
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piers and all that, whereas for the other
species, not so much. And so I live in Florida.
In the case of Florida, Florida has shore-based
captain's licenses or just, I guess, non-
associated with the vessel captain's licenses.
They also have shore -- shore-based shark
fishing permits. So that's one thing.

But I think with the tuna issue, I kind
of go towards the keep it simple approach to
addressing this issue, which is, you know, if
you are properly licensed as an angler to fish
in that state from the shore, my -- I would
think that is -- maybe that can be okay. And
then really, the outreach to that group of
people and perhaps some of these fishing piers
is on the reporting side.

Because that's what we really want, is
when are these fish coming in? We want the
information about that. And so setting up a way
for these people to be able to report and
knowing that they need to be able to report and

that you can make a report, it's okay, you know,
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as long as you're following all these other
regulations, good to go. Just because, like you
said, Brad, I mean, this is a, like, once in a
lifetime thing for the most part and unusual.
And is it really worth setting up a new permit
for something like this? I don't know. Just my
thoughts.

MR. BROOKS: Take advantage of an
existing system, make it legal, get the numbers
and call it good. Good. Bob, and then over to
Charles.

MR. HUMPHREY: Bob Humphrey,
recreational fisherman. Not to sound
presumptuous, but if you have not already done
so, before we push this wagon down the hill, it
might be a good idea to do an informal poll of
the individual states, because there are going
to be some enforcement issues, even though it's
(inaudible) fish up to the shoreline. There's
cooperative enforcement. There may be other
issues that we're not aware of, but, you know,

see -- they may say, no, we don't want any part
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of it, or they may say, yes, absolutely. This
is a great idea.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. Charles?

MR. WITEK: Yeah, Charles Witek. I
listened to this and what I -- the idea I get is
that the tough part here are the sharks, because
they're traditionally state regulated in state
waters, they're caught from the beach. My
reaction then would be if we want to do this,
you issue a permit to a pier. A pier is
basically a head boat attached to shore. You
buy -- you get your fee to fish, you walk out on
the boat on the pier, it's open to everybody.

So you issue a pier permit. The pier owner has
the compliance and the reporting requirements.
So you've got accountability in the pier owner.
They can choose whether or not to, you know,
take part in the process.

Here, I mean, we have the bluefin in
North Carolina. I think I've read that there's
a pier in Southwest Florida, or Southeast

Florida, excuse me, that turns up a sailfish or
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two from time to time. I just learned that
there's yellowfin tuna caught in some Gulf piers
once in a while. The key here is piers. So
this takes sharks out of the equation if you
only require a pier owner to have the license.
We accept if somebody catches a tuna off the
beach, they're not covered, they have to release
the fish, but that's much rarer than catching
the tuna off a pier. So when we're talking
about a rare event, catching it off the sand is
an extremely rare event. We're not going to be
perfect, but using the pier will cover most of
the concerns. Because I don't think there's a
perfect answer, but I think there's a pretty
good answer.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. So to Brad's
earlier comment that you've got jetties and
whatever, it's so anomalous it's not worth
worrying about.

MR. WITEK: Yes.

MR. BROOKS: Okay. Let's go over to

Scott and -- Martha, is your card back up or no?
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Good. Okay, Scott.

MR. LENOX: Yeah, this is a great
conversation and I was in support earlier today
of when the topic came up about the permitting
for HMS permits for shore-based anglers. But
the more I think about it, this is such an
anomaly that I think even people that have been
hit by this lightning and caught a bluefin or
yellowfin on a pier, I don't even know that they
would buy this permit again. Like, what are the
chances that I'm going to be in the right place
at the right time for this to happen to me
again? So even if it was made available to
shore-based anglers and you go through the
rigorous process of making that happen, do
people buy it?

I do think the pier is the key. I
think some of these piers are starting to see
fish on a more regular basis, so I do think that
should be -- that should be something to think
about. And to Martha's point, I think if

someone is licensed in their state to be fishing
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from shore and happens to come across an HMS
species like a bluefin or yellowfin tuna and
they catch it from a beach or jetty, I don't
think they should be penalized for that. I
really think it would come down to the reporting
of it, you know, make sure we get some of -- the
word out that it has to be reported. You'll
probably find out because it's going to -- it's
going to be all over social media and that sort
of thing, but I don't think someone should be
penalized for that. I -- for some once in a
lifetime event like that to happen, I think that
person should be able to keep that fish, just in
my opinion, and just have to make sure it's
reported.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Great. Let me go
online. I've got one person that -- in the mix
and then we'll come back here. Lionel Poston,
you're in and your line should be open now.

MR. POSTON: Hey, thank you. And hey,
I appreciate you guys and this robust

conversation about the shore-based anglers
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hooking tunas. So I'm going to tell you a
little quick story here. I had a guy, one of my
buddies at Okaloosa Island Pier, last, I think
it was August, he hooked a yellowfin, had it up
on the beach. Our concern was, do we gaff it or
do we release it? So I had one of my compadres
there say, hey, give FWC a call. FWC ruling
was, nope, can't target it, got to let it go.

My man who had the fish hooked up, small
business owner, first thing he tells us is,
Lionel, I can't afford a $7,000 fine for this
fish. I'm like, Kyle, it's your fish. Do as
you need, man, but whatever you want to do, I'm
going to ride with you now.

And that's my impetus for being here
and submitting a request for a legal guidance on
what we should do when you hook a fish of a
lifetime. ©Now, keep in mind, what you guys have
heard is a limited amount of events, but it has
been happening for a while. I have a great
friend of mine who hooked a bluefin in the

Panama City Beach. Nobody will believe it. We
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didn't put pictures up. It happened. To the
west of us, Pensacola, (inaudible), yellowfins
were everywhere. It was quite amazing to see a
bus come into the pier, eat a bait, and take off
at mach 5, you know?

So all we're asking from the shore-
based angling community is a directive that
allows us to harvest the fish of a lifetime. I
mean, I know it would be good for reporting and
basically just letting our guys be accountable
because I have a total amount of respect for my
friend who hooked that fish and I told them, I
said, man, we got to put this in front of
somebody so we can actually get a definitive
answer on what we can and cannot do.

So keep it in mind that you're served
by this community, these are the guys who are
out there every day in the rain, sleet, heck of
snow, you know, they're out there doing it, man,
because they love the sport and they're some of
the biggest conservationists that you'll find on

the planet. And I'll put that up against
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anybody. However, but I implore you guys to
give us a definitive answer on what we can and
cannot do, you know? And yes, there were a
couple that were (inaudible) too, but nothing
became of it, I guess. But for my position, I
just would like to know what we can and cannot
do. And I appreciate you guys for considering
this in this endeavor. Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Lionel.

Appreciate it. Let's hop over to Greg back in
the room here.

MR. HINKS: Thanks. I just wanted to
respond to a couple of the comments. The first
being, I totally recognize these bluefin being
caught from the beach is an extraordinarily rare
chance that, yeah, someone's probably not going
to be planning on taking that tuna when they go
out fishing. But in my mind, the broader
benefit being it also covering the sharks, which
I think we can all agree is a much more frequent
encounter than tuna. So I see it more of, I

know you probably wouldn't frame it this way,
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but to me, it's more of a shark permit with a
tuna endorsement almost. I don't know how you
do it. Maybe you have if somebody catches a
tuna from the beach, you find a way to make them
be able to permit that fish after the fact. I
don't know. But I would also add that a lot of
these strategies works for states with saltwater
fishing licenses, but we don't all have
saltwater fishing licenses on this coast. I
believe New Jersey and New York being the only
ones, but we do exist, so.

MR. MCHALE: So I appreciate the
dialogue and spot on regarding the shark and
versus, say, tuna related issue, and Martha had
spoken to this as well. And just so folks
online are pretty clear as far as how
jurisdictional boundaries work, because
sometimes HMS jurisdictions kind of muddy the
waters ever so slightly. When it comes to the
Atlantic tunas and the marlins, you know, or --
well, I'll stick with the Atlantic tunas.

Essentially, they're fairly managed right up to
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the shore, and that isn't always the case with
all the other HMS. When it does come to shark
species, usually that jurisdiction falls to the
states and whether it's in the three-mile limit
or the nine-mile limit. And so a message heard,
that can we start to potentially leverage those
state level permits and can that be something
that doesn't incur additional burdens on top of
a fisherman. If they're already getting a state
permit, can we kind of find some sort of way to
leverage that? And then for those states that
may not have a permit, is that enough for them
to potentially entertain one if their
constituent base is vocal enough that they would
like to have those opportunities? Because we
wouldn't necessarily want to overly influence
how the states view their own in state water
management, but good points altogether.

But just for those folks that might not
be as familiar, there isn't a clean cut, HMS
federally has jurisdiction to the shore for all

the species. It's a -- for tunas, yes; for
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sharks, no. And so just to kind of have that
complicate some of those discussions when we're
trying to figure out how to permit these rare
events or at least get information regarding
those.

And to line along line, I know you're
not going to care for this answer, but you're
looking for clarity as far as what is and is not
allowed. The regulations for Atlantic tunas
right now, whether they be yellowfin tuna,
bluefin, or a big eye, skipjack, or an albacore,
is currently it is not permitted because you
don't have access to the permit. And so that is
a technical read of the regulations is that when
it comes to the tunas that are harvested from
shore-based, it is technically illegal. Again,
we work very closely with the Office of Law
Enforcement that they take those circumstances
into consideration, whether there's compliance
assistance or any monetary fines that may be
awarded to make sure that they are going eyes

wide open regarding the special dynamics
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regarding these events.

MR. BROOKS: Here to help. Lionel,
your hand is up. I don't know if that's left
over from before? Nope. Just went down. Okay,
great. All right. Greg, and your card left
over there?

MR. HINKS: Yep.

MR. BROOKS: Okay. I think we've kind
of beaten up the shore-based topic. My takeaway
here is a lot of itches around the table to deal
with it, acknowledge it, deal with it, come up
with something, whether that's, you know,
permitting to pier, tying to existing state
permits and reporting, recognizing that doesn't
necessarily work across all the states, but lots
of interest in coming up with something
practical. I think that was the other message I
heard was, you know, let's not go overboard.
Let's try to come up with some clever way to
make -- create the access, to learn from it and
not twist ourselves into knots through very

complex system.
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Yes?

MR. COOPER: Lionel wants to say
something.

MR. BROOKS: Lionel's hand is back up.
Lionel.

MR. POSTON: So I'm with you. Hey, and
I appreciate you guys once again. Now, on the
issue of sharks, I will share with you
something. I don't know if you guys are aware
of it. But here in Okaloosa County, the tiger
sharks move in probably in the next 30 days.
There'll be a ridiculous -- what do you call it?
Aggregation of sharks, tiger sharks
specifically, that move into our area. I
believe they come to spawn and they remain
probably for like 40 to 45 days and then they're
gone.

The ordinance in our county does not
allow for shark fishing in any public park, so
that's not really the big challenge. The big
challenge of the charter boats, and I heard

somebody mention that earlier, they'll come in
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and they will actually offer tiger shark charter
fishing trips, and they will do these right off
the tip of the pier in the very vicinity of the
tarpon run and all these other amazing species
that we get down here.

The only reason I'm sharing this with
you is because it's worthy of note that our
fishery has changed. Having been in this area
for a little bit over 20 years, I would'wve never
imagined that I would see 40 mature tiger sharks
right off the beach where we live here in
Okaloosa County. And it's the same thing going
to the yellowfins and the Cobia and all these
other species that come through. And the only
reason I'm bringing that to your attention is
because I'm not sure if you're aware of it, but
I think it paints a larger picture of how
dynamically our fishery here in the Panhandle
has changed.

Now, the yellowfins for reference, they
stayed in the area with the menhaden, which we

just happened to have a tremendous amount of
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menhaden this last fall until all the menhaden
had been gone. They were gone. And it may not
ever happen again, but if it does, I would like,
you know, just understanding what the regulation
says 1s written, a legal process so we can
harvest the catch of a lifetime. I mean, that's
simply it. And I do appreciate you guys and
thank you for allowing me to share that with
you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Lionel.

MR. POSTON: (inaudible) .

MR. BROOKS: All right. What I would
love to do is push to staying with bluefin tuna,
but pivot a little bit to bluefin tuna retention
limits. It's about 2:45 right now. We want to
get you to break at 3:00, so why don't we pick
this up for the next ten or 15 minutes or so?

So any thoughts, perspectives, anyone around the
table, in the room, or online want to share
related to bluefin tuna retention limits? And
if they're --

MR. MCHALE: 1I'll start off.
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MR. BROOKS: Okay. Brad will get it
going.

MR. MCHALE: So just to kind of get
this conversation sparked, you know, as folks
might be familiar, normally in a typical year,
we're liberalizing our recreational retention
limits right around mid-May to early June time
frame. Obviously, last year was an anomaly
where a lot of the limits were very conservative
given our quota challenges that existed. But it
appears that all of our quota payback was
accomplished in 2025, which really sets the
stage here for 2026 to have our base quotas
available as well as, you know, as was reported
out yesterday, some increases as a result of the
international negotiations that will kick into
effect sometime later this year. And so that
sets the stage of, okay, I think we're in a
situation where we can liberalize these
retention limits, not just for the private
angler, not just for the six-pack charter, and

potentially for the headboats as well, but we
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also need to be extremely mindful of given the
prevalence and the availability of bluefin and
how some of the patterns have changed if folks
had feedback from around the room of how maybe
the agency should -- could be considering
fishing opportunities again to try to get back
to what we're all, I think, a little bit more
accustomed to, versus also then knowing that,
and I think Mike, you had mentioned this
earlier, you just can't experience closures, you
know, because they're just absolutely
devastating across the board, not just for the
fishermen and the fleets, but then all the
various industries that support and serve them.
And so really any, sort of, feedback
along that line, because I know what we intend
to do is, kind of, take this feedback back
amongst ourselves, kick it around, chew on it,
but we're going to be looking to make some, sort
of, decisions, obviously, as we brief up various
options and get those announcements out early.

So then whether from if you're a charter
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operator, you can then start to advertise what
those retention limits are and get some of those
bookings underway. But also then if you're in
the private sector, you can also then plan
accordingly of when you might want to re-outfit
for a tuna trip or might take those wvacations or
everything that can come along with the private
sector planning. So why don't I just stop there
so I can create the space to hear from others?

MR. BROOKS: Great. What does that
trigger for folks? Bob?

MR. HUMPHREY : This might be a little
rambly, but I'll try to articulate it. Brad, my
memory is a little bit shady, but during that
period where we had to cut back, there was some
jumbling with size limits, retention limits, and
I think maybe we cut out the -- I don't know
what you call it, but the, let's say 47 to 73
no-take and then the smaller fish some were
allowed; is that correct?

MR. MCHALE: Yes. Well, that was

correct. We started the month of June off with
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just a school fishery, which were fished between
27 and 47 inches and a zero retention limit on
those larger fish, say 47 inches to less than
73. Then right around the July time frame, we
liberalized the limits for the private
individual fishermen and the headboats -- excuse
me, and the for-hire fleet. We didn't
necessarily do a carve-out that was separate for
the headboats. We kept that for-hire fleet at a
same limit, if my memory serves me justice,

at -- in times it does not.

But essentially what we did is that,
which is now on the screen. And so historically
we've had, oh, you're allowed one school fish
and then -- or two school fish and one of these
larger fish. What we introduced last year is a
retention limit where it might be a two fish
retention limit, one of which can be of that
larger size class. Again, trying to carve out
as many opportunities as we can with such a
limited quota.

So we're also entertaining, does that
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have value as we continue to move forward in
time, of instead of having just a set number for
a size class, does that sort of model continue
to work where you can liberalize it, but yet
you're still trying to contain the catch?
Because especially those larger bluefin tuna
where it's a weight-based quota, the number of
individuals fill that tonnage much quicker. And
John had mentioned this earlier versus those
small fish. And so it's this weight versus
individual account and trying to get the most
out of our opportunities.

MR. HUMPHREY: Okay. So understood
that there was some mention in here about
regionalization of quotas. Once you get north
of Cape Cod, that under 47 is almost as rare as
a bluefin off a pier or a jetty. So consider
that northern area. If you go -- if you cut out
that 47 to 73, that means zero of any fish for
all intents and purposes, for that Gulf of Maine
area.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob.
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MR. MCHALE: There's no one there. I
can see that Marty's --

MR. BROOKS: TI've got a cue. Yep. I
got Marty, then Mike, then John. Marty.

MR. SCANLON: I just, kind of, find it,
kind of, amusing that, you know, from the wars
of A7 where the pelagic longliner was catching
all the bluefin in the world and it was a chance
that they were no longer going to exist, that
now we're discussing catching them from the
dock.

MR. BROOKS: Noted. Noted, Marty.
Let's go, Mike, then John.

MR. PIERDINOCK: No, thank you, Marty,
because those fish are now close to shore. We
don't have to go all the way out to the Hague
line like the old days to get them where that's
where you'd be. So they were always there.
It's now they're closer to shore, so. So you
know, to just expand upon what Bob said, yes,
you know, if it's just one -- if you're

eliminating that 47 to 73, that's devastating to
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those typically in New England. North of the
Cape, we have few options. Bluefin, mako is
closed, cod is basically closed ten months out
of the year and two months out of year you get
one fish. So we got very few limitations.

Now, the rest of New England South,
they also have a small season which they want to
target the bluefin, but there's just fewer
options. And I think that just needs to be kept
in mind that in the New England states, there's
fewer options for other species and that we need
to remain whole and be able to have seasons and
bag limits that work. Because when the closure
did occur, and in many instances, New England
wasn't able to even partake in the fishery
because it got closed. So you know, so just
please keep that in mind. Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Mike. John?

MR. DEPERSENAIRE: Yeah. Just, sort
of, looking at where we're looking at for an
angling category quota in '26, you know, the 341

relative to what was landed in 2024 and the
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regulations that were in place at the time, you
know, we're looking at roughly a hundred metric
ton difference basically. Everyone recognizes
that '24 was an anomaly. I don't know if we can
expect to see those kind of landings again. And
I don't think we can use '25 as anything
relevant or as a reference for setting measures
in '26. But, you know, sort of, looking back at
what we had it in '24, you know, private boats
had two school, one over, Charter had three
school, one over. The headboats had 12 fish,
two large schools, small, medium. And I
remember, I think it was you, Brad, mentioning
that even the -- even with those regulations,
the inspected vessels really did not contribute
much in a significant way to that overage in
'24 .

So I think we still have the
opportunity to do something creative and give
those inspected boats -- again, because I see
them as a pier that floats basically. You know,

they're not a charter. They're not under -- you




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

243

know, they're not a group of friends that are
under the impression that they're going to share
fish of what they catch that day. You know,
they're individuals going out paying their own
fare. You know, I -- for '26, I mean, if this
is what you're looking for, I mean, I would say
angling one and one, charter one and two, for
the inspected vessels one per person or three
large schools, small, medium.

One of our priorities, I think, as Mike
indicated, you know, we want to see this season
last through December 31st. You know, that is a
top priority. Looking at these regulations,
looking how similar regulations performed in
'24, which again, everyone sees as an anomaly,
these should comfortably get us to the 341 with
allowing the season to run through the end of
the year.

MR. BROOKS: And John, that was one and
one, the one and two and then one per person?

MR. DEPERSENAIRE: Yeah. And then

two -- and then three, large school, small,
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medium for the inspected.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. I think, Jason,
is that your card up back there or is that
Angel? That's Angel? Okay. Angel, then
Charles.

MS. WILLEY: I just want to support
longer access to the fishery. 1In Maryland,
we're part of the Southern trophy region, which
gets shut down early before our fish -- before
those fish ever get off to Maryland. And then
also, like, last year, you know, we lost that
access to a fall fishery and the fishermen
expressed a lot of interest in having access to
the fall fishery, fall -- winter again. So
anything we could do to extend the season to be
a lot longer. 1It's no longer a May to October
fishery here. Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Angel. Charles.

MR. WITEK: Yeah. I think we're
looking at two different issues. One is the
limits themselves. I don't think we can talk

intelligently about specific limits because




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

245

they're going to be driven by gquota and quota
changes from year to year. If we have an
overage, we have an underage quota increases
like it did this year. It's nice in a private
boat if we could have at least two fish. You
know, different people do it differently. In my
own boat, once we decide to keep a limit,
whatever that limit is, I shut down and go home
so I don't end up causing dead discards if I
injure a fish later on. You know, if I can
release a fish live, yes, I'll do it. But once
T kill my limit, I go home. 1It's nice if I have
at least two fish. I mean, last year I ran out
52 miles, put a legal fish in a boat in 15
minutes and went home. I would like to have
fished longer.

But the other thing, and Angel raised
that, we have to couple this with regional
management. It's wrong if too many fish are
caught in the spring and it hurts that New
England never gets the season because we close

down too early. It's wrong if we kill too many
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fish off Long Island and Rhode Island and up in
New England and Maryland never gets a fall
fishery. So we should really think about
regional management because the limit and the
region work together.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Charles. I am
looking online and not seeing anybody. I think
I do not see any other cards around the table.
Folks in the back, anyone else want to weigh in
before we go to break here or Brad or Russ? Any
specific -- Cliff, any specific questions on
this you want feedback on?

MR. McHALE: No, other than just
appreciation for the folks online for weighing
in and listening in and for the folks around the
table for, you know, continuing to give us your
insight. And obviously we will take all this
into consideration and, you know, working with
other folks within the division on feasibility
and we will summarize not just this sessions,
but the entire afternoon kind of report back out

to keep the channels open and then seeing what
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bubbles up to be the primary topics discussed at
the National Summit, because HMS, you know, the
Atlantic should be number one.

MR. BROOKS: Okay. So let's get
ourselves to break a couple of minutes early.
It's 2:57 by my computer. Why don't we come
back here just a couple of minutes shy of 3:15
and I think we'll jump into shark depredation at
that point. Good. Thanks, everybody. See you
in 15 minutes.

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter
went off the record at 2:57 p.m. and resumed at
3:16 p.m.)

MR. BROOKS: All right. If people will
start working their way back to the table, that
would be good. Thank you.

All right. Again, if I can get folks
to start working their way back to the table,
that would be good. Thank you.

All right. Again, if I can get folks
to come back to the table, we'll get going

again. Though this is feeling like it wants to
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be more of a happy hour than a meeting. All
right. Again, if I can get everyone back into
their seats, either at the table or along the
perimeter, and folks online, back to your
computers, that'd be great.

All right. So we are at 3:15. We can
take this roundtable until 4:45. So we got
another 90 minutes, which should be a good chunk
of time. What we'd like to do is turn to the
topic of shark depredation. We'll have Tobey
kick that off, I think, in a moment with
something. And Fly has something he wants just
to say when we get there.

MR. CURTIS: That's good.

MR. BROOKS: I know you're getting
ready.

MR. CURTIS: Just getting ready.

MR. BROOKS: I saw it out of my corner
of my eye. After we talk about shark
depredation, we'll pick up the offshore wind
piece that was raised earlier and sort of see

where that conversation wants to go. And I
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think after that, we'll then just kind of open
the floor to any of the topics that Brad had
raised earlier that are on your mind, and just
sort of hear what you think are priorities and
issues that, you know, warrant more
consideration rolling into 2027.

So with that, let's talk about shark
depredation. And I think we want to ask Tobey
to kick it off a little bit.

MR. CURTIS: Sure.

All right. Shark depredation.
Everyone's favorite. So Brad had thought that
it might help. We have this new scientific
publication, Hot Off the Presses. It just got
published. What's that?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER 2: Keep going.

MR. CURTIS: Okay. Two weeks ago.
Here it is. This is the paper, Hot Off the
Presses. Show of hands, folks in the room that
contributed to this study?

Thank you, Kesley, Danny, Jeff.

The paper was led by Marcus Drymon, who
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is not physically here. But basically, we
wanted to -- all the folks that contributed to
this study are studying depredation in one form
or another in their respective regions, but we
wanted to kind of put our heads together. And
it's allowed us to kind of do a high-level
overview of shark depredation coastwide from New
England to Texas, the U.S. Caribbean, kind of
pooling our collective regional knowledge to get
a high-level overview of shark depredation
challenges in U.S. Atlantic recreational
fisheries.

We had two basic -- two main goals, and
hopefully this helps tee up some of the
conversation. The first is this very kind of
30,000-foot view of the historical drivers of
shark depredation in Atlantic recreational
fisheries. And we -- we're basically presenting
this conceptual model that shark depredation is
essentially a function of the overlap between
anglers, sharks, and their target species. And

so you need those three components to have a
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shark depredation issue. And going back 100
years, we started with 1925 as kind of a
baseline overlap. We have -- this is just kind
of our control level of overlap.

We have -- the shark depredation has
been noted and recorded for over a hundred
years. It's -- it was just at a lower level
historically because there were fewer vessels
even when there were a lot of sharks. There
just wasn't as much fishing effort. So over
time, post World War II, there's growing
interest in recreational fishing. There's more
vessels. And then with the growth of commercial
fishing at that time, there was beginning of
depletion of some of the target species, but
sharks were still relatively untouched in --
during that time period.

Then from 1975 to 2000, this was a
period of continuing growth in recreational
fishing communities, but fairly widespread
overfishing of a lot of the target species and

the shark species. So during this time period,
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we kind of feel that the overlap between the
three elements was probably low -- probably at
an all time low historically, just because there
were fewer fish and fewer sharks.

And then in contrast, the most recent
quarter-century since 2000, we've had the
implementation of Magnuson-Stevens Act and
rebuilding plans for all kinds of species, the
recreational species, as well as the sharks.

And throughout this time, the recreational
fishing community has continued to grow. So at
least compared to the previous quarter-century,
but possibly all time high overlap currently
between the three elements kind of driving the
shark depredation challenge.

The other component of this was to try
to explain the complexity, and I'll skip over
this complex chart for the moment, but we wanted
to pool and kind of review our data on published
information about the sharks and target species
affected by depredation as well as sampling

social media posts. And thankfully, some of you
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are very generous with your posts of sharked
fish. And so we are actually --

MR. BROOKS: Sorry. Tobey, this is the
simpler one?

MR. CURTIS: This is the simpler one.
This is the simple presentation. There you go.

So here on the left-hand side, we have
all of the sharks that we identified as causing
depredation. On the right-hand side, we have
all the target recreational species. And we'll
make the paper available to everybody through a
link at some point. But the -- what we found
here is that we have at least 22 shark species
contributing to depredation on over 50 species
of recreational fish.

And the -- one of the take-home points
is the complexity. This isn't just one species
of shark on red snapper or, you know, a certain
thing. This is lots of sharks, lots of
different species of sharks with different
conservation status and management status

affecting similarly complex recreational
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fisheries coastwide from New England to Texas
and the U.S. Caribbean. And the size of the
circles here are the number -- scaled by the
number of species interaction.

And so one of the take-home points is
that unsurprisingly to some, sandbar shark and
bull shark are kind of our top two depredator
species based on this analysis. And this isn't
the magnitude or the frequency of depredation.
It's just the number of species that they
interact with. And as far as the target
species, red snappers up there, obviously
mackerel, dolphin, wahoo, black sea bass are
some of the common recreational species that are
being affected.

And so then we kind of go -- we outline
all of those complexities and we identify the
management authorities, the councils,
commissions, et cetera, that should be involved,
HMS in helping resolve or helping to mitigate
shark depredation, but kind of setting the table

for who the actors are in this dynamic. And so
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hopefully, this paper kind of helps tee up some
discussion. I would love to hear folks buy into
this larger conceptual model that shark
depredation is kind of at an all time high
currently because of those large scale patterns
and also the species in the mix being affected
by depredation.

So I'll leave it at that for now, but
happy to open up the conversation for shark
depredation generally, but happy to take
feedback or answer questions specifically about
the paper.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Tobey. That's
super interesting.

All right. Let's see what's on
people's minds relative to shark depredation.
Again, just sort of issues that you are
thinking, the agency to be thinking about,
talking about, carrying into 2027.

And we'll start with you, Fly.

MR. NAVARRO: First and foremost, thank

you. We've only been yelling at this whole
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topic for, like, ten years now. So I appreciate
not just you guys doing this study, but giving a
lot of time that a lot of us around this table
and up and down the entire North Atlantic have
been complaining about. So number one, thank
you.

We know it's a problem and I like the
way you discussed it, that there's some bad
apples in it and there's some that aren't so
bad. This is not an overall shark problem.
There's certain species that are more
troublesome than others, but it is across the
HMS platform. It is across the entire bottom
fishing platform. I know I've spoken with some
people here around the table that there was
discussion about making this part of reporting
in HMS tournaments. And I personally --

And thank you, John, for this for
reaching out.

I didn't want to report it as part of
HMS problem unless it was being reported across

all the other fisheries as well, because this is
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not just a depredation problem in HMS. This is
bottom fishing, people that shark fish. And my
biggest concern, right now it's a shark problem
and it's a fisheries problem. I don't want this
to spill over into other areas. Tourism, I know
that there's been a bill that's been passed by
two senators about putting out an amber alert
style notification on phones within a hundred
miles of a shark attack on the beach. It's
Senator Tuberville and Senator Britt.

I see you looking, Brad. If you want,
I'm happy to share with you that bill.

If people are on vacation and they get
a notification that somebody got bit by a shark,
it's going to devastate tourism. And contrary
to what a lot of people say about me online, I
am not looking to cull sharks. I am not looking
to wipe out sharks. I just want the resource to
be managed properly by the administration, by
the agency, and the amount of people that are
out there talking about sharks in general when

it's a couple of bad actors. There's just
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certain species that there's an abundance of and
we are having an increase of recreational
fishing. So with that and the increase of
depredation or the increase of sharks as a
whole, we have that overlap like you're talking
about.

And my biggest argument with my guys,
the recreational guys is, listen, this is a
management problem. Do not become a vigilante.
I know people -- and we were just discussing
this at lunch today. I've known a couple of
people that have taken bullets into the salons
of their boats because somebody down the line of
a reef decided they want to take it into their
own hands. That's not the right way to handle
this. So -- but because of the lack of response
from everybody, I don't want to blame you guys,
just everybody in general, they feel like they
have to take it into their own hands and
somebody is going to get hurt, whether it's
going to be by a gunshot wound or somebody

getting bitten on the beach, which that just
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happens. But because of the fact that people
don't feel that they're being listened to, it
could blow out of hand before we could ever
imagine it.

So with that, again, I'm going to go
back to saying thank you for finally taking the
bull by the horns and saying, hey, we got to do
something about it.

Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Fly.

Other folks who want to weigh in on
this?

Yeah. Please, Thomas.

MR. MORRELL: What is -- I'm sorry.
What is the preferred method for reporting shark
depredation in general? TIf -- well, we get
calls from anglers all the time about who they
should be contacting and how we start to
accumulate data.

MR. HUTT: At this stage, we don't have
anything officially set up for just, like,

people to submit generic reports about
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depredation. Although, you know, you're always
welcome to let us know about specific unusual
events, because there's so many out there. I
mean, you can't report every one of them. But
we are now at this point collecting data on
depredation events in the MRIP dockside survey
in the Atlantic.

So starting this year, working with
ACCSP, as part of the questions to collect data
on fishermens' harvest, they've added new codes
to specifically identify depredated catch. So
fish brought back in on the boat with
depredation damage, whether it be from sharks,
marine mammals, other fish, whatever, fish that
were discarded dead because of depredation
damage or fish that were released alive and then
observed being scavenged by a depredator. There
are now designated codes in their data forms to
record those events.

And so theoretically, technically, the
way this is incorporated in, we could even

generate estimates of numbers of fish that were
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depredated. We all know the issues with MRIP
and that data. It's going to depend a lot on
just how many of these reports we actually get
before we can really determine what kind of
numbers, can be statistically, can be estimated
on a practical basis. But it is really our
first effort to kind of systematically collect
data on this phenomenon so we can get a better,
you know, handle on when it's happening, where
it's happening, you know, the hotspots and times
beyond these kind of one and done scientific
research studies that we have been funding over
the last several years.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

Let's go across the table from me.
We'll pick up Bob and then John.

And again, just remind folks who are
not AP members, certainly invite your
participation either online or in the room.

Bob.

MR. HUMPHREY: Thank you.

I just want to offer a little
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perspective from Northern New England. Our
problems aren't anywhere near the level that
they are from the mid-Atlantic down, but they're
getting worse every year. And to Fly's point,
when I'm offshore tuna fishing, it's not at all
uncommon to hear gunshots every day out there.

I know it's not seagulls.

I've tried on several occasions to put
together some sort of a survey. And these
college professors, they either leave town or
lose my number. So my study design ultimately
ended up down at the University of
Massachusetts, so at least you have some data
from up our way, but it's a growing issue up our
way, specifically porbeagles, threshers,
dogfish. I consider that depredation, too.

And this year, I'm going to ask all of
my tournament anglers to report on depredation
events during the tournament and encourage my
other tournament comrades to do the same, and
I'm going to get those MRIP codes so that

maybe -- I don't know if you can blend that, but
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at least it'll be in the same language that you
understand.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks.

Let's go over to John and then we'll go
to Nadya, Scott, and then bounce over here.

MR. DEPERSENAIRE: Yeah. I just wanted
to perhaps get a status report based on what Fly
had mentioned regarding the agency proposing,
adding questions in the HMS tournament reports
regarding shark bitten fish. You know, as a
bunch of us have, you know, reviewed hours of
release footage from tournaments and DQed fish
at the scale, you know, we know this is an issue
in HMS tournaments.

You know, my concern, though, as I
articulated before, you know, how is that
information used? Like, we certainly have some
fisheries where we have very low landing limits.
Just be cautious on -- and mindful how it's
used. We'll gladly provide it, but we just need
some assurances that's not going to be used in a

way that hurts the U.S. fishery. Thanks.
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MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

MR. HUTT: I can --

MR. BROOKS: Oh, sorry.

MR. HUTT: Can I actually respond to a
bit, Bennett?

MR. BROOKS: Please. Please do. Yeah.

MR. HUTT: Yeah. Regarding the marlin
250 limit, which I know is what you're really
concerned about there, this is something we've
discussed. And I mean, one thing I want to be
clear on, the 250 limit as it was negotiated at
ICCAT, is a landings limit. It -- we do not
count dead discards towards that. So any fish
that are depredated and discarded, they do not
count towards the 250 limit. It's not meant to
be a total mortality limit.

If we were to ever want to change it to
something where it included things like the
discards, that would first require going back to
ICCAT and renegotiating what that number is.
Because if it's going to include more than just

landings, we would want a much larger number to
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be managing towards. We would need a much
larger number to be managing towards before we
expanded it to include those sources of
mortality.

MR. DEPERSENAIRE: And I think that was
my point, knowing that issue may come up in the
very near future. Again, we want to be mindful
of a potential change on how we treat some of
the billfish. Thank you.

MR. MCHALE: And just, you know, one --
I'll call it a semantic, but I would alter some
of the language Cliff had just shared and say it
wouldn't be a want. It would be a need to
readjust what we were negotiating at ICCAT if
that threshold were to change. So just to be
clear, that would be a need, not a want.

MR. HUTT: Also, regarding your
question about the tournament reporting, we are
in the process of revising that hopefully for
next year. It's got to go through all that OMB
Paperwork Reduction Act stuff. But the plan for

now is to add, just because of the limited
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number of tournaments that are reporting, kind
of an open-ended comment box to provide
information on depredation that's observed and
reported to you, the operator. Given that those
reports are coming from the tournament operator,
not the anglers themselves, we felt it was
better to do it in that kind of a format because
we don't really expect you to have detailed
information on every depredation event that's
occurring throughout a large tournament event.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

Let's go to Nadya, then bounce over to
Scott.

And then back to you, Mike.

MS. MAMOOZADEH: Thanks. I just had a
clarifying question, I think, Cliff, based on
what you described about the MRIP data
collection that will be happening, I think you
said, starting this year. I'm curious to hear
your thoughts on, like, a baseline comparison
for those data. What will they be compared to,

or maybe it's about collecting data over
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multiple years to start to build some history
with those data? I'm just, yeah, wondering if
you can share any thoughts about that.

MR. HUTT: Yeah. Baselines is, as we
are seeing with, like, our shark stock
assessments, is always the tricky part. These
are new data elements that the -- I -- or new
codes within the existing approved questions,
but the ideas will just kind of continue in the
survey in perpetuity. It's not, like, a
necessarily short-time thing.

As far as, like, what baseline we
compare it to, that -- that's a very good
question and it's something we're going to have
to think long and hard about because we really
don't have a similar data source other than, you
know, what's been presented in the literature.
We know this has always been a phenomenon. It
is certainly seeming to increase and it's a --
it's clearly increasing its occurrence for the
various reasons that Tobey out -- that are

outlined in the paper that Tobey presented to
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us. So for those purposes, trying to figure out
a baseline obviously would be -- I think will be
a challenge and it's something we're going to
have to work with a lot of experts like
yourselves to try and figure out.

MR. BROOKS: Nadya, anything else?
Nope.

All right. Let's go over to Scott
then, Mike, and I've seen Rick come to the
table, so I'm suspecting he wants to get in.

MR. LENOX: Thank you, Bennett.

I may have missed this. This is also
about the MRIP points and the questions. I
didn't hear where in my area most of the
depredation occurs, and that is during the
fight. When someone hooks a fish on the way to
the boat, you're lucky sometimes if you get the
hooks back. So the questions that I heard,
those points, I don't feel that data gets
captured.

So maybe if I'm right, maybe add that

because I feel, at least in our area, it's
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mainly with tuna fish offshore, but most of the
depredation happens from the hook set to the
boat and you're left with nothing so those other
data points wouldn't capture that. Thanks.

MR. HUTT: You are absolutely correct.
That is the one form of depredation that what
we've implemented right now will not capture.
The reason for that is, MRIP -- really none of
our recreational surveys have ever collected
data on catch that is lost entirely before
reaching the boat. And so adding that at this
time would be a major addition to the survey.
And in working with our state partners at ACCSP
on that question, there were a lot of folks
concerned like, well, are we going to have to
start collecting data on all fish that are lost
for any reason?

And so we're not adding that yet.
We're going to start with recording depredation
of fish that are -- that do reach the boat and
consider that for the future, or maybe look to

other ways of estimating that what percentage of
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depredation is lost completely through some of
these, you know, research studies that we're
funding.

MR. LENOX: Appreciate that. Thank
you. Maybe it could be added to the reporting
that the HMS permit holders put out. Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Rick.

MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you.

You know, whether it's HMS-regulated
pelagics or those in-state waters that are
regulated by the Atlantic States Marine Fishery
Commission, those conservation measures have
worked and we have more sharks. And depending
upon where you are up and down the coast, we
have an ecosystem out of balance and, you know,
it's evident by what many have said around this
table with depredation, which has been going on
for some time now, I'd say, up in, you know,
Stellwagen waters and now we're closer to shore
with, you know, the state-regulated sharks, even
striped bass, which have their own issues and as

well as, you know, our pelagics, whether
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they're, you know, porbeagles, blue sharks,
great white sharks, threshers, the list is long.
And as we bring up groundfish or other pelagics,
they're getting cut in half on the way up. So I
would hope there is something that could be done
about this.

One question I do have is that, you
know, presently, if a federally permitted vessel
such as -- I have -- I have EVTRs and I have to
submit my EVTRs and that is linked to the HMS
reporting. So with this depredation, is that
only if I could catch a pelagic or is it for any
time I go for -- so anytime you go fishing?
Good. So it includes gray seals, cormorants,
dogfishes, a whole list. The list is long in
Massachusetts from 1,500 gray seals to 50,000
that are just butchering our fishery. It
includes those.

Okay. All right. And I agree with the
concern for tournaments and how that could be
put to misuse. But needless to say, this is a

problem. It's been a problem for some time now
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and I've been complaining about this before you
were on here on this panel. So, you know, I'm

glad something is finally being done about it.

Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Rick.

MR. WEBER: I --

MR. BROOKS: Rick Weber.

MR. WEBER: Tobey, I -- you stopped
right before the point I was most interested in,
because as you talk about three circles
overlapping, how many fishermen, where they
fish, and the quantity of sharks. Does the
agency yet have an opinion on whether we're
fishing where we shouldn't fish, whether there
are too many of us, or possibly the shark
populations are healthier than we have been
giving them credit for being at least in
particular regions? And then I'll follow up.

MR. CURTIS: ©No, I think.

MR. WEBER: Good answer. Safe answer.
Safe answer. I think we would have a difference

of opinion around the table about the cause of
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the depredation. What I think we're not yet

hearing from you is whether that depredation,
the agency, no one person, whether the agency
feels that that is an addressable problem. I
have heard nothing from the agency today that
said, we agree with you, this is a concern.

We have studied the factors that caused
it. We have laid out some paths to further
identify it, but I'm not sure I'm hearing that
it's actually being seen as a problem or merely
a side effect that we need to get used to. And
that's kind of where I'm steering you a little
bit in that because it's not clear right now,
that as we say we think we have a problem, that
the agency is saying, we also think you have a
problem. Along those lines -- and I see your --
I see you're ready to answer, but I'll give you
a little bit more. And no, actually there is --
that was the -- that was the whole negative side
of this.

On the other side, I would say that if

depredation is an issue, it's occurring to all
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gear types and therefore putting it into MRIP
and putting it into tournament reporting but not
asking about bite offs and then speculating what
may have been on the hooks when it was bit off
would seem to imply that there is a chance, as
Cliff said, and terrified me and made me skip a
beat, that we could extrapolate how many tons
may have been depredated within the recreational
fishery. If we're going to do that, I would say
we need to do that for all fisheries because it
is not fair to simply pick one gear type or one
sector and say, we're going to estimate
depredation in one sector.

And then I find it -- for me, it's a
bit like PRM, you know, whenever anyone wants to
bring up -- sorry, post-release mortality. When
someone brings up post-release mortality, my
basic thought is all countries, all gear types
at the same time, or we don't do it, because
there are no perfect gear types, but picking the
lowest hanging fruit and saying, we're going to

start assuming that it is here or there, is
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unfair.

And finally, we've heard Fly say it's a
big problem. We've heard Bob say it's a growing
problem. When populations shrink, many times we
will talk about particular subpopulations that
are having problems and we decide we need to
take care of this subpopulation. Possibly we
need to do that as species recover as well.
Possibly some of these are fully recuperated in
particular areas, even if the full coastwide
experience is not fully recovered, it sounds
like within some regions or spaces they are
recovered to the point that they are
overlapping. That's what I had for you. Feel
free.

MR. HUTT: Okay. You want to turn on --

MR. DUNN: Yeah. I can give you the
100,000-foot answer of, yes, absolutely the
agency sees it as a priority, and across all
sectors. There is -- just sort of a FYI. So
NOAA -- the NOAA policy team, that is sort of

code for the NOAA political team, has identified
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depredation among a handful of issues that fall
into the purview of NOAA Fisheries. Depredation
is one of those. They are in the process.

They have retained some staff or
identified some staff to focus specifically on
this issue, begin to address it, and are
developing a strategy to do so. And that

broadly encapsulates commercial as well as

recreational. So it is absolutely a priority.
It's on the radar. 1It's being actively
addressed. And so there -- and it's a very

broad suite of potential actions that they are
looking at, but I'm not at liberty at this point
to talk about what's in it.

MR. BROOKS: Tobey, anything more or --

MR. CURTIS: Quickly, I encourage you
to read the paper if you haven't. It may
address some of your questions. To the bigger
question about addressing sort of the overlap,
the size of these respective circles, this
concept is meant to apply broadly, but I think

what we really need is each fishery, each
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species to actually give some scale to these
circles.

And that's the long-term goal is, if we
start getting enough data, enough funded
research, we can go from the 100,000-foot view
to a much closer to the ground view in each
region, fishery, and species. And that was
reflected in John Walter's presentation earlier
about prioritizing some of the stock
assessments, particularly for the species that
we've highlighted here, sandbar and bull.

MR. WEBER: I haven't read it, clearly,
but I thank you, and you will forgive me some
fear and paranoia. It -- it's -- those of you
who know me or have been in that head table for
a period of time know that every time you bring
up something new, there's a little bit of fear
and paranoia that comes back going, what does
this mean? And I just personify it for you,
give it voice. Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Rick.

All right. Let's --
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MR. HUTT: Hold on. I think Karyl --

MR. BROOKS: Oh, Karyl. Sorry about
that.

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Thanks, Ben. It's
okay. I'm sort of hiding over here in the
bright light.

I would urge everybody to go back and
look. There's printing -- there -- you're
pointing at something.

MR. BROOKS: (Inaudible) .

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Oh, okay.

MR. BROOKS: (Inaudible).

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: I would urge you
to go back and look at the presentation that
John Walter gave this morning where he talks
about how John Carlson has been designated, I
will say the depredations czar. And John Walter
and John Carlson are busy working on a specific
research focused on trying to answer certain
questions, which I think will ultimately also
get to the questions that you are asking, Rick,

and hopefully provide some information that we
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can act on as management.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you.

Let's go -- Ray Bogan, your card was up
a minute ago so we'll open in the lineup for
you, and then after that we'll come back in the
room and hit Jackson, and then over to Amy.

Oh, Ray, apparently you lowered your
hand so I'm going to come back in the room
here -- up. It's back up. Ray, you're in.

It's exciting to watch up here, I'll tell you.
Ray, you should be free to speak.

MR. BOGAN: Our population because of
(inaudible --

MR. BROOKS: Ray, we need you to start
again. We somehow didn't quite get that.

MR. BOGAN: I'm saying that I decided,
because of my position, I'm going to be cautious
about what I say and therefore not go through my
full comment. But I will suggest, in a broad
sense, that there seems to be an underlying
question that -- or overarching question, I

should say, with regard to the status of stock
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of the shark stocks, the various shark stocks,
particularly certain pelagics that are guilty of
predation that might be revisited at some point.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

Let's go to the corner with -- two
corners, Jackson and then over to Amy.

MR. MARTINEZ: Sorry. I'm over here in
the corner.

Thanks, Tobey, for the presentation.
Really happy to see this paper. Really happy to
hear also that the depredation questions have
been added to MRIP as well.

I did want to ask and not belabor it,
but we also have the SHARKED Act that's kind
of -- that is moving its way through the
legislature. I -- really --

Because, Russ, you're here and I know
you touched on some of the -- kind of the
agency's priorities as well, are we basically at
the mercy of Congress for passing this act to
get, you know, the cross-regional task force

that they're proposing in the legislation? Or,
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you know, if that act does not pass, will we be
able to see, you know, this cross-region effort
to address this issue? Thanks.

MR. DUNN: Yeah. Certainly for the
specifics that are in the legislation, we're at
the mercy of Congress at this point. However,
as Karyl said, John Carlson is the individual.
He is now reporting directly to the deputy
undersecretary for Oceans and Atmosphere on the
issue that's -- or that's Laura Grimm, who is
deep into this issue, I will say. It is -- you
know, there is a heavy focus initially on the
Southeast because that is where we're hearing a
lot about it, but she is hearing and seeing
information coming in from all across, from
Pacific Islands. I -- I've gotten a bunch of
information recently from them. So it -- I
mean, it's literally Maine to Hawaii. So I
think that as the policy team comes to grips
with the -- finalizing the strategy they're
working on, you're going to see a sort of

agency-wide effort, not just focused in a narrow
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region.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you.

Amy, then Bob Z., and then over to
Charles.

Amy?

MS. DUKES: Thanks, Bennett.
Congratulations on the new publication. I
really look forward to reading it.

So thank you very much for talking a
little bit about the BREP funding. I know a lot
of states and regional folks have been trying to
utilize that. And I think from my perspective,
one of the things that I hope the agency will
pursue, since you just now identified that this
is, in fact, a priority, is trying to
consolidate some of the data that's already
being collected.

There are several state-based and
regional-based primarily cooperative or citizen
science initiatives that are currently ongoing
right now to collect predation data. It would

be really nice to figure out a way to help
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standardize some of those approaches,
characterize the impacts of the predation, get
to the gear comment that Rick just talked about,
really looking at some of the technology
approaches that are out there for potential
solutions, and just, in general, strategies to
address with industry folks how to tackle this.
I hate the fact that we may be collecting data
that might not be centralized or unified enough
so that it has utility.

So as the priority -- as this continues
to be a priority for the agency, I would ask the
agency to take a step back and try to look at
what's already out there, try to bring all that
together and so that we have a usable product
that might be able to be expanded upon. Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, Amy.

Bob?

MR. ZALES: Yeah. On this whole
depredation issue, we've been after -- when I
say we, those of us working in the Gulf Council

process about depredation with sharks and marine
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mammals for, I don't know how many years now, a
good ten or 12, to bring this issue to the
forefront.

One of the key issues that we still
don't have answer to this day is when you're
dealing with stock assessments, you deal with
fish -- with mortality of fish, right? There
are two things. You got natural mortality, you
got fishing mortality. And we've asked this
question over and over again. Where does
depredation play with the mortality of fish for
stock assessment? Is that considered fishing
mortality, or is that considered natural
mortality?

Some answers that we've been given is,
it depends. If the fish is eaten on the way up,
it could be fishing mortality. If it's eaten
once you toss it back and when you release it
and you see the shark eat it, then it's
considered natural mortality. But we argue, and
we've brought this to the SSC at the Gulf

Council several times to have them look at this
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to see if somebody can make a determination
where it is that the number of fish that are
being taken out of the fishery by sharks, where
does that play in a stock assessment?

And so I don't know where the answer to
that is, but it's -- we think it's a critical
question because you -- if you fish in the Gulf
of Mexico today, especially in the Panhandle
area, whether you're rec, charter, or
commercial, on your trip, you're going to have
an interaction with sharks. There's no question
about -- you don't go fishing and not see one
today. So it's a serious problem. And when it
comes to trying to address this, there are
several research things going on out there.
Marcus is doing some. Some people out of
Stanford University or Samford University in
Alabama are looking at some stuff. There's a
lot of research going on, labs playing with
stuff, to try to figure out how to eliminate
this depredation, right?

There's a lot of things playing here.
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And so people are working on it and, you know,
we've got legislation in the works. And I think
the Fishery Service is doing what they can, but
at the same time, we need answers as to where
this is because when you remove fish from the
stock, they're gone. Now do you blame them on
fishing, or do you blame them on natural? And
we need an answer to that because that depends
on how you determine the stock status.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob.

Let's go over to Charles.

And then, Amy, is your card back up or
just left over?

MR. WITEK: Yeah, Charles Witek. This
is a complex question because we don't know.
You know, we talk about proper management. How
do we define it? How do we define a baseline
when we have no long histories of shark
assessments? How do we make sure that we don't
set a baseline that's too recent? Because
declines in shark stocks go back quite a ways.

As we see in that paper, the decline went back
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'70 -- 1975. That's 50 years ago. So we
probably shouldn't use our personal experiences
to say, this is a normal amount of sharks.
There's too many now unless we were around and
fishing and active on the water more than 50
years ago. And that starts raising questions.
I mean, I was on the water more than 50
years ago. I turned 21 in '75, and I remember
fishing out of Rhode Island, cod fishing on the
party boats, shark depredation was normal. We
always lost cod. Blue sharks would come
cruising by and they would pick off the cod.
That was accepted. Sometime we would have a
dusky, sometime we would have a mako, mostly we
had a blue. And then I read. I love the
history of recreational fishing. We talk about
porbeagles. We go back to the late 1950s, early
1960s. Montauk was a hub of recreational
fishing activity for porbeagles. Frank Mundus
was there. He was having his charters set in
world records with fish well over 400 pounds.

By the time I entered the fishery in
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the '70s, you didn't see a porbeagle in Montauk.
They just didn't exist. I -- I've heard it
attributed to Norwegian longliners that caught
them for their livers back in the '50s and '60s,
but whatever the cause, I have never caught a
porbeagle off Long Island. But the winter of
'24, '25, we had an abundance of porbeagles on
our rec for the first time in 75 years. So are
we talking about too many porbeagles? Are we
talking about a population that's finally large
enough to start recolonizing its full range
coming down off Long Island? We don't want to
make the mistake of saying there's too many when
all we're doing is returning to the norm.

I remember sandbar sharks all the way
in western Long Island Sound, Greenwich,
Connecticut, where I lived. We had 7-foot
females swimming around back in late '60s.
They're not back there yet. They're in Eastern
Sound. There's a lot of them in Eastern Sound
now. But, you know, what's the normal

population? I think we have to be careful that
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we don't set the baseline too late and a target
population too small. And we have to ask
ourselves what our responsibility is for
depredation.

We heard fighting time mentioned. I
don't fish down south much. I live in the
northeast, so mostly fish in the northeast, but
I remember when I fished snapper and grouper
many years ago. We went out with a -- like, a
6/0 Penn Senator, which is a decent size reel,
80-pound line, and a rod you could do chin-ups
on. We hooked the fish, and we dragged it off
the bottom before it hung up in the rocks or a
coral actually, I guess, down there.

Now, I'll look at a video and
somebody's got a slow pitch rod that has no
backbone at all. It's bent all the way over.
He's standing there with his foot on the gunnel
and his reel on his knee, holding it like, you
know, BUBBA Bassmaster, slowly turning the
crank, bringing the snapper up. Well, yeah,

that kind of fight time, you're going to attract




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

290

the sharks. Oh, the shark ate my fish. Yes,
you gave him, you know, too much time to do it.
It's almost a -- it almost brings you back to
what happened off Bimini back in the 1930s when
you couldn't land the bluefin tuna because of
the sharks. They used to come in with a head
and a tail, they called them apple cores. There
was nothing but the spine in between.

Then finally, I think in '36 or '37,
Hemingway finally decided he was going to catch
one. You have to fight these things. You have
to hook them and drag them to the boat and you
have to take them fast, and he beat the sharks.
Is it a question we're using techniques now that
are feeding the sharks, too much light tackle,
too much spinning gear on our tunas? You know,
it's a complicated question and maybe we have to
think very hard before we start looking at
reducing shark numbers or properly managing them
down from where they are today. Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Thanks, Charles.

Some helpful cautions there. Lots of nuance
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here. Clearly, not surprisingly, an area of
great interest, continues to be a great
interest, will not go away as an issue of great
interest. Some cautions around, don't let this
fester, the potential to get much worse, the
potential to also bleed into other issues,
whether it's tourism or vigilantism. A lot of
interest around gathering and consolidating,
date lifting -- data, thinking about the
baseline, need for assessments, capturing and
consolidating existing data around depredation.
And some cautions around unintended consequences
as you start to gather that and use this data.
So lots to be chewing on here.

Thanks, everybody.

Oh, sorry. Scott?

MR. VAETH: I just had one quick
comment. You know, as a fisherman, we're not
asking for more quota. We're just asking to
utilize what we're given. And without the Shark
Fin Sales Elimination Act, I mean, that killed

us all. And if we could sell the fins and be
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able to catch our quotas because it would come
back, the fishery would come back. And if we
were able to catch our quota, we probably would
never get rid of the depredation, but we might
slow it down just a little bit. Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

All right. I don't see anyone else
online right now.

So let's push to a topic, Jeff, that
you raised, offshore wind, and I might throw it
back your way to sort of frame out, at least,
what's on your mind, and then we can see how
much of a conversation we want to have around
the table here.

MR. KNEEBONE: Yeah. Great. It may
not need to be a conversation. I just --
it's -- offshore wind has definitely slowed
down, and it seems like it was a couple of years
ago that I was here giving a presentation on
this topic, and then here we are at a roundtable
and it's not mentioned as a priority. So I'm

not saying necessarily that it's something we
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need to discuss at all. I guess it was more of
a gquestion to -- that I was posing to the agency
of -- like, to channel Rick Weber, what's your

position on offshore wind? Is this something
that continues to need to be addressed or looked
into? 1Is it something that we should continue
to explore ways to collect information to better
quantify impacts of offshore wind activity on
recreational fishing, or are we pumping the
brakes like most other things and backburnering
this topic?

So it's -- I have ideas about what
needs to be done. I recognize that I'm in the
minority of people working in this topic, so I
don't want to waste everyone's time talking
about a larger issue that could be conducted in
a smaller forum. So I'm really kind of putting
the ball on the agency's court and seeing if
it's something that is worth discussing in this
form or if it's something that we table or
discuss in a smaller setting. Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Fair enough.
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Russ?

MR. DUNN: Yeah. I mean, certainly, as
I think is evident, the -- there has been a
substantial decrease in focus by the agency on
that. There was a -- an executive order on
offshore wind that implemented a leasing halt, a
pause on permitting, and a review of existing
leases. So it is certainly something that has
decreased in profile and focus for the agency.

That said, where existing
infrastructure is now in place, there's
certainly interest in trying to understand its
effect on fish productivity and presence
absence. This issue was raised when we did a
Mid-Atlantic roundtable a couple of weeks ago,
that there's interest in trying to get more
science in those areas to get -- where there is
infrastructure to understand what's happening.
I would say, as a whole, it is probably
something that should be moved to the backburner
in terms of this panel, but it -- it's not

completely gone, but certainly a decreased
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focus.

MR. BROOKS: Mike?

MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you, Russ.

And thank you, Jeff.

I've been commenting on wind turbines
before I was gray and I'm exhausted, and I'm
glad you did bring that up again, because for
those in Southern New England, you know, I go
through the Elizabeth Islands and now I look
from Martha's Vineyard to Rhode Island and I see
50 wind turbines all along the horizon and all
those areas where we used to fish for -- well,
fish for pelagics. And I don't think it is
clear what are the impacts, and it depends on
who you speak with who, and it is -- depends
upon what species that you're pointing to,
groundfish, for example. While they're out
there pounding the hell out of putting the damn
turbine base in, groundfish were non-existent
last year. They weren't where you typically
found them.

Now, whether that -- they're serving as
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habitat and attracting forage fish, and
attracting pelagics depends on who you talk to
to come to that conclusion. But what I would
like to point out is, is that when you speak to
many, there's a concern that the spatial
distribution and the extent of pelagics or other
species may have changed as a result of the
presence of that habitat. And now, for
instance, black sea bass may not be going into
Buzzards Bay and Vineyard Sound where we
historically have seen them in the past because
they're going to those areas and they're
displacing cod. Or the bluefin tuna aren't
going up to Maine into the waters north of
Massachusetts and up to Maine because they're
hanging out down there because it's providing
habitat for forage to attract those fish.

So you're absolutely right, Jeff.
We're not sure yet the change or the focus on
putting them in further in other areas has
stopped, but they're there in Massachusetts. We

got 50 of them, we got more, and it -- it's
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still not clear whether there's a detrimental
impact or whether there is or is not. And it
does depend on who you speak to. So I would
hope that there would be continued assessment of
those impacts to see over time what is the
outcome and hopefully it isn't to the detriment
of the fishermen because, you know,

recreation -- private recreational language,
they don't get any compensation for any impacts,
and that whole blue economy that relies on it.
There's some financial reparations you may get
as a for-hire captain if it impacts your
operation, but that's only during construction.
After, no. And the same with commercial.

So there's a lot of questions. It's
still not clear. And I thank you for bringing
it up, Jeff. I'm just tired and exhausted of
trying to do something about it a long time ago
and, you know, thanks again. And hopefully we
can continue the work to see the impacts and
hopefully it's not to the detriment of the

fishery. Thank you.
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MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Mike.

Does anyone else around the table or
online have thoughts related to offshore wind,
potential impacts, anything on this topic?

Oh, vyep?

MR. COOPER: Walter wants to say
something.

MR. BROOKS: Okay. Great.

Let me bring in John Walter.

And then, Bob Humphrey, we'll go over
to you.

MR. WALTER: Yeah. Jeff, I'm glad that
you brought that up. I think the -- from the
standpoint of the science, our science role
remains quite similar, and the EO actually says
that we're supposed to consider and continue to
consider the impacts on many of the resources
from offshore wind. While it may no longer be
as much of a priority from the standpoint of
development, what's there is there and it's
going to potentially have the impacts it has.

So it's -- it is wvaluable for us to hear what
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people on the water are seeing and detecting.
It's still important for us to do the survey
mitigation where that's precluded or impinged
upon the ability for our surveys to work, and we
need to know if it's got impact on the resources
and on the fisheries so that it might change the
interpretation of, for instance, our indices, if
it either attracts or repels fish.

So I think getting -- continuing to
gather that information provided to the agency
is important and it -- so the mission remains
similar even though many of the offshore wind
developments that were going to occur outside of
the New England area now seem very unlikely or
have been canceled. So it seems to, at least,
frame the scope for where that may occur. And
so it seems like less of an issue outside of
where it's already in the water, but certainly
Virginia and areas in New England, it's in the
water. Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

Let's go to Bob here, then we'll go to
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Brendan online. And then we'll come back into
the room for Willy, Scott, and Marty.

MR. HUMPHREY : Thanks.

Well, John, you just addressed
everything I was going to say.

I just wanted to say, as they say in
business school, we should view this not as a
problem, but as an opportunity. Here's a
chance, here's a break that we didn't expect to
do more baseline survey for the areas that
haven't been developed yet, and it's really
important to gather that information in case
this thing does pick up again. Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob.

Let's go to Brendan online.

Brendan, we will open your line up.
Not quite yet. Yep. You should be able to talk
now .

MR. RUNDE: Great. Thank you. This is
Brendan Runde with The Nature Conservancy. Just
wanted to provide a super brief update on an

offshore wind and fisheries study that I'm
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leading at the Coastal Virginia Offshore Wind
area, was funded by the Northeast Fisheries
Science Center. We just took our last tagging
trip on this past Sunday for this study. The
goals of the study are to evaluate behavioral
responses of thin fish and shellfish to pile
driving construction activity at the Coastal
Virginia Offshore Wind area commercial project.

And so we will have some preliminary
results very soon on that study. In fact, in
less than one month, some preliminary results
will be presented at the State of the Science on
Offshore Energy meeting in Stony Brook. So I
think there's a virtual option, or maybe some of
you are attending in person. So soon some
results will start trickling out of much of the
science that has been occurring on the under
construction or existing offshore wind sites.
Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you.

Let's go to Willy, then Scott, then

Marty.
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MR. GOLDSMITH: Thanks, Bennett. And
just to add to this briefly, I think, you know,
this topic certainly, you know, is front of mind
still for many up in New England. And I think a
lot of the conversation right now has been on,
you know, impacts to the fish, fish
distribution, fish abundance.

But I think just in the spirit of the
roundtable and thinking about reporting,
thinking about fishery-dependent data, I think
one thing that shouldn't be lost here is not
just the impacts on the fish, but impacts on
fishermen. So that would be access, that would
be impacts to effort that we see more effort
around these structures, then also really
critically thinking about efficiency and data
collection to kind of potentially address and
try to understand what to do with, for example,
if we have much higher catch rates of demersal
fish around these structures, thinking about how
to better assess those impacts to effort and

efficiency and what that might mean for
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accounting and accountability and assessments.
Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Willy.

Scott?

MR. LENOX: Yeah. Thank you, Bennett.

I just wanted to mention, because it
was mentioned at the front of the table that
this was brought up briefly at our last Mid-
Atlantic Council meeting. And even though we
are, this does seem like we're on a pause, this
seems to be becoming more apparent that this is
all based on the administration. And as
administration has changed, these things are
going to come in and out of purview, obviously.
So at the council level, there was some talk
around the table, at least, of, you know, even
though we're on a pause, continuing the research
in lease areas that have been surveyed but not
built on versus areas, like, in the Northeastern
Virginia that have been built on and seeing what
those impacts might be so that in the future we

have that data when if this comes back around.
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Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

Marty?

MR. SCANLON: Yes. Well, as far as the
wind farms there, Mike, they started -- I -- the

last couple of years coming back from the Hague
Line fishing, you know, those wind farms exist
from the Hague, from the beginning of Nantucket
Shoal all the way to Block Island, you know,
including the vaunted Coxes Ledge, which was,
like, complete taboo for any interaction on that
ledge. And now I see wind farms sitting right
on top of it. It just blows my mind.

But my concerns are twofold and they'wve
been twofold. You know, what are the effects
that those wind farms are going to have on the
electromagnetic fields of the ocean itself,
which are, you know, to which all HMS fish are
dependent on migratory patterns? What's going
to happen if we alter them, you know? We've
said it before. I mean, they have the potential

to have the same devastating effect on our sea




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

305

life that COVID-19 had on mankind. If we change
that and we change those migratory patterns and
negatively affect those species, what's going to
be the devastating effect? And basically to be
dragging your feet on the research on that and
to finding out what that is going to be, you
know, it's scary.

And the other problem that we have,
that I have, and I have a concern, though, is
noise pollution. How much noise is being
generated on to -- into the ocean, pumped into
the ocean on a regular basis? I mean, that's a
concern. And I don't see us ever really discuss
that on this topic. And I was out on the West
Coast there a couple of years ago in Seattle,
and it's a big topic on the West Coast, is noise
pollution, you know, all the side sonars, you
know? Now we got all these wind farms going on
there. I mean, you know, if the -- you know,
wildlife doesn't live in a noisy neighborhood,
you know, so not conducive to that. So those --

these are major concerns and we don't even
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discuss those here, so --

MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

I think I see a couple more cards.
Sonja, and then Charles, are you back in? Yep.

Sonja, why don't you jump in?

MS. FORDHAM: Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: I know he was, but we
hadn't heard from you for a while, so --

MS. FORDHAM: Thank you.

Sonja Fordham, Shark Advocates
International. I wanted to thank Charlie for
his comments and just encourage NOAA to
incorporate changes in fishing techniques and
gear as this analysis progressive -- progresses,
but mostly I wanted to agree with Marty about
noise pollution.

MR. WITEK: Yeah. Charles Witek.
Couple of things. When we talk about electric
fields, there's actually research. Some folks I
know are doing it out of Stony Brook University.
They have fine scale acoustic receivers and are

actually watching what bottom fish do in the
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presence of the electrical fields in these --
well, I think it's called the South Fork Wind
Project off Long Island. And so far it doesn't
look like too much to worry about that -- except
for skates and lobsters, there doesn't seem to
be too much reaction in what they're seeing.

The one thing I can say about wind
farms is, they built some off Long Island this
year off -- they're still under construction off
Western Nassau County. They put the first
pile -- pilings in or pylons in this summer.
And within two weeks there were black sea bass
on them to the point that the party boats were
going out and fishing the uncompleted wind farm.
So the anglers in my area are saying these are
the best things they've seen. They're actually
structure on the sand bottom.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks.

All right. I don't think I see any
more cards, except now I do.

Mike?

MR. PIERDINOCK: This is a question for
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Russ. I mean, I just -- I believe you know that
they do the summer and the fall surveys. NOAA
does those surveys within the wind turbine
areas, and now there's no access to those areas.
So that's a missing data gap that ultimately
impacts the outcome annually of our fishery.
There was a Northeast Fisheries Science Center
hook and line survey that was being conducted
that was to collect fish within those wind
turbine areas that is part of the science to,
you know, hopefully address the data gap. One
of the approaches to that -- to do that. Is
that still in the works? Is that going to
occur?

And, you know, Charlie, good point.
Yeah, the black sea bass arrived, but, you know,
Coxes Ledge and those areas, they're cod areas
and we don't want our cod that are in poor shape
to then become black sea bass areas. That's our
concern. Hopefully that black sea bass will
stay near shore and they won't have those

intrusive species destroy the cod fishery and,
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you know, throughout. That's one of our
concerns, but good point. No doubt. They
create the habitat, but to change the spatial
distribution and extended groundfish or
pelagics. That's what many out there are
concerned about.

MR. DUNN: Yeah. I -- I'll have to
double-check to be sure. I think that the hook
and line pilot has been paused or ended for the
time being, but may not be fully off the table,
but let me confirm that. Jon Hare, he's the
director of the Northeast Fisheries Science
Center, if folks don't know him, that program
was run out of his shop. He is also sort of the
lead point of contact between fisheries and NOAA
at this point on a number of aspects of offshore
wind science in particular. So I will check
with him to be sure.

What I -- what that does tell me, just
by knowing who is there, is that the science
aspect, as we've sort of all talked about here,

does remain a focus. There is continued
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interest in, as you've all indicated,
understanding the impacts of what is already in
the water on both the fisheries as well as the
fisheries themselves as well as catch rates, et
cetera. So let me double-check and get back to
you so I don't give you misinformation.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you.

I guess, Jeff, the answer is, ves,
there's something to talk about here.

And my takeaway, I think, is pretty
much just what you just said. You know, there's
stuff in the water. There may well be stuff in
the future in the water. And so tracking these
impacts, learning now in case there is future
activity, are all important things that, you
know, impacts to fish, impacts to fishermen,
impacts to science. All of that is relevant and
may well be more relevant in the future. So
good to chat about it.

Okay. Sonja, is your card still -- is
that left over?

All right. We have about 20 minutes or
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so left, give or take. And I think we've sort
of hit the main headlines we wanted to hit, but
want to open it up for any other issues, rec
roundtable issues that you want to make sure
folks up here are hearing, thinking about in
terms of 2027 priorities. The floor is yours
for anything else you want to bring up.

Austin?

MR. LANGLEY: Yeah. 1I'll kind of go
back to what I was speaking about earlier with
recreational reporting and just really a desire
for better education to the general fishing
public. Prior to me getting involved with any
of the fisheries management stuff, you know,
probably four or five years ago, you know, I had
no idea of any of this or what goes into those
decisions. So I think the better off that we
can educate the public, fishing public, on why
decisions are made, the better off we'd be.

And also something that has come up
with, you know, the people that I fish with

in -- specifically in Louisiana in the past year
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or two is just kind of the lack of knowledge of
the requirements of HMS permits, swordfish and
tuna and the requirement for reporting. I would
say 80 percent of the people that I fish with
and talk with had no idea there was that
requirement and are still doing it without the
permit. And, you know, I think it's important
to get the word out that it is a requirement and
what the advantages of the reporting are.

MR. MCHALE: Do you happen to have
their names?

MR. BROOKS: So rec reporting, get --
publicize it, get the rationale there, make it
known.

All right. I see a bunch of cards.
Let's go to the corner over here where we
haven't heard folks. We'll hear Kesley, and
then over to Martha.

MS. BANKS: Thank you. I'd like to
ditto that comment, but I'd also just like to
stress that the councils would like continued

interactions as you move through your rec
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reporting app. Remember, at least for Gulf and
I'm looking over at my South Atlantic liaison,
we're also going through SEFHIER 2.0 and some of
that. And we'd like to limit duplicate
reporting and really, you know, hone in on that
one-stop reporting, but also get the information
we need in our individual regions. Thank you.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Martha, then over
to Amy, unless it's Rick.

MS. GUYAS: Just to reiterate, I
think -- so Russ talked about it and somebody
else, but the need for a complete picture of the
economic impacts of recreational fishing for HMS
and other species, too, for that matter, just
big picture. But we lack a lot, and it's not
helpful to I don't think anyone as various
bodies go to make decisions about how to manage
our fisheries.

MR. BROOKS: I don't know if that card
is up for you, Amy, or you, Rick. Amy? No?

MS. DUKES: Thanks, Bennett. Yeah,

just to -- and I stepped out of the room, so I
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apologize if I missed somebody talking about it
earlier, but with the reporting compliance for
the tournaments, we do have several tournaments,
both billfish-related and bluefin related that
seem to be becoming multi-week, multi-month
structures. I'm just wondering if there is some
sort of pulse check for some intermittent
reporting that the agency may be looking at.

I have said it before, and I'll say it
again. I -- there is a compliance to when a
tournament registers, and they have a mandatory
reporting requirement. And if there's any sort
of analysis about these are the number of
tournaments registering and these are the number
of tournaments that are actually reporting, I
think that's something that's been asked before,
but I don't think we've seen that compliance
tracking for those tournaments and perhaps even
some consequences.

I'm not sure what that would look like,
but for the fact of not reporting, that's a --

it's a big deal when we're coming down to some
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really plays into this idea of the bluefin tuna

and billfish accountability and that overall
improvement for recreational fishery
independent. And then I'll just give another

plug for that cooperative research and citizen

science. It's really a tool that we need to put

in our toolbox and utilize a little bit more,
because collaborative science is good science.
Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: Great. We've certainly
heard that rippling through, I think, pretty
much every conversation today. Let's work our
way back. Danny.

MR. COFFEY: Thanks, Ben. Danny
Coffey, Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi.

Actually, following up on that last

point, I just wanted to emphasize that there's
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been some really valuable science produced
through the cooperative research among the
agency scientists and recreational fishers, but
it seems that some of those funding
opportunities have, since last year, either been
suspended or delayed. So I was just wondering
if the agency could speak or provide an update
on the current status of some of those
cooperative opportunities such as the Bycatch
Reduction Engineering Program as an example.
Thank you.

MR. HUTT: I will say our director,
Kelly Denit, did make the comment earlier in one
of the earlier presentations that -- about
specifically BREP and the Cooperative Research
Program, that we were working on getting those
and had plans to get those out again this year.

She made it sound like potentially sometime this

summer, but I don't -- my memory isn't 100
percent on that. Do you have any input on that?
MR. CURTIS: Yeah, it's -- let's see

here. Yeah. I think the expectations that
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hopefully coming soon, there'll be the BREP and
cooperative research opportunities, but I'll
just be standing by until that hits the streets.
And the cooperative research, you know,
priorities stand, and if we didn't mention it
before, shark depredation is certainly high and
within those priorities.

MR. BROOKS: Great. Let's hop online
and bring Brendan back in, and then we'll work
our way up the right side here with Greg and
Willy and Jeff.

So Brendan, your line should be open.

MR. RUNDE: I appreciate it, and thank
you for the continued airtime. Brendan Runde
with the Nature Conservancy. Just wanted to
bring to the attention of the AP and to the
public who's listening in a new paper that I
just published with colleagues, Paul
Rudershausen and Jeff Buckley, at North Carolina
State University in which we characterize
increase in catch efficiency in the Big Rock

Blue Marlin Tournament off North Carolina of
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boats that have omnidirectional sonar technology
versus boats that do not have omnidirectional
sonar technology.

This paper was published in the ICES
Journal of Marine Science, and just briefly, we
did two analyses in the paper. In one analysis,
we showed an 84 percent increase in catch of
billfish among vessels with sonar. In another
analysis, we showed a 60 percent increase in
catch for the boats equipped with that
technology. So it seems relevant to the
discussions of this body.

Just wanted to make you all aware. And
I can, of course, provide a link to that paper,
although I do believe several folks in the room
are aware of it. And maybe they could circulate
it more easily if there is interest. So thank
you again.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Greg.

MR. HINKS: Thanks. Just on the top of
cooperative research, I just want to remind the

agency that it feels like once a year during
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these meetings, whether it's spring or fall, we
learned about some research that's been going on
that may or may not have been lacking in samples
or data or something that probably a majority of
the AP participants could contribute in some
manner, whether it's state agency or the
fisheries themselves. So I just want to remind
them to use -- that the AP is a useful tool. I
think there's probably a lot of data and sample
opportunities that may be missed that we may be
able to fill those gaps.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Willy.

MR. GOLDSMITH: Thanks, Bennett. It's
a great discussion. Agree with a lot of what's
been said already, but just wanted to jump on
some of the previous comments around self-
reporting or just reporting and data in general
and just use one particular example. And I know
Scott has been a part of this as well, but
thinking about some of the work that's been
going on in the Mid-Atlantic Council, which I've

had the chance to be involved with a bit with
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regard to tilefish reporting, which I think has
been an interesting case study and kind of that
whole process, and just was able to be part of a
program evaluation with that and then follow the
permitting and reporting framework that's gone
through over the past -- over the past year or
so. And just I think seeing some of the
challenges that have come through with that
program are maybe a good case study for the
agency to consider both for HMS, and kind of
more broadly hearing those conversations earlier
around, you know, alignment across councils --
alignment between councils and HMS and kind of
the broader agency.

I think tilefish is an interesting
example just given, you know, the overlap with
that fishery and HMS anglers. And yet having
those fall under different jurisdictions within
NMFS makes the administration of that and the
compliance for anglers really difficult. So
trying to find ways to basically enhance those

cooperative abilities within the agency as well
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as with across different elements. And I know
that might be part of the RAPID work that the
agency is interested in right now, but I'm just
trying to elevate that issue.

At the same time, during the Mid-
Atlantic's March meeting, there was discussion
and final action taken on that framework, but
with the caveat that a lot of the improvements
that were hoped to be made to that self-
reporting to really try to improve compliance
and improve the quality of the data was going to
be a challenge for NOAA just because the
infrastructure wasn't really there in terms of
GARFO's data collection, which has really been
stood up for the commercial sector.

So just thinking about, you know, as we
consider -- continue to explore efforts to
improve data, to improve self-reporting, just
really trying to build that infrastructure to be
able to absorb what's going to be, you know, a
pretty new demographic to really try to enhance

that data moving forward.
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MR. MCHALE: And Willy, thanks for
raising that because you gave me a great
opportunity to give a shout-out to my staff and
Randy's staff and Karyl's now acting staff.

Whether it's recreational fisheries or
in our commercial fisheries, I think we can
recognize around this table, as well as those
folks who are online, that our boundaries remain
all the way through Texas and the Caribbean. So
we're covering multiple councils, the Southeast
Regional Office, GARFO, the Greater Atlantic
Regional Office, the two science centers. And I
know, and I use this language intentionally,
sometimes we have to go to war with our partners
to make sure that our elements are included,
because their constituents are our constituents
and trying to simplify the reporting burden on
U.S. fishermen. Sometimes that dialogue is
welcomed. A lot of times, it is not for various
reasons, whether it's staffing-related matters,
whether it's scope of their own individual work,

who actually owns particular program X, Y, or Z.
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But I want to make sure that everyone walks away
from this table that whether it's be Jackie
Wilson (phonetic) or Dianne or Jodie or other
folks on our team, these are daily conversations
where we are trying to be good partners, both
internally as well as to external agencies, but
it's also then getting to the point where if
that isn't getting folks to a common ground to
serve our taxpayers and our fishermen, then
sometimes we've got to play not so nice. And so
we're not just using carrots, but we're starting
to use sticks as well to accomplish that
overarching goal.

Thanks for raising that.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Jeff then Scott,
and then time for a little bit more comment if
there are any. Jeff?

MR. KNEEBONE: Great. Thanks again.
Yeah, just pursuant to the cooperative research
with direct fishery, there's been great
discussion. One thing I actually wanted to

mention, it was the cooperative tagging
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programs. So I work with Eric (phonetic) and
Derek (phonetic) from the Cooperative Tagging
Center. Have done -- used those data in some of
the offshore wind research to try to map the
historical footprint of the fishery by species.
It's actually been a really valuable data set.
But one thing that I've noticed, that there's
been attrition in the number of taggers over the
time -- over time. It was peaked in the
probably '80s, '70s. There was a huge amount of
tagging effort, and it's slowly waned over time.
And it's -- seeing the increased interest from
private recreational anglers in tuna fishing, it
seems there should a disconnect with an
increasing number of anglers or permits being
sold and a decreasing number of anglers
participating in the cooperative tagging
programs, at least for tunas through the
Southeast Center.

So not sure what to do about it. I
just wanted to raise that there may be an

opportunity now to do a little bit more outreach
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around the opportunities for tagging through
NOAA that have been in existence for decades
that have -- you know, all those data are passed
on to ICCAT every year. And it seems like

it's -- there's a ripe opportunity to enroll --
to make -- have another big push to try to get
more people involved with tagging all of other
species.

I talked to Michelle a little bit by
text today, and it seems like the Cooperative
Shark Tagging Program may have seen a little bit
of increase in interest, potentially largely
based through the increase of land-based shark
fishing, but for other species, billfishes and
tunas from the Southeast Center, it seems like
that increase has not been prevalent. So
whatever you can do to promote the fact or to
spread the word that you -- there are these
amazing programs in existence, and that they're
still active. And this is how the data are used
domestically, internationally, and we need your

help type thing with akin to the CKMR. Just
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wanted to raise that point. Thanks a lot.

MR. DUNN: So good timing. So just
recently, Derek and Eric were added as
recreational coordinators. So those are --
there's 14 folks around the country who
essentially serve as points of contact and sort
of keep us -- help keep each other in the loop.
So they have just joined. And I was able to
provide them, both last year and this year, with
some decent amount of funds to both purchase
additional and assemble, distribute tagging
kits, but also this year to do additional
engagement and more or less advertising to help
recruit people, get them out and about to all
the right events to try and bring folks in. So
good timing. You made me look good. Okay.

Mike, I just heard back from Jon Hare.
The pilot Hook-and-Line Survey was completed in
'25, and now the Northeast Center is looking --
is analyzing the results.

MR. BROOKS: Scott.

MR. LENOX: Thank you, Ben. I just
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wanted to ditto Willy's comments and just
mention that it -- the recreational fishing
community makes it tough, you know, with data
collection. I think part of it is -- part of it
is outreach from our side to the recreational
community about what's necessary, what's not
necessary, what's recommended versus, you know,
required. And the tilefish reporting is a
perfect example of that. We started that a few
years ago. And with all the permits that we've
got, we've got a mandatory reporting requirement
and compliance is around 4 percent. So it's
really bad. And that's with some fines and
penalties being levied. But I think it -- I
think, like I say, it's got a lot to do with the
outreach. I think it's got a lot to do with
frustration as well. You know, just seeing when
they do report, they're penalized after they
report. So why would I want to report things
when ultimately I lose fish in the long run? So
I think messaging will be important as we move

forward. 1It's definitely going to be an uphill
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battle, but I think we can do it. Thanks.

MR. BROOKS: And I think that has come
up in pretty much every conversation we've had
today. I think I saw a card go up. Walt, yeah.

MR. GOLET: Hey, just real quick.
Piggybacking a little bit on Jeff's comment and
then Russ's response, it -- that's great news to
hear, and it's welcome news that Derek and Eric
are now, I guess, would you say recreational
liaisons or -- okay. They're great folks to
have in those positions.

And I'd also say, and you probably find
this amazing that I'm going to say something
against bluefin, but I do think that there are
roles, especially that in the Cooperative
Tagging Program, that can point to key issues.
And one of them would be connectivity between
our yellowfin and bigeye Fisheries off the East
Coast and the connectivity to the Gulf of
Guinea, which through some of the preliminary
tagging shows very good connectivity. Even some

of the stuff that we did, although it was
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limited with AOTTP tagging through ICAT, had
several releases off the East Coast of the U.S.
that were subsequently captured off or
recaptured rather off West Africa.

So maybe keeping in mind within that
enhancement of the tagging program, maybe we can
work with the folks in international affairs and
stuff and identify key species that we may want
to focus on that would help us at the
international level. And I think yellowfin
connectivity and bigeye connectivity with the
Gulf of Guinea and how much the impact, you
know, fisheries on one side will impact the
other is going to be key, just like it is with
bluefin.

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Kesley.

MS. BANKS: Yes. I'm just going to
take my council hat off for a second and put my
academic hat on. I will say commenting on
Jeff's comment, that maybe some of the decline
you're seeing in, like, the federal cooperative

tagging might be some of those people are
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shifting to academics that are in their
backyard. We have a very large land-based shark
fishery in Texas, and they are pretty much
catch -- catch-photo-release, and that data is
submitted to us. And a lot of the people when
we talk to them, they have access to one --
either me or one of my scientists, whereas they
don't have face-to-face access with one of
yours. And so that might be something to
consider, maybe wrapping in some of the
academics who might have some large tagging
programs.

MR. BROOKS: Jeff, Scott, those are
leftovers. Okay. Anybody else want to get in?
We have about three minutes left, but I can
appreciate you may all be talked out here. Rec
reporting, bolstering economic impacts,
cooperative research, citizen science are two --
the three main themes I think that came up in
this last section here. Russ, Brad, Cliff,
Tobey, any last bits here?

MR. DUNN: I'll just say, first of all,
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thank you. I always enjoy coming back to HMS.
For those who don't know, I was sitting where
you are from 1998 to 2002. And then from 2002
on or to '10, I was working for HMS, and now I'm
still in the agency but working on rec stuff.

So it's always fun to come back. It feels like
it's coming home. So thank you for your time
and all your inputs, and I'll turn it back to
Brad.

MR. MCHALE: Ditto.

MR. BROOKS: All right. Thank you all
so much. Appreciate it. And thanks to all the
folks who've called in. We really appreciate
you making the time to weigh in or at least
listen in.

We are close to the end of our day. It
is now public comment, which we've kind of been
having for the last three hours anyway, but I do
want to create space for public comment on any
topic, not just on rec fishing. So if anyone in
the room or anyone online would like to make a

public comment at this point, I would encourage
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you to raise a hand. Again, if you're -- if you
are online, I'm going to remind myself right now
how you do that. I think it's star 6. Nope,
star 3. Star 3, 1if you are on the phon.
Otherwise, just click, raise hand. And in the
room, if you want to make a comment, let us
know. And if you are interested, please start
with your name and affiliation and keep your --
hold your comments for about two to three
minutes. Anybody in the room or online
interested in making a comment? People be tired.

All right. I don't see any public
comments online or in the room, so I think we
can shift to closing up here, which I think is
going to be just reminding us of what is on the
game plan for tomorrow. We will start --
tomorrow is a short day. So we will start at
9:00 a.m. We'll pick up indicator species at
9:15 for about a half hour, and then the rest of
the morning really will be focused on sharks.
We'll talk about them on 16. And then after a

break, we'll come back and talk about the black
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nose shark and rec shark management measures
proposed rule. For anyone who's interested in
public comment tomorrow, we'll hit that at about
11:45, and then we will wrap up and adjourn by
12:15. So we'll get you out of here by 12:15
tomorrow. Again, we'll sort of have you in the
seats at 9:00 tomorrow morning.

Karyl, anything you care to say before
we let folks go?

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: (Inaudible) .

MR. BROOKS: All right. Well, we're
going to let you go a half hour early, but
that's okay because you've done about an extra
30 minutes of work in the last three hours. So
thanks, everyone, for the very good
conversation. Thanks for the team up here, and
we'll see you tomorrow. Thanks all.

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter

went off the record at 4:44 p.m.)
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	P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S 
	(9:00 a.m.) 
	MR. BROOKS: It's 9:00, and I think we should get going. Good morning to everybody in the room, good morning to everybody online. Welcome back to day 2 of the spring HMS meeting. I'm remembering that, 2026. 
	All right. Thank you all yesterday for such a good conversation, really appreciate the range of perspectives and the feedback that you provided over a range of issues here, so thank you. And we'll just keep that going today. Let me just remind us again of what the game plan is for today. In the morning, we'll have -- we'll cover a couple of topics. First, we'll start with discussion of the -- on the executive order on seafood competitiveness, so we'll hear --this is not a new topic here. There have been lot
	resonating, what's important, other ideas that maybe aren't on the list that you want HMS folks to be thinking about. 
	After a break at around 10:15, we'll come back and get an update from leadership. As I mentioned, we'll be joined by video with Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, Eugenio Piiro Soler. We'll have a half hour as we typically do, so I'm sure Eugenio will have some thoughts to share, and then we'll open it up across the sectors for any questions you all might have for him. 
	At 11:00, we'll hear from the Science Center. John Walter will talk to us about stock assessments and sort of where they're thinking about going with that, which I know is always important around the table and interest. We will break at 12:00 for lunch, and we'll have an hour and a half for that. So from 12:00 to 1:30, again, as always to the -- you know, if you need to be making phone calls, answering emails, ask you to put it into that block so we 
	can be really focused together. 
	And then the afternoon is the Recreational Roundtable, which we already sort of introduced yesterday, but we'll introduce it again more fully in the afternoon. But that is really an opportunity to invite the range of stakeholders who think and care about recreational fishing issues into the mix. So it is a conversation that is bigger than this table, so we expect to have folks in the room, as well as online. And we'll hear from everybody as well as from you all. 
	But again, as I think Brad said yesterday, this is really a chance to hear from folks who don't have a seat at this particular table. And again, it's really about hearing what's on people's mind as important issues to be thinking about addressing as the agency goes forward. That will be the entire afternoon from 
	1:30 to 4:45. At 4:45, we'll have an opportunity for public comment, and then we'll sort of wrap up and adjourn by 5:15 at the 
	latest. 
	Ground rules. I've hit this yesterday just to hit the sort of greatest hits of ground rules. Please contribute, share time, integrate what you're hearing from others, ask questions so you understand. You know, I think you all are having great conversations, so just keep it going. For any members of the public who are in the room or online, the conversation this morning when we're not in the roundtable is around the table among the advisory panel members. They are the primary participants. 
	Again, we'll have lots of opportunities for people to weigh in more generally during the rec roundtable and public comment. For those who are online, again, just if you can keep your camera on when you're talking, that's great. Definitely encourage online folks to jump in more. Yesterday was a bit quiet, and we want to make sure that you are fully involved as much as you want to be, whether you're in the room or online. 
	And when you want to get into the mix, just raise a virtual hand. If for some reason that's not working, throw something in the chat. And again, speaking of chat, please minimize the use of that as you did yesterday. You know, if somebody around the table or online says something and you agree, you can just throw a ditto in, and we'll be able to capture that way. But chats don't go out to everybody. And so it's funky to have sort of a separate conversation going on in chat. 
	So if you do have something to say, we will have -- HMS staff will be tracking that, and as appropriate, reflect it back out to everybody. If you are joining by phone, you can mute yourself on and off with star six, and you can raise a hand star three. Again, I will continue to run the queue the way I did yesterday, which is mostly taking it up in the order of cards, but also deviating to bring in people who have been quiet or keep a conversation going, or make sure we're hearing 
	from across all the different sectors. And in the room, again, just raise your card when you want to get in. Tech issues to Pete, and again, we are recording this meeting. 
	Questions anybody about what we're up to today, about ground rules, about any reflections from yesterday that sort of came to you as you were at the happy hour or later that you think would be helpful for folks around the table or up here to hear? Anybody? 
	Karyl, anything you want to add? 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Just thank you all for being here again. And as with yesterday, I'll probably continue standing up occasionally, so feel free to join me or not. But as Bennett said, please be quiet when you do. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Yeah. And if we have too many people wandering at some point, you know, I'll get us back to the table. All right, let's hand it back to Karyl then. I think you're going to be leading us on the executive order on seafood competitiveness. 
	So Karyl, over to you. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yes. Thank you, Bennett. And good morning, everybody. We are back again, day two, and we are all bright-eyed and bushy-tailed, and ready to talk about the executive order, I am sure. So we talked about it at our fall meeting. This is -- repeated the same slide, but for those of you who weren't there, this is Executive Order 14276, Restoring America's Seafood Competitiveness. 
	And these are quotes from its purpose and policy. I'm not going to read them all, but just highlighting a few phrases within them, addressing unfair trade practices, ensuring the integrity of the seafood supply chain, promoting the productive harvest of seafood resources, and protecting our seafood markets from unfair trade practices of foreign nations. So that gives you a sense of what's in that executive order. 
	Among many other things, the executive order required NMFS to solicit public comments on ways to improve fisheries management and 
	science. And that, in a nutshell, is what we will be talking about today. So we did request public comments in August last year. The public comment period originally ended on October 14th, but then when we came back from our shutdown, we reopened it for two weeks. 
	So during that public comment time period last September, those of you who are here will remember we had a really good discussion on the executive order, and you all gave us a whole bunch of ideas to think about on what you wanted to see happen under the executive order. Aiman at the time helped me keep track of all the ideas we received, and we have posted that on our webpage. 
	Since that meeting, we have consolidated all those suggestions, because there were a lot. There were several pages within the suggestions you gave us. We consolidated them all. We also included all the comments we received during the public comment period, including the later public comment. 
	So today, I'm asking for all of your help as we work through a list of 24 items in helping us prepare and prioritize what would benefit all of you the most. So I have a bullet here on whether we missed anything in the consolidation. So I'm not talking about necessarily brand new ideas. I'm talking about when we pull things together, do you feel like we missed something that you had brought up previously? 
	I am going to be going through and sort of summarizing my understanding of the bullets we pulled together. If you believe I am misunderstanding or misunderstood something you said last fall, or just entirely misunderstanding anything, feel free to let me know. And then I am asking for all of you to think about the one item that you feel will benefit you and your fishing sector however you want to define fishing sector the most. 
	So some of these items on the list are things that we are working on. Those are the 
	first five items, so I'll go over that. All the other items are things we haven't decided on, whether we're going to do, whether we want to do, what would be required under all of them. So I'm really looking for all of you to help weigh in as we go through it. And the purpose of this is to help us prioritize what actions we're going to be taking later this year and over the next few years. 
	So I'm just going to stop there before I go into the list just to see if there's any initial concerns about this. 
	All right, I'm not seeing anything. Moving on. Thank you, Bennett. All right. So diving into things, and these are numbered. They are not numbered in any priority. The list is not jumbled together in anything that would make sense. It is truly just a list. 
	So items 1 through 5 are things that we are working on. So eliminating the biweekly dealer reporting requirement, that is something we heard. It is in our E-reporting rule. So 
	just letting you know it's something we heard. We're still moving on it. 
	Simplify recreational fish reporting by implementing reporting apps. I think if you remember from my presentation yesterday, we do have a number of options, online options and apps that you can use. If you want additional ones, we can certainly talk about that. 
	Change the commercial retention limits for large coastal sharks. We haven't yet talked about that at this present -- at this meeting, but we will tomorrow when Guy presents Amendment 16. 
	Increase the commercial retention limits for blacknose sharks. Again, we haven't talked about it yet at this meeting, but that is a proposed rule that is currently out for public comment, and Guy will be presenting that tomorrow. 
	Allow shark scraps to be used for bait. And that is another thing we heard last time, and it is going to be up for discussion when we 
	get to the Amendment 16 presentation tomorrow. So everything else on this list, we have not started or done anything with. 
	So remove upgrading restrictions to the Swordfish handgear limited access permit. If you all remember, in '99 when we implemented limited access, we had upgrading restrictions of horsepower, length overall, and gross and net tonnage for all vessels. And it was, at that time, that those upgrading restrictions were implemented. Swordfish handgear limit access permit is the one and only limited access permit that still has those upgrading restrictions. So that's what my understanding that this bullet would do,
	And that's not to be confused with number 7, make changes to the commercial limited access permits. And so these changes are much broader. They are a group of things that we did consolidate, including things like removing the tri-pack requirement. So that's the requirement 
	where people using longline need to have the swordfish, tuna, and shark permits together in order to have a valid permit. This could include opening up and removing the limited access, and changing everything to open access. This could also include allowing for people to have, for example, a general category permit with a longline permit. So those type of changes is what's encompassed in number 7. 
	Removing barriers for new entrants into the longline fishery by establishing a set-aside quota. This is something we set the framework up in Amendment 13. In short, anyone who wants to go into the pelagic longline fishery not only needs to have all the permits, and the EM, and the VMS, and all of that, they also need to have IBQ. 
	And this is what IBQ, standing individual bluefin quota, this is what number 8 is about, is providing a set-aside quota to give new entrants' IBQ for their first year, second year. Don't know yet. That's what number 8 is 
	about. 
	Number 9, implement restricted fishing days for the Angling category. Right now, we have restricted fishing days for the General category for bluefin. Those restricted fishing days are Tuesday, Friday, and Saturday. And on a restricted fishing days, you cannot land bluefin tuna. So this would be for the Angling category, recreational. You would not be able to land bluefin tuna on those days. 
	Number 10 removes sharks from the prohibited species list. Over the years, we've added sharks to the prohibited species list. We have yet to remove any sharks from the prohibited species list. Some of the species of sharks are on the prohibited species list because we were concerned for their ability to withstand fishing pressure, for example, sand tiger sharks or white sharks. 
	Other species of sharks were added to the prohibited species list. I'm going to phrase it as a way to simplify management by 
	removing species that weren't traditionally being landed anyway, such as big nose sharks, which I know is something that Rusty always asked for us, to add big nose sharks in. So if you are interested in number 10, I would be very interested in hearing what -- which species you are interested in having removed from the prohibited species list. And yeah, I'm only on number 10 of 24, but we're getting there. 
	Number 11, enable vessel owners to obtain an HMS permit without the need to wait for state registration or U.S. Coast Guard documentation. And I had a great conversation with Matt and John last night about whether or not this is needed. In short, this is for when somebody obtains a new vessel. Currently, they need to wait about ten days for that U.S. Coast Guard documentation before they can get an HMS permit. So is there a way for us within HMS to make that change so that they can go fishing right away? 
	Number 12, establish separate retention 
	limits for non-bluefin tuna HMS private charter and headboat vessels. So currently for the bluefin fishery, we have the ability to set up separate retention limits for private charter and headboat vessels. We've done that a lot. We did it last year. Brad went over all that. This would be for all the non-bluefin tuna, which I believe would be yellowfin where we have a three fish limit, or for sharks. So just to be clear on that, I don't think there are any limits for billfish or the other tunas. 
	Number 13, eliminate the requirement for weak hooks for Pelagic longline vessels in the Gulf of America. Right now, weak hooks are required from January through June, and these are hooks that were designed specifically to straighten and release spawning bluefin tuna. So that's why that requirement is there, because the Gulf is a spawning area for bluefin tuna. 
	Eliminate -- number 14, eliminate the recreational yellowfin tuna retention limit. As I mentioned before, that limit currently is 
	three fish per vessel. 
	Number 15, allow pier or shore-based individuals to apply for HMS permits. And so currently, in order to have an HMS permit, you need a vessel. And so this would allow people fishing from shore or the pier, as we saw last year, to catch bluefin tuna, to catch billfish, whatever they see from the shore. 
	And to clarify this, we do not manage sharks to the shore. So states currently manage shore fishing for sharks. So this would have some jurisdictional figuring out if we were to move forward with this. 
	Resume regional, sorry, for that area management of recreational bluefin tuna. So we have regional management of the trophy fishery already where we have those four areas; the Gulf of America, the Gulf of Maine, Southern New England, South --
	MR. BROOKS: (Inaudible) Gulf of America (inaudible) South. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: (Inaudible) South, 
	thank you. Couldn't remember the fourth one. New to the area, couldn't remember the name of what we call it. We also have a boundary of north-south for the other England, but we don't typically use that. And so this would be asking us to bring back that particular north-south boundary in how we do things. 
	Number 17, change bluefin tuna tournament requirements. And this is specific to people with General category permits. So in our regulations, if you have a General category permit, you can participate in tournaments. And people are concerned, which is why this ended up here, that -- those -- there's enough General category fishermen participating in tournaments that it uses up the General category quota. And so they want some changes there, potentially tournament cap for General category fishermen. 
	Number 18, rework the bluefin tuna sub-quota allocations for the General category fishery. And so all those percentages that Brad went through yesterday for the General category, 
	that's what's encompassed here, reopening that. And I have also heard, since then, a lot of people actually want us to reopen the whole thing to redo all the bluefin sub-quota allocations, not just for the General category, but for Longline, General category, Angling, Harpoon, you name it. 
	All right. Last slide, going through the list. Number 19, modify restricted fishing days in the bluefin General category. So as I mentioned before, we have restricted fishing days in the General category, three of them. We have had requests since implementing those for four days, which we tried one year, and also increasing it to five days. So just to be clear, on a restricted fishing day, you cannot land bluefin tuna. 
	If we were to move it up to four restricted fishing days a week, that leaves three fishing days. If we move it up to five restricted fishing days a week, that leaves two fishing days. 
	Number 20, allow fishermen to land bluefin on a restricted fishing day if they can verify they harvested the bluefin on a non-restricted fishing day. So what this means is it's Monday evening at 11:00 p.m., you just caught your bluefin, you want to land it, but there's no way you can make it to the port before midnight. And so this would allow them to make it to the port, land their bluefin tuna on a restricted fishing day, which is Tuesday, as long as they have some way of verifying that they actually harv
	11:00 p.m. on Monday. 
	Number 21, increase the minimum size limit for recreational bluefin. I think that's pretty self-evident what that means. But for implications, remember that if it is a larger bluefin, it is a heavier bluefin, and the quotas are monitored in weight. 
	Allow pelagic longline fishermen to retain all dead bluefin.Right now, pelagic longline fishermen can only retain bluefin that meet the 
	minimum size, which is 73 inches. They are required to retain all dead bluefin that are above that minimum size, but they must discard all dead bluefin that are below the minimum size. They still count those dead discards against the IBQ, but they have to discard them. So under this, it would, in essence, remove the minimum size for dead bluefin for pelagic longline fishermen. 
	Number 23, eliminate the closed areas. So we just implemented amendment 15, which modified the closed areas, and set up a way for us to collect data on all those closed areas, both in monitoring areas and through exempted fishing permits in the remaining closed areas. Under 23, they're asking us to remove them entirely. 
	And then 24 is implement a mandatory physical tag system for all recreationally harvested bluefin. This would be similar to the dealer tags that are required for the commercial ones. Only this would be for the recreational 
	fishery. And so that is the list of 24 items that I want to focus our discussion on. We need to prioritize these, and decide which ones we're going to move forward on for regulatory action. Some of these might be a quick hit, meaning it would take us six months a year to implement. Others would be a pretty major overhaul, and an FMP amendment. 
	And as we've seen, FMP amendments can take, I would say at a minimum two years, but more likely much longer. So our prioritization will consider staff workload the expected benefits of any of these actions. So that's why I really want to hear for your one item what you expect the benefit to be, how it aligns with the agency priorities and requirements. 
	So a lot of those are the different executive orders, but also the existing statutes. And anything we do, of course, needs to be consistent with all the existing statutes; so Magnuson, Stevens, ATCA, all of it. 
	And of course, with that, I am anxious 
	to hear what all of you have to say. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Karyl. That was super helpful. I have one question for you. Just -- I know we have about 45 minutes or so for this discussion, maybe 50. If people have comments that they haven't gotten out today, is it possible to send in comments afterwards just so we're all sort of clear on that piece? 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yes. If you have any comments after today, feel free to send me an email. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. So again, just to sort of lay out what we want to do for the next 50 minutes or so. We'd love to hear from as many people as possible on the advisory panel today -- sorry, in the room or online. Twenty-four issues. We've got 30, 35 people. We can all do the math. Want to make sure that we can all, you know, hear -- have a chance to hear from one another, and hear from everybody who wants to weigh in. So please be succinct if you can. 
	Again, sort of top questions are what really pops for you as an important priority that can make a difference as meaningful. That's the -- is there something in the framing that Karyl just did that might have missed something or misconstrued it. In which case, please help us understand that, and clarify that. 
	And again, if you, you know, don't get all your comments out into the -- you know, in conversation here, just fold in by chat. I know there may be interest in sort of -- like, I want to give five or six comments here. I'm going to be pretty tight on that, because I want to make sure we're hearing from everyone. So I'd invite you to keep your comments to just one or two things so we can, again, share the time with everybody. 
	And then as needed, please fold in, you know, after the fact with Karyl and staff. And last -- my last request is as you talk to these, please start with a number, so we can all be 
	very clear on what we're talking about. That will be really helpful to Karyl and team. 
	So with that, let me dive in. I'm just going to start over here with Al, and then I'll work my way around this room and online, and then just sort of bounce it back and forth. 
	So Al, up to you. 
	MR. MERCIER: Yeah, Alfred Mercier. I -- I'll comment on the buoy fishing, but I don't have the number in front of me on the --you know, but I won't do the longline. I'll let Marty do that one, because I longline 48 years ago. So the buoy fishing and the unlimited access permit, they need to take all restrictions off of it so we can catch more swordfish, more boats can get involved in it because we got to meet our quota somewhat. Because if we don't have our quota met, it's going to just go to some other cou
	And taking off those restrictions off the handgear, deliver the entry, and just no horsepower, no length of boat, that would help a 
	lot. Also, the deep setting gear for the power haul back, I'm already doing it now. Going to have EFP, but that is a good way for catching longline fish on the bottom. 
	We only fish 15, 16 buoys, and we do very well doing it. So we kind of proved that already. So I'll just skip with that, and let it go on here. 
	MR. BROOKS: Karyl, maybe you can just call off the number when it comes up. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Sure. I believe Al was talking about 6. 
	MR. BROOKS: 6, perfect. Thank you, just so we're tracking that. Great, thanks. 
	Let's go to Scott. 
	MR. VAETH: I think the most important one there for me would be number 3, to increase or remove the commercial retention limits for large coastal sharks. By removing or increasing the retention limits, it makes our trips more profitable, which it's very hard to make any money at that this business nowadays anyways. 
	So I think that would help the most. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great, thank you. Please. Who's -- oh, who's next? Angel? Oh, sorry. 
	Go ahead, Greg. And then Angel. 
	MR. HINKS: Thanks, Karyl. Just a question around the allowing for shore base HMS permits. I think you've -- it's likely you've already given a lot more thought to this than I have personally. So I'm curious what the agency has identified as the likely conflicts with the state regulations, and what other difficulties that might, you know, introduce. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yeah. So for sharks, all the states on the Eastern Seaboard are following the ASMFC regs. I think some states are different in terms of whether they require a shark permit or just a recreational permit. The -- they already have set up specific limits for sharks on that shore. There are differences in terms of where they allow shark fishing, all of that to happen. And I think we would just need to figure out right now 
	how that would work with our current requirements on -- you need to follow the -- if you have an HMS permit, you need to follow the most restrictive regulations when you have that permit. 
	And what would be more restrictive, the one vessel which wouldn't really apply if you're on the shore? Would we just switch that to one per person on the shore? I don't know. We'd have to think through all of that, and that's where it would get a little tricky. 
	MR. HINKS: Do you have anything specific to bluefin tuna that would be maybe different from sharks? 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yeah. So for tunas, we do manage all the way to the shore, and I think we would need to figure out what the limit would be for a shore-based angler and what quota it would come under. Would it still come under the Angling? Are they angling? Are they commercial? 
	And just how frequently would that 
	happen? How frequently do people see tunas from the shore? And it has been -- seems like it's increasing in frequency at the moment. 
	MR. BROOKS: Greg, do you have a priority you want to call out? Yeah. Is there a particular item on the list that seems --jumps for you? 
	MR. HINKS: No, not necessarily. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay, thanks. 
	Angel? 
	MS. WILLEY: So I have a lot of concerns without having more information about a lot of these. For Number 24, tags for bluefin tuna, we just got out of that business and we only have one port. Tags for recreational fishing is really difficult to manage. It's really expensive. As far as moving species off the prohibited list for sharks, I'd want to know what the process would be, because a lot of those species haven't had a stock assessment. 
	Yellowfin tuna, eliminating the 
	retention limit. We've had anglers ask to lower 
	the limit before for yellowfin tuna. The shore permit, I think, is something we should investigate. And then anything about the boundaries for bluefin tuna or regional management, we would like to be involved in that because I feel like Ocean City has been kind of left in a bad spot for bluefin tuna in the geography and the timing of our opportunities. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Angel. 
	So some questions that needs to be involved and at least in terms of priority, the shore-based is one that jumps. Great. 
	Charles? 
	MR. WITEK: Okay. Number 9, the restricted fishing days for recreational bluefin. I brought that up last fall, not in connection with the executive order, but as a way to eke out the most season possible when we're in a bad situation like we were last year with a restrictive quota. So that would be a tool for use under those circumstances and not 
	generally. Generally, I would not want to see it. 
	Number 14, the removing the recreational bag limit for yellowfin, I think that's a bad idea. I think it would lead to a lot of waste. A lot of people, even with our three-fish limit, don't show up at the dock with enough coolers and enough ice to take care of their fish at the end of the day. A larger bag limit would just make that worse. It would also lead to illicit sale by angling category holders. There's always some level of illicit sale that goes on now, but the more fish a boat can bring back, the mo
	Beyond that, number 16, regional management of bluefin, I think it's a good idea. We saw last year, when we had a big early harvest down in the lower Mid-Atlantic, the Northeast was a little bit hurt with an early closure. It would be better if we had a division between the two regions. 
	MR. BROOKS: And, Charles, is that --if you were sort of naming one as a priority, would that be the one? 
	MR. WITEK: I think so. I'm a private boat recreational fisherman, so none of these really benefit me too much, but the regional, I think, would be the most benefit. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. 
	And a priority certainly doesn't need to be something that benefits someone around the table. It could just be something that makes a lot of sense, so fair enough. 
	Please, Bob. 
	MR. HUMPHREY: Thanks. Not surprisingly, I believe it's number 17, tournaments. A few years back, Brad gave me some data, ran some numbers for me. I think there was five years of landings in the General category. And as best as I could with those data, I teased out that it appears there's no significant difference on landings between tournament days and non-tournament days. So 
	it's sort of a spurious argument. 
	Secondly, the quota is for people holding a General category permit. So those are their fish available to them, regardless of whether they're in a tournament or not. And certainly I'll send up with some -- follow-up with some written comments. Also, if you would please indulge me, while I agree with pretty much all the recreational-related suggestions here, I wonder how they affect seafood competitiveness. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: So how all the recreational lead back to the purpose and policy within the EO, I would argue that the -- if you reread the bullets broadly, it can still apply. While a lot of us tend to think of the seafood supply chain as commercial, there's elements within that supply chain that rely on both commercial and recreational. So by strengthening recreational, you can also help strengthen the commercial supply chain. 
	UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER 1: Sounds great 
	(inaudible). 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	Let's go to John. Then we're sort of halfway in the room. I'll pause, pick up a couple people online, and then work our way around the other half. 
	John? 
	MR. DEPERSENAIRE: Yeah. Thank you. Number 11 is one we've been talking about for at least four years. I just made sort of that publicly known, I guess, last fall, so I'm happy to see this up here. I guess my perspective on this is, you know, I think we want to see the process start. We've been talking about it. We've been -- you guys have been very good about identifying why we can't correct this, but now that it's up there, I want to see a process, some pathway to find resolution to this. And I don't think
	ten days, ten business days, that's swelled to four to six weeks now following the shutdown. 
	Last fall, you guys estimated that each HMS fishing day on a private boat is roughly $1,100 in economic output. So we're talking about real foregone economic output from this, and I don't think we can ignore that because it's difficult to address or hard to find the solution for this. So I think this falls exactly in line with this EO. It's a paperwork issue. There's got to be some remedy for this. 
	On 18, I think that's worthy of discussion. On 10, prohibited species list, you know, I'm really looking for a process there. As I mentioned last -- you know, last fall when we had a hearing on this, it's not that I necessarily want to see species come off immediately, but there has to be some clear pathway for them to come off. They can't stay on there forever. It's not consistent with Magnuson. It's not a de facto ESA listing. It -- there has to be some pathway for sharks to 
	go on but also come off. And even if we don't have a stock assessment, it doesn't mean it should stay on there for perpetuity. So perhaps refining 10, but that's my feeling on the prohibited species list. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you, John. 
	Let's jump online here. I've got David Schalit, then Jimmy Hull, and then Kevin Aman. 
	So, David, we'll open you up and you can jump in, and just assume you are -- we are hearing you. 
	MR. SCHALIT: Okay. I hope you're hearing me now. Thank you, Bennett. 
	Yes. With regard to seafood competitiveness, I'm mindful of what -- that what I have to say is not something which we can take action on right now because of EO 14192, but I thought it was -- it would be important to mention that we have -- in bluefin -- with bluefin, we have Mexican, Canadian, Spanish, Croatian, and Turkish imports coming into this country regularly selling farmed bluefin, okay? 
	And one of the problems we have, which could be addressed, when Executive Order 14192 no longer stands in the way, is the way in which we -- the way we -- the way quota is distributed in the fall season, okay? As it stands right now, during the fall, we will -- for example, in September, we will have three weeks of fishing, and then it's usually -- we usually finish the quota at that point, then we -- we're closed for a week, let's say. And then we begin in October when we have maybe five days of fishing an
	So what we've left with -- what we're left with is these -- this kind of large, big gaping hole of -- from, let's say, the second week of October through the 1st of December when we cannot deliver bluefin tuna to our customers in the United States, because -- and notwithstanding the fact that the fish are in the water and available and can be caught. So this provides our competitors, our foreign competitors, with a singular opportunity to sell 
	into our market at a time when we actually have fish that we can -- that we can supply. So the -- in the long term, I think the way to address this issue, obviously, is to take a look at what's needed in these subquota periods in the fall to smooth that out a bit so that we're able to maintain and continue to deliver to our customers during that entire period rather than having this five -- approximately five-week gap. And that's my comment for today. Thanks very much. 
	MR. BROOKS: David, before you go offline here, does that line up with -- 18. 
	Thank you. Thanks, Karyl. 
	Okay. Thanks, David. 
	MR. SCHALIT: Okay. Thanks, man. 
	MR. BROOKS: Let's go to Jimmy Hull. 
	MR. HULL: Hi. Thank you. 
	I support all of the recommendation bullets that reduce and eliminate overburdensome and any effective regulations on fishermen, also support the ones that reduce and eliminate dead 
	discards and wasting of the resource. And I know we're working on some of those and going to talk about them that we're making headway on. But, you know, this is -- this look at -- is very needed, and I think our response with these bullets is good, and support the ones that do as I said. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Jimmy, before you go offline, is there one or two in particular that pops to you as -- you know, going to make a --an immediate or bigger difference? 
	MR. HULL: Well, number 4, number 3, because I'm a commercial shark fisherman, so obviously those are going to make a big difference to me in my sector. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. 
	MR. HULL: But, again, any of them that will reduce overburdensome regulations, any effective regulations on fishermen of all sectors. We have to -- and we -- anything that will make it easier for the commercial fishing industry to survive and get new entrants. So 
	some of these address those with the permitting 
	and things. 
	MR. BROOKS: Right. 
	MR. HULL: So those are the ones in general that I support. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy. Super helpful. 
	Let's go to Kevin, Stephen, and then we'll come back to the room, and I'll pick up a comment in the chat as well. 
	Kevin. 
	MR. AMAN: Okay. Hey there. There was just two that I was interested in. I mean, I'm interested in a lot of them, but two in particular. Number 15, having to do with the shore-based HMS permit, I'm in favor of that. I think that would be a good thing. It would be an added data source for us. You know, folks are, you know, using this as -- you know, there -- there's ways around this, I think, and folks are trying to figure those out. I just --I think this is something that's going to, you 
	know, continue to occur here off of North Carolina and probably over in other places and, you know, folks are going to try to do it. So we might as well, you know, come up with a permit for it and use it as a data source, and hopefully we can get some data out of it. 
	The second one is the number 24. Excuse me. The mandatory physical tag system for the recreational harvest of bluefin tunas. I think the digital -- I really was a big fan of the tagging system. I know it was kind of a pain for some folks, but I was a big advocate for it. I think we got, you know, some better information, you know, when the system was in place. I'd like to see it come back. A lot of these recreational fish, I don't know if people just aren't aware of the -- you know, of the process of how to
	MR. BROOKS: Great. MR. AMAN: And thank you for letting me 
	comment. Appreciate it. MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Kevin. Let's pick up Stephen Rhodes online, 
	and then we'll come back into the room. 
	MR. RHODES: 
	MR. RHODES: 
	MR. RHODES: 
	Hi. 
	Good morning. 

	MR. BROOKS: 
	MR. BROOKS: 
	Morning. 

	MR. RHODES: 
	MR. RHODES: 
	I wanted to focus on point 


	number 10 regarding adding some of the sharks off the restricted species list, mainly focusing on mako sharks. Prior to makos being closed, there were some increases from 54 inches, I think up to 72 inches, and then to 84 inches for makos. Once makos were removed, or actually added to the list of sharks that are prohibited, it pretty much shut down all the recreational shark tournaments from, say, Ocean City, Maryland, up to New England. I know from -- I have a large network of folks who recreational fish a
	this past -- really the past two years, has been really increasing quite a bit. And I think to John DePersenaire's point earlier, there needs to be a process put in place to determine how do you remove sharks from that list. 
	And I would, you know, raise my hand and say that makos, with a decent size limit, should be the first species removed from that list, say, potentially from 72 inches and above. And that would definitely be a shot in the arm for the shore towns that host shark tournaments. Most tournament directors that I've spoken to don't want to have thresher shark-only tournaments or thresher and porbeagles tournaments. Adding makos to the category of sharks that could be caught would certainly increase the interest and
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks so much. 
	Appreciate it. 
	And then just from the chat, I'll pull up from Camrin, just a double thumbs up on Ally for supporting number 6, removing buoy gear horsepower and other regulations, and allowing power haul back. So thanks for that, Camrin. 
	All right. Let's hop back in the room. 
	And Matt, you're up. 
	MR. HUTH: Hi. Thank you. 
	So number 15, for me, wouldn't impact me at all, but I think if people can get out here and catch some of these bluefin when they come close to shore, I think we should enable them to do that. And I'm also opposed to 14, eliminating rec on yellowfin tuna. I mean, coming back to the dock with 18 fish, that's a lot of fish, and a lot of people don't have space to, like you said, properly take care of them and store them. So if anything, I'd say dial it back to two per person on some of these trips. That's a l
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, Matt. 
	Let's see. We've got Christine, I think, next. 
	Oh, sorry, Marty. Your shirt is white and your card is white. 
	MR. SCANLON: Well, I have a couple of comments there, and then I'll go on here. But, you know, when -- it's not on this list here, but, you know, anything that pertains to sharks, the -- you know, not being allowed to retain the fins themselves, you know, which would require an act of Congress to change that, but, you know, anything else to -- changes to the shark industry are pretty much meaningless as far as I could see. If you're not going to -- if you're going to force them to discard the most valuable 
	some wishlist things, you know? 
	As far as 13 goes, you know, eliminate the -- that's a reasonable ask, is to eliminate the weak hooks in the Gulf of Mexico. I would assume that that would be a reasonable ask to do that there since we have a strict IBQ system there that protects the bluefin tunas in the Gulf. But, you know, to make this short, if --you know, if we -- if we're playing pretend here and I'm sitting on Santa's lap right now and I can ask for the moon, I would have to say number 23, to eliminate HMS PLL closed areas altogether,
	MR. BROOKS: I've been doing this for 25 years. I don't ever think I've heard that analogy before, but works. 
	Christine, over to you. 
	MS. KITTLE: Thank you. 
	Yeah. Mine would be that we explore a new way to increase shark harvest on species that we can do, and kind of to coincide with 
	that. Like, for number 3, we can, like, increase those retention limits, but if there's no market for it, then it doesn't really help our fishermen. So I would like to see maybe NOAA put on a summit or some type of non -- I mean, it doesn't have to be a regulatory thing, but get people in the room, get commercial shark guys in the room, get dealers, Publix, I don't know, grocery stores, and come up with ways that what are restricting them from selling shark into the -- into grocery stores, or how can we pro
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you so much. 
	Raimundo, I think you're next. 
	MR. ESPINOZA: Thank you, Bennett. 
	And the first one I want to make a comment on is number 4, you know, given that NOAA doesn't have the jurisdiction on -- to the shore and sharks. In Puerto Rico, they land 
	blacknose sharks pretty much on a weekly basis, and you have no data on that because there's no reporting, because there's -- they're restricted in federal waters, but not in state. So I think that would be a good opportunity to begin to gather that data just because it's missing out, and they are being landed while being restricted already. So that's a -- and this is -- most of my comments are going to be very specific to address Caribbean small boat permit. 
	And so the next one on that is number 6, which I agree with Camrin. I think he posted something on -- online, and also with Ally. And also, specific to, again, the Caribbean small boat, what specific definition constitutes longline because swordfish fishers and shark fishers in Puerto Rico use long lines. The only difference is that the longline is 20 hooks, so it's not a very long line. But if you look at the outline and how the description fit, it fits the definition of the prohibited gear. So for that --
	be addressed. And so it fits into that one as well, into number 6. 
	And then on -- sorry. Number 15 -- 15 as well, 15 for shore-based. In Puerto Rico, there -- we work a lot -- the fishing sector works a lot through the fishing associations. There's about four -- there's 41 fishing associations throughout Puerto Rico operating fishing villas associations. And some of these associations have an association boat. Some of them combine the shark fishing on the boat, some of them do tuna, and sometimes it's not the fisher that has the license. It's the boat for the same thing wi
	occurring as well. So that -- including that, a non-vessel permit for the species would also include, not just for shore-base, but also other fishers that are actually participating in the fishery as well. 
	And then just a general comment on some of these, like number -- I believe it was number 10, and the first one of -- further details, just eliminating -- number 10 is removing some sharks, which sharks, and to -- or to what extent? So more species information specific is something that I think we really need because some sharks shouldn't be removed, and the case can be made for other sharks to be removed. So that -- I think that's something that's critically important to see -- just our -- all sharks are no
	course we know this is the eliminating to make things easier for the seafood sector, but also to what extent is the change? Is it eliminating in general or total so if there's no reporting requirements or just biweekly requirements? 
	So anyway. So that's just kind of the general concept on some of the ones that are general. And I know that you can outline it because there's a lot more in going into depth. But anyway, I just wanted to make sure I put it out there just because there is -- the details are where it can be very tricky on these, and I know you know this. So thank --
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, Raimundo. 
	And again, you know, obviously there are -- you may -- you all may have a lot more detail, and again, invite those comments in, and a number of these are already suggesting that more conversation is needed to flesh out specifics. Obviously, the details do matter. 
	Karyl, you put -- want to jump in, and then I'll continue working the queue here? 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yeah. I just 
	wanted to clarify that biweekly dealer reporting requirement is specific for bluefin. A lot of people feel it is redundant because the dealers already need to report every 24 hours, so 24 hours, and then again every two weeks, so --
	MR. BROOKS: Bob. 
	MR. ZALES: Thank you. 
	On all the issues here about sharks, I'm going to save that until tomorrow to save you time to make my comments on all the shark stuff. On number 23, that would include Karyl, the De Soto Canyon area that we've been -- after trying to eliminate. Okay. So clearly what SFA would like to see is -- what is it? Number 13, eliminate the weak hooks in the Gulf, 22 to allow retention of any dead fish on that hook, and to eliminate the closed areas. The rationale for all of those, and what I'm going to be saying abo
	you would meet the requirement and the directive from the president to restore competitiveness in the commercial seafood industry. By eliminating closed areas, you're looking at fuel today, two to three times higher than what it was a month and a half ago. That doesn't just apply to the -- okay. 
	So anyway, the fuel cost is not just applicable to the diesel that goes in that motor to go and come back from fishing. It applies to every activity that the commercial operation is involved with from receiving bait to processing the fish to transporting the fish, everything that's there. Those fuel costs increase every part of that business. So by eliminating the closed areas, which causes these people to have to run an extra couple of hundred miles to try to access fish, it also is a safety issue, especia
	You're having to seek safe harbor somewhere that you're not familiar with rather than being closer to home. The dead fish on the line, having to cut them loose, that's a waste. The fish is dead, so it needs to come to the market, which will help improve the economic benefit for that fishery. 
	The weak hooks, a lot of fish are lost because of the weak hooks. It creates a big problem. And when you look at this, too, and there were comment made earlier about whether or not the rec side is part of this EO, when you look at the recreational fishery, recreational fishing with the exception of the angler catching the fish, every other component of that fishery is a profitable business. Everything that angler uses, he buys from somebody that makes this. So they're just as much as the business as the com
	And another thing that's not listed here, that I would strongly encourage, is that 
	in any of the fishery management actions that you all take, more weight to be applied to the economic and social impacts to the people involved in these fisheries that these regulations cause because the fishery service does a reasonable job at managing fish. You don't do a job at all about managing the business of fishing. And that's what we would like to see, is more involvement in the business of fishing because that affects people's lives. There's hundreds, if not thousands, of small family businesses t
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. 
	I've got about one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, about eight to ten people still in the queue. We've got about 15 minutes. 
	This is a great discussion going just the way we 
	hoped it would. So let's just keep it going. 
	Mike. 
	MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you. 
	And, Karyl, thank you for the clarity about recreational fishing. 
	I mean, as I look at this promote --productive harvest of our seafood resources and recreationally, that falls into that. And, you know, specific for for-hire, we've had this discussion before that, you know, (inaudible) the for-hire vessels have the ability to catch and sell bluefin tuna as well as swordfish in a for-hire trip. This kind of falls into general category, too, that we -- we've looked at ways in which one could promote the charter headboat or general category vessels. You catch the fish, you s
	uses different means and methods that may not be as -- you know, sound as harsh, and promote the captain, promote the vessel, and sell that with the pitch, with the seafood dealer, too. 
	You can also throw in there, also as if you -- let's look at the carbon footprint of my vessel going from Green Harbor out to Stellwagen Bank, that's a hell of a lot different than what would it take to catch a fish in Ecuador or Asia and get it over here. Let's throw that into it, too. Promote the whole thing. You can do that not only with the recreational community that promote that they would fish locally and catch those fish and be able to eat them, but specific for the for-hire as well as general categ
	Then one last thing. And I think that, you know, to protect our seafood markets, which is in the purpose and the policy, we need to have good science. You know, some good points made earlier with the makos. Maybe we need to have a mechanism to bring back tournaments that are -- that will provide the science that's 
	needed to help understand, you know, specifically what the status of our stock is, or provide the sciences missing since that's disappeared. 
	Also, I throw out there with science and research, we need to continue that science and research, let's say, specific for bluefin tuna, such as, you know, what was done with the Slope Sea with the larval study. That was very productive. Such things need to continue. And certainly the closed kin recapture bluefin tuna DNA needs to continue. So I throw that in there of science-based issues to protect our seafood markets. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Mike. 
	Let's go over to Scott at the top of the table here. 
	And, Alan Weiss, I see you online, too, so I'll get you in here shortly. 
	But wait, there's Fly. 
	MR. NAVARRO: What did I do to piss you off? Listen, I'm getting ready to beat a dead 
	horse and that's going to cause enough problems at home, but I don't even mean to make you mad. 
	MR. BROOKS: That is always my blind spot there. So go ahead, Fly. 
	MR. NAVARRO: I need a bigger sign, Peter. 
	Like I said, I'm going to beat a dead horse again. Going back to what Marty said, the Shark Fin Ban Act, we got to create a market for these sharks. Number one, it -- it's a continuing problem that our quotas are not met with the sharks, and that's the first thing we can do. Now -- and I apologize, I did not get the name of the young lady that was speaking earlier about getting it into market. In conversations with the administration, there's different ways to create markets. We can speak with HHS to possib
	source, and then going overseas for the fins. Listen, by us banning the sale of fins, it did not stop the use of fins. 
	I can show you weekly pictures of me eating shark fin soup all over the world. Wherever you get -- the only countries that don't have it is the United States and Europe. Everywhere else you go, it has it. All you've done -- and I'm not trying to pick on anybody in this room. All we've done is make it more economically viable in other countries. Indonesia is still finning sharks, cutting off their fins and throwing the sharks in the water, which is why we stopped this practice here in the United States. Let'
	And I don't hold it against you, Bennett, for forgetting me. 
	MR. BROOKS: You should. 
	Okay. I want to race our way around 
	the table here. Just -- we'll try to go a little long if we need, but I am mindful that we have Eugenio coming in so we don't have a lot of flexibility here this morning. 
	Scott. 
	MR. LENOX: Yeah. On your recommendation, Bennett, ditto Fly's comments, ditto Angel Willey's comments, ditto on John DePersenaire's comments on number 11, and also would like to show support for number 15 as well. 
	And maybe find -- try and find a way to integrate the piers, where the land-based tuna fishing is happening, into the equation. Maybe the pier gets a permit, at least make -- turn them into some sort of intercept location. I think that's where most of the land-based bluefin fisheries happen, is on either public piers or feed-based piers. 
	Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: And, Scott, that was 11 and 15, you said, right? 
	MR. LENOX: Uh-huh, yes. 
	MR. BROOKS: Perfect, great. 
	MR. LENOX: Correct, yeah. 
	MR. LANGLEY: Yeah. In the interest of time, I'd like some more information on where 14 came from, if possible, and -- but to also oppose it without any sort of background data or stock assessment. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Austin. Do you want to jump in quickly on that one, Karyl? 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: So all of the items on this list came from either public comment that we received during the public comment period, or from our advisory panel discussion last September. 
	MR. BROOKS: Perfect, great. Jeff? 
	MR. KNEEBONE: Great. Then ditto opposition to 14 for all the reasons said, a waste incentivization of illegal sale. And I would say that if it is further -- it -- it's given further consideration, that you add a length wrinkle in there. I understand that, 
	like, if you catch a 28-inch yellowfin, you know, catching five of them is the same of maybe getting 260 pounders. So maybe adding a higher retention limit for smaller fish, kind of akin to what's done with bluefin rather than just eliminating the limit unilaterally irrespective of size. 
	And then for number 15, in agreement of this, I think it will also help with compliance and spreading -- doing outreach about best practices with land-based shark fishing. A lot of the states have different regulations, a lot of anglers travel between states to target sharks from the shore in different states. And it's confusing to go from Massachusetts to say where we basically have very specific restrictions about where to fish and for what species can be fished, and then you go to New Jersey where you ca
	It's -- it would help make things simpler, I think, and also expose shore-based anglers to the training that's required when you 
	get a shark endorsement with an HMS angling 
	permit. 
	Thank you very much. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Willy? 
	MR. GOLDSMITH: Thanks, Bennett. I will be expedient starting with just low-hanging fruit dittos. I would agree with John and Scott on 11 there with the HMS permit without waiting for a state registration and Coast Guard documentation. Also support the idea for pure shore based individuals to apply for HMS permits, again, for all those reasons. 
	One point of clarity that the division might consider is around kayaks. I think there's been some confusion around that. I am neither brave nor stupid enough to try catch a bluefin tuna in a kayak, but if somebody wanted to do that, I think at least some clarification around, you know, is Coast Guard registration needed to get that permit. 
	A little bit more lukewarm on a couple other issues. There was a conversation around 
	regional management of recreational bluefin, which is something that I brought up last fall, I believe, after all the conversations about overages in 2024. I think, in principle, it's a good idea. I do think there are concerns around data limitations, you know, real-time data lags in the Large Pelagics Survey. And then also just looking at the percent standard errors for some of those size classes at a coast-wide level. 
	So worried about some of that precision from an accounting standpoint. So I think all of that should be looked at if those conversations were to continue to evolve. And, you know, I'm also thinking about how could we be nimble to account for changes in fish distribution and availability, you know, over time, recognizing that can vary a lot on an intra-annual basis. 
	Lastly, I would agree with Angel on the physical tag system and some of the concerns there around accounting. I think, you know, 
	there's been a lot of work on this. I think in addition to North Carolina and Maryland, I think Massachusetts did a pretty extensive study about a decade ago, or a bit more on kind of the feasibility of that. 
	And I think, in principle, it did look good. One thing that is really concerning to me is around allocation and how that would look. Not sure off the top of my head, but I believe the number of HMS Angling and Charter/Headboat permits is pretty substantially larger in a number of bluefin tuna and the number that are landed every year. 
	So what that allocation would look like and how it would take place, in addition to the logistics and expense, would be a pretty challenging set of barriers to overcome. 
	I'll leave it there, thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Willy. Let's --I'm going to hop over to you and make sure I get folks that haven't -- we haven't heard from yet. 
	Sonja? 
	MS. FORDHAM: Thank you. Sonja 
	Fordham, Shark Advocates International. I just have a general comment that there are many organizations in the conservation community, including the Wildlife Conservation Society, Oceana, and American Shark Conservancy that are seriously concerned about weakening safeguards for all kinds of sharks, particularly as Angel mentioned, removing species from the prohibited list without a stock assessment. And I just want to mention that. I look forward to talking about it in more detail tomorrow. 
	Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Sonja. 
	Amy, over to you. 
	MS. DUKES: Thanks, Bennett. To be quick, I echo Fly and Christine and others' comments regarding number 3 and number 4. We do really need to promote our shark fishing, and couple that with that marketing plan, in order to showcase an affordable protein source. I also echo John's concerns regarding number 11, 
	that ten-day wait window to obtain your U.S. Coast Guard has been a thing of the past for years now, and I don't think that should be an impediment to our fishermen being able to fish. 
	Whole ID is a unique identifier, and can be used as a supplemental tool until your 
	U.S. Coast Guard documentation comes through. The one that I'd like to highlight is one that we haven't really talked about, which is number 2, and it has to do with the reporting. And I actually want to simplify that whole idea of both recreational and commercial. 
	We have this idea of the one-stop shop reporting initiative that is seen to have gone on the wayside. We have several instances of duplicative reporting, and we just really need to work really hard amongst all the different agencies, state and federal, to align our existing electronic reporting requirements as much as we can, and to reduce that burden that we're putting on fishermen with duplicative reporting. 
	 Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you very much. Let's hop over online briefly to Alan Weiss. We've got just about a minute or two left, and then we'll wrap up here. 
	Alan, you're on. Alan, are you there? 
	Okay. He may have had to step away, or maybe having tech issues. 
	MR. COOPER: He's got on. 
	MR. BROOKS: He got on? 
	MR. COOPER: Yeah. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. Alan, you're on. 
	MR. WEISS: Okay, thank you. The things that I would prioritize off of the list are, Number 1, eliminate the pelagic longline closed areas. I know some big step has been made in the right direction with amendment 15, but the restrictions that apply still don't provide full access, or the complete access to the closed areas. 
	And following along with that is to eliminate the costs for accessing those areas 
	that were previously closed, such as the Charleston Bump. I don't know of any other country that charges its fishermen to access the fishing grounds in their waters, but this is clearly an impediment to the competitiveness of the United States industry. 
	Next would be to remove the weak hook requirement in the Gulf of Mexico, because the IBQ supersedes that -- the need for that. The IBQ covers the amount of mortality allowed can't be exceeded with any hook because of the IBQ putting a lid on it. 
	And the other thing which is not on the list, which I know HMS can't do anything about, except maybe help to advocate for us further up the chain of command, is that the pelagic longline fishery is currently suffering from the fact that the fish that come in from other countries, notably Canada, are not subject to tariffs. Meanwhile, the -- a lot of the materials that we sell that the Longline fishery uses are imported, and are subject to 
	considerable tariffs. 
	So the fishery is being hurt by having to pay on one side, and getting no relief from the foreign competition on the other. It's --it wouldn't be practical to get -- to try to get relief on this, that, and the other item on the materials, but it would be practical, and hopefully possible, to get import restrictions on some of these fish that are coming in at very low prices that are anti-competitive for our fishermen. 
	Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Alan. Thank you very much. 
	Greg, 20 seconds. 
	MR. HINKS: Thanks, Bennett. I just want to add to my previous comment. I would like to identify 15 as a priority for us. Having thought about it a little more, I didn't -- I realized that it not only promotes more sustainable shore-based shark fishing, but it's going to bring us into line with all the 
	training, and ID, and safe handling release requirements. I think that's going to resolve a lot of those similar issues for the other states along the coast. Not only that, but it's also going to provide critical data that we're currently lacking on the catches of those fish caught from the shore. 
	Oh, I guess what I was going to suggest is that we require -- if there's an ability to require the reporting of sharks when fishing from the shore, you know, that -- that'll be a conduit for that data that we don't currently really have. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, Greg. Thank you all. That was a super effective round the table and around online. I'll just say a couple of things before we jump here to the break. First of all, thank you all. A couple of sort of high level themes. 
	One, just general -- like, just look at this list in terms of what really does affect seafood competitiveness, eliminating, you know, 
	burdensome regs, thinking about fuel costs, wasteful, safety issues. Anything that makes the industry more competitive. We heard some new ideas put on the table, particularly one that really jumped out was the need to focus on shark promotion. You could be lifting all sorts of restrictions, but if there's not a market, that's not going to be so effective. 
	High level there, again, was sort of around the finning. And, you know, again, how does that play out? Several other ideas in terms of the list itself. You know, though this is not a vote by any means, clearly, the shore-based -- pier shore-based topic got a lot of attention, as did eliminating the weak hook requirements, eliminate -- enabling vessel owners to obtain an HMS permit without the need to wait for state registration or U.S. Coast Guard documentation, upgrading restrictions for swordfish handgear
	sharks. 
	But there were also, you know, again, sort of general comments about the need for more information, more conversations offline. There's a lot of details in things like taking things off of list, and really understanding what the assessments are saying, and making sure we've got good information to do all of that. 
	The other piece that jumped out as a sort of in reverse was number 14, eliminating the rec. Yellowfin tuna retention limit came up several times as something that was not supported. So lots more detail, super helpful. 
	I want to get us to break, Karyl, but I want to give you a chance. Any final reflections you might have? 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Thank you everybody for all these comments. They were --it was really good to hear, and to hear the ideas for the marketing. And, Sonja, I hear your concern about weakening things for sharks as well. All in all, this was exactly what I 
	was looking for, so thank you for that. 
	Keeping -- keep in mind that if we do take on any of these actions, there definitely will be more discussion. Any FMP amendments needs to come through this body so you would hear it before. We might need to do scoping. There would be proposed rules. So there will be additional opportunities to weigh in and comment on pretty much anything we do here if it is rulemaking based. 
	Thank you again. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. And again, if folks have other ideas and thoughts, please send them in to Karyl and team so they get the benefit of that. Let's go to break. It's 
	10:20. We will have Eugenio here at 10:30, technology permitting. Hopefully, technology will permit. So let's be back at 10:30 sharp. 
	Thanks, everybody. Thanks, Karyl. (Whereupon, the above-entitled matter 
	went off the record at 10:20 a.m. and resumed at 
	10:30 a.m.) 
	MR. BROOKS: All right. If we can get folks back to the table. I want to make sure we're ready at 10:30 sharp. So if we can get folks heading back to the table. 
	Do we have Eugenio? No. 
	All right. Can folks please get to the table? I want to make sure we can get to Eugenio all right on time here. 
	All right. Would someone mind going into the back room and letting folks know there that we're starting up here? Again, if I can get folks to the table. 
	Jeff, if you would come to the table. Rick, if you would find your seat. Mike, Willy, everybody. 
	All right. Karyl, over to you, if I may. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: All right. We still have a few people trickling in from the back room, but I believe we have Eugenio Pineiro Soler on. He is our assistant administrator for 
	fisheries. 
	So welcome, Eugenio. I hope things are good in Alaska. 
	MR. PINEIRO SOLER: I'm glad to be here with you guys. Most of you by now, you should know me being a former member of the AP, former counsel member, and now I'm the assistant administrator. And it's always a real pleasure to engage with the AP members, because when you guys -- get guys get together, I really -- I'm very -- I understand that you are the real experts in here, and I -- my gratitude goes to the staff that -- so -- that work -- they work hard to accommodate all -- everyone a few, and -- but the 
	And the advice that they give to the staff, and then that advice goes to me is crucial because it might -- bad decisions, bad advice might have consequences for resources, the economy, the coastal communities, and 
	overall for businesses. 
	I mean, we are all in this (inaudible) of sustainable fisheries. But sustainability is also synonymous of healthy and economically healthy coastal communities, and businesses, not only from the commercial side, but also from the recreational aspect of it. And even the smallest of the mistake or a delay in an action can cause some harm to them. 
	On the other hand, it's very important that we make sure that we pursue sustainable oceans and sustainable seas, and that we learn not only the rules that -- and the regulations that we have made with, but also that the rest of the world also has some regulations and some rules. And even though this is a domestic issue, we interact very closely with different RFMOs. 
	So it is a very important role, the --one of the members of the advisory panel. As I tell you, you should not expect the -- my HMS staff to know the answers to all your questions. 
	You -- that's what you're here for. You have to provide them the knowledge and the guidance so that they can make the work, and they can make the oceans, the American oceans, the United States industries, all of them work at its best -- at its best capacity. 
	So I really -- I kindly ask you to speak out. Don't be quiet. Be -- you guys --all of you are here because you are intelligent, you know what you're doing, you're leaders of your industries, and so be very serious and very -- like, go to the point, respect what other guys have to say. 
	There's nothing wrong with being patient and being elegant when you want an answer, and you don't have it right there. So last thing to say is that we depend on you. At least I depend on your wisdom and your guidance through this process. 
	I know most of you. I know human quality. I know your abilities, and I know your integrity. So counting on you to guide us 
	through this meeting. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thank you so much, Eugenio. This is Bennett Brooks with the Consensus Building Institute, and I facilitate the group. I think we have you for about another 20 or 25 minutes. So if that's right, we typically would like to create a little space for folks to ask any questions they might have of you, or share a thought or two. We've got about 30 people in the room and about nine AP members online as well. 
	So let me invite folks to, you know, raise a hand or a card if you want to jump into the queue. And again, I'll try to move this around our different sectors, so that we have a chance to hear from the range of perspectives in the room. So I have a couple of cards up and one online. 
	So Marty, we can start with you. And again, for Eugenio's benefit, if everyone would just start with your name, you know, and affiliation, that'd be helpful. Thanks. 
	 Marty? 
	MR. SCANLON: Yes. Eugenio, Marty Scanlon, President, Blue Water Fisherman's Association. Glad to see you online here. I just want to thank you for your work in pushing and getting amendment 15 move forward there, a long time coming. Thank you very much for your help in making that come to fruition. 
	And also, I want to thank you for your work on getting the executive order to give re-access to the commercial fishing industry to the New England National Marine Monument up north there. Thank you very much for your hard work and your effort. Look forward to seeing you at the Fish Fry this year. 
	MR. BROOKS: Eugenio, you're on mute. 
	MR. PINEIRO SOLER: (inaudible). 
	MR. BROOKS: Eugenio, if you could start again. It takes us a minute just to be able to toggle between the room and online, but I think you're open now. 
	MR. PINEIRO SOLER: And I do hope that 
	the opening of such areas and the executive orders will have helped bring back the American fishing industry to who are in belong. As you know, we are working hard with the Department of Agriculture, the Secretary Lutnick, and all the teams working hard to level the playing field for the American fishermen regarding the USDA office. 
	I mean, for too many years, too many decades, the commercial and the recreational fishing industry regarding disasters and emergency, we have been -- in particular the commercial sector, we have been like children of a lesser god if you compare us to Agriculture. 
	So I'm pushing as hard as I can to level the playing field for the U.S. industry. So always at your service, and I love what I'm doing, and I'm not going to quit. I'm going to keep pushing it. 
	Thank you, Marty. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thank you. Let's go online to Alan Weiss. And, Alan, again, if you 
	can just pause for a beat or two before you start speaking, so we make sure your line is open. And that'll be the second commercial sector voice in the mix. So again, I want to invite folks from other sectors who may want to come in. 
	Is Alan's light open? Alan, you're good to weigh in. 
	MR. WEISS: I always pause for a beat or two. Eugenio, thank you. It's good to see you, and I share Marty's appreciation for all that you've been able to accomplish so far. A couple of things I wanted to mention to you directly in the hope that you can make some headway in these areas. 
	One, is to eliminate the data costs that have been -- accompanied amendment 15. It's definitely an impediment to the fishery to have the expense of having to pay to access the closed areas. Nobody is objecting to the collection of the data. They're just objecting to having to pay for it. It -- it's another 
	additional expense, and especially at this juncture, where fuel prices are so high, it's just another cost layered on top of that cost. 
	The other thing is, if you may be able to get the word up the line, the fish that are -- that the pelagic longline fishery competes with are -- many of the fish that come in are not tariffed. Canadian swordfish, as a particular example, are not subject to tariffs. Meanwhile, a lot of the materials and supplies that the boats in this fishery use are, by necessity, imported because they're not made in the United States, and those items are subject to tariffs. So with the institution of the tariff regime, they
	Thanks, Eugenio. 
	MR. PINEIRO SOLER: Thank you, Alan. Thank you, Alan. And let me tell you, the first one. Yeah, I'll look into the cost of the 
	electronic monitoring at the amendment 15 of the Charleston Bump area, and I'll get back to you on that one. I'll see -- I'll look at the -- at how the regulation is written and how can we assist. I understand very, very well that the cost of fuel has gone up. There's something going up in the hill. There -- that's beyond my grasp, but the administration is -- has taken notice, and it's up in the hill. 
	Regarding the Canada issue with the swordfish, I -- I'm very much aware the disparity on price. It's almost $8 for us --cost us to sell it and make a profit, and the most of the imports is roughly $4. So even so, that is mostly a trade issue. It's beyond my realm. I'll engage with (inaudible) falls and the Department of State with your concerns, because it's not the first time we've heard it, and we really want to level the playing field for the American industry. We have to -- we have to make our products 
	other nations. So thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Let's go online. I have David Schalit who wants to jump in. This will be our third commercial fishery AP member. So again, I just do want to invite, if any other sectors want to weigh in. Let me know. 
	David, you should be open. 
	MR. SCHALIT: Eugenio, how are you? 
	MR. PINEIRO SOLER: Hi, Schalit. Hi, Schalit. 
	MR. SCHALIT: Hi. I'm speaking to you from Palma. My comment is this, Eugenio. In my view, in the long term, the bluefin --commercial bluefin business is not sustainable in this country, unless we are in a position to address the problems with imports. We are -- we have an opportunity now because the -- these imports are just beginning to become a big issue. We have Ricardo Fuentes and Balfegin Espana who are importing a lot of fish into the 
	U.S. We have the Croatians, and the Turks, and the Canadians. And the Mexicans, by the way, 
	they have over -- they have approximately 10,700 metric ton of quota annually from the IATTC, huh? And this is all farmed bluefin I'm talking about, except for Canada, obviously. So they're able to produce a quality fish with the right amount of fat content and oil content every single time. 
	You know, how -- we are selling wildfish, you know, with the -- and the quality varies a bit. So what I'm looking for from HMS is to take a look at this aspect of the situation to understand that we are facing some very stiff competition with -- at very advantageous pricing. And what we want to do is, we want to be able to deliver fish in a sort of cadence in a -- you know, at a sort -- at the -- at a regular cadence throughout the season in which the fish are available. That's it. You know what I'm saying?
	migrating out of the region. That's okay. But when we have fish in our waters, we should be able to deliver and to -- and maintain our relationship with these customers regularly. 
	I did mention this earlier today, but I'll just mention to you that one problem we have is that the way we distribute our quota in the -- in the general category, we are -- we actually have a five-week period, approximately five-week period, from the second week of October until the 1st of December when we can't deliver any fish, and we have plenty of fish in the water. So this is one -- just an illustration of one problem which we could address when we have the -- when we have the next opportunity to do so
	you know. 
	And anyway, that's my comment, so --and I really appreciate your role at ICCAT, by the way. I must tell you this. So I'm glad you're involved in ICCAT because I know you have long experience there, okay? Thanks very much, and bye for now. 
	MR. PINEIRO SOLER: Thank you. Thank you, David. Yes, we are very much -- it's on our radar. That's -- that inequity in trading. Precisely yesterday, I was talking to my friend, Jared, about how to level the playing field. The European Union, for example, (inaudible), has the large chunk of bluefin tuna, and they're not going to easily part away with that. They have it sold to Japan. Why would they do business with us, or share, or let us have some of that quota? So we -- we're going to have to do it by scie
	Regarding the five-weeks hiatus that --
	in our fisheries, I'll have a -- I'll talk to HMS guys, and I'll keep you in the loop to see how we are going to proceed in that one this year. But our quota looks much better than last year, so let's move on. Thank you. Thank you, David. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. We have another AP member in the room here. 
	Mike Pierdinock, over to you. 
	MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you, Bennett, and good morning, Eugenio, and thank you for meeting with us today. Nice to see you again. And thank you for your efforts with you and your staff, whether it's on the HMS end or at the council end. We've seen some real progress in select areas. 
	My comments -- and specific to bluefin tuna -- and I don't think I'm saying anything to any surprise. I mean, the public is frustrated. We have a tremendous bluefin tuna fishery in our waters, and it's accessible to the public, yet last year, we had that recreational closure that 
	had a significant detrimental impact to the recreational community, the for-hire fleet, tackle shops, marinas, you name it, up and down. And we were concerned, or there's a concern that such is going to happen again this year, and hopes that it does not because of that significant detrimental impact. 
	I am happy to see that there's ongoing science to try to address this, whether it's close-kin recapture, bluefin tuna fin clips, or the Slope Sea study that's taking place to provide the science we need to show and demonstrate that the biomass or the status of the bluefin tuna stock is what we're seeing in our waters. So I just wanted to throw out --that out there and just get your thoughts, you know, about that in comments. Thank you. 
	MR. PINEIRO SOLER: First one. The first one, the recreational -- the regulation allocation for this year, usually what we do is, we have an in-season -- if we have to make an adjustment, we do it, but I like to talk these 
	things with people like you that -- and communicate all of them from all the sides of the aisle in order to do a fair allocation, an allocation where all the sectors, all the industries can thrive. The same thing happens with the -- I'm going to be reviewing this next week, the harpoon, some of the regulations, so we can make sure that they have a longer season in the recreational industry, and the charter, and the for-hire sector. 
	Every day, the for-hire sector is more important. Fifty years ago, we didn't have private boats. It was just big boats, but now a lot of people want -- are in the business, and they're equally important. Everyone is important in here. We are the same. We're in the same fish, same ocean. We are the same nation, but we have to refer to each other. So I'm going to be reviewing all the regulations, the allocations, and I'm going to be receiving comments from every one of you to see how I can manage, in a fair w
	year for quotas. 
	Regarding the bluefin tuna, yes, we are striving -- we need to level the playing field, but by whining and screaming, we are not going to do it. We have to do it by science, and that's exactly where we are working to. As you know, the last March, we had the Panel 2 meeting and -- with -- we had the close-kin analysis, and the science is going to be part of the equation now. And that is exactly what we need, because basically, what we have now is a political allocation, but we want a scientific allocation. W
	As you know, we're bound by ICCAT, the 
	ICCAT treaty, and all the RFMOs. So we have to play by those rules and amend them when they're necessary, but we are not alone in this one. It's a resource. It's very limited, very lucrative resource that all the nations in the world pursue. So with that said, we are going to -- we're going to be -- we're going to be science-driven. And in every action that I take, I always have consultations with all my advisors, and my advisors in this case, are -- I am -- I call the regulation of sector all the time, the
	So with that said, thank you, Mike. Thank you so much for your support all these years. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you. I am not seeing any more cards in the room or online. 
	So, Eugenio, I know it's very early there, so we should probably maybe let you get 
	some breakfast and a cup of coffee. Thank you for making the time to jump in here, and I think we can probably just move on to the next topic. 
	Karyl, anything you want to say before we go? Okay. 
	Eugenio, thank you so much. 
	MR. PINEIRO SOLER: Thank you so much. I appreciate. 
	MR. BROOKS: Oh. 
	MR. PINEIRO SOLER: Appreciate. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	Okay. Let's move to our next topic, which is to hand -- I think we've got John Walter online. He's the Southeast Fisheries Science Center deputy director for Science and Council Services, who's going to come on and talk to us about shark stock assessments, and then just a broader look at the science process to inform management. 
	So, John, if you are there and able to jump in a couple of minutes early, we'll hand it off to you. John, are you there? Here we go. 
	Let's see if we can hear you now. 
	MR. WALTER: Peter, are you done? The presentation on the projector? 
	MR. BROOKS: Hey, John. Yeah, your presentation is up here. Are you seeing it? Not yet. It's not online yet. Hang on. Just bear with us. 
	MR. COOPER: Ask John (inaudible) he's going to share it. 
	MR. BROOKS: John, are you going to share the presentation, or do you want to just see it on -- you want us to project it from here? 
	Should we take a two-minute break and just let our team work this --
	MR. COOPER: (inaudible). 
	MR. BROOKS: John -- I just did. 
	John, can you come off mute and let us know if you want to share the presentation from there, or have us show it from here? 
	MR. WALTER: It sounds like -- I think Peter was going to show it from there so that it 
	plays on the projector. 
	MR. BROOKS: Got it. Great. We'll call it up right here. Just give us 30 seconds. Okay. You should be seeing it. Are you seeing it, John? 
	MR. WALTER: I am, yeah. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. Great. Floor is yours. 
	MR. WALTER: All right. Thanks. 
	And good morning, everyone. I'm John Walter. I'm the deputy director for Science and Council Services. I'll be giving an update on the Southeast Fisheries Science Center. And sorry I couldn't be there in person. I've enjoyed a lot of the conversations, and I think they're getting down to some really key issues. So it is -- it's good to see everyone and hear everyone's voice online. 
	Go to the next page. 
	So the overview of the presentation, I'll go into and take the opportunity to update the AP on ongoing ICCAT stock assessments and 
	related activities. And then I'll talk about re-envisioning the science to management process, which is basically a move that we are making at the Southeast Center and the region to improve how we do assessments and how we give management advice. And I'll go into the rationale why, and why I think it is going to be useful for our HMS species as well. Then I'll go into the HMS shark stock assessments, where we are on those and ongoing progress, and then touch on some of the science spotlights that support a 
	Next slide. 
	So this year at ICCAT, it's relatively busy on stock assessments. Most of them don't apply to fisheries in the Western Atlantic, except for North Atlantic shortfin mako, which is a -- essentially a rerunning of the previous 
	stock assessment, and it is ongoing right now. One of the challenges being is that there's a big uncertainty in the aging of shortfin mako. Unfortunately, that will not get resolved in this current stock assessment because there's a study to use bomb radiocarbon to identify whether they lay down one or two bands per year. That study is ongoing, and won't be ready in time for that stock assessment. So we're not sure whether that assessment will give substantively different advice than it had previously. Happ
	Then South Atlantic and Mediterranean swordfish and albacore are ongoing. We are paying attention to those, but not actively participating in those assessments, as we don't have substantive fisheries in those regions. Then bluefin tuna is undergoing a status check, and you may ask what the point of that is, and that is essentially like a stock assessment, but 
	not intended to provide catch advice. So we won't be providing new TAC advice because that's set with the management procedure for the next three years. This will also transition into the start of the MSE review process in the sense that the status check is essentially fitting data to the stock assessment models and fitting them to operating models, which is essentially the same kind of process, which will then facilitate our review of the MSE, and our review and potential revisions to the existing manageme
	Then, tropical tunas has got a 
	management strategy evaluation that is ongoing this year. One of the developments are that it's basically been determined that that process needs to be extended until 2028 because of the complexity of a multi-species MSE, and the fact that Panel 1, which is where tropical tunas is housed, has a whole lot of other management advice it needs to consider, specifically yellowfin tuna allocations, bigeye tuna catch levels, before it gets to really being able to fairly evaluate the complexities of a multi-species
	Next slide. 
	So taking a very broad view of ICCAT 
	and the status of a lot of the species, I think it's clear that ICCAT is doing a pretty good job for its target species. Nearly all of its target species are in the green, with overfishing not occurring. However, ICCAT has a bycatch problem. I think this is of particular importance for the United States because a lot of the species which are bycatch and ICCAT are of very high importance to many of the U.S. fisheries, in particular the marlins, as well as shortfin mako, that is a bycatch in other fisheries. 
	And as we move down into the species that are less targeted, many of them are in the green -- or in the red, and even worse, many of them are in the red while overfishing, at least on the books, is not occurring. So these are particularly the marlins and sailfishes, which 
	apparently are not being -- overfishing is not occurring, but they're not rebuilding, which seems to indicate, and as the SCRS has noted, that there may be unreported mortality that's continuing to occur that's impeding the rebuilding of these stocks. And so this is something that probably ICCAT needs to consider as to whether they can actually rebuild stocks where the catch on the books is reduced to zero, but there may be substantial discard mortality that's not reported, and whether their management actu
	Next slide. 
	So this is a slide that discusses the science to management process. It's been presented to the -- our regional councils, but it has applicability to HMS in addition. While HMS doesn't have a council process, it has an AP, and it functions somewhat similarly and has some similar situations, leading to what I call 
	a substantial terminal year inertia. That means that the last year of the stock assessment, in terms of the information from indices and catch data, is often many years in the rearview mirror by the time the catch limit goes into place. In this case, our average in the southeast region is about five to six years from the terminal year to that advice hitting the water in terms of an annual catch limit. And you'll note, for many of our shark assessments, the terminal year inertia is also substantially long, p
	And what I'd like to say is, it's not just the science. While science plays a role in the delay in how long it takes to produce the science is one aspect, we have a lengthy council decision-making process, and we often have a 
	lengthy rulemaking and management implementation process. And for us to improve upon that terminal inertia in terms of providing more recent, relative, and timely advice, all three elements of the process need to work in conjunction. And so this is something we're talking to our regional offices and to our councils about how we can improve this, and get all three of the -- these working together in lockstep so that, when we provide management advice, it can rapidly transition through the council process and
	Next slide. 
	So this is the -- a slide that outlines our current process, our status quo in terms of 
	when and why things are so delayed in terms of the different actions that need to happen. I won't go too much into it, other than to say that our status quo is a five to six-year terminal year inertia. That's not making anybody happy right now, particularly not my science staff, who would like things to be much more rapid, but it's not making the councils or rulemaking process very happy in terms of how long things take. So the question is: Can we find a better way? And the better ways are on the right, whe
	I'll go into those in the next slide in terms of what update lights and catch limit updates are, but there's a lot of flexibilities both in the science as well as the council and rulemaking to allow for more flexible, more timely management advice. And I won't go into the details here, but some of those things are like abbreviated frameworks, categorical 
	exclusions, allowing a regional administrator to make more timely catch advice changes. Those things certainly probably could be applicable to an HMS framework as well. 
	Next slide. 
	So on the science side, we've often been of the opinion that the full stock assessment is essentially the gold standard, that we do a full stock assessment, run it through the SEDAR process. It takes several years. It uses every possible piece of information, and leaves no stone unturned in terms of trying to inform the stock assessment. These give status determination criteria over fishing limits, allowable biological catch, and inform allocations. Unfortunately, these take a long time. And so what we're t
	get us annual catch limits. It might be something that uses an index and is updated more frequently, and the full stock assessment is just too cumbersome to be able to provide that. 
	So one approach we're talking about is update lights, where we essentially update the stock assessment with the most recent information we have, usually indices and landings, so that the terminal year might be as rapid as the last year, and then provide that catch advice on an updated framework for the next year, which might reduce the terminal year inertia down to two -- potentially two years. We've shown that we can do these update lights where we don't use all of the data in the stock assessment, but pro
	determination criteria, but update the ABC and ACL. 
	And then moving to fully specified management procedures vetted through management strategy evaluation. This is similar to what bluefin tuna is managed through, and some of the stocks that ICCAT are moving towards the management procedure approaches. We're actually moving towards that with potentially the first application to South Atlantic dolphinfish. These would be simulation-tested to show that they meet many of the key biological must-pays, 
	i.e. not overfishing, rebuilding overfish stock, et cetera, but then develop the recipe for setting the catch limit and specifying all of the tactical management actions, like size limits and bag limits. So in some ways, they may actually support rulemaking, and they also may provide more rapid ability to provide catch advice if it needs to be changed on a predetermined timescale. 
	One thing I'll note is that we're 
	working on trying to streamline the development of MSEs so that they don't take as long as bluefin tuna, as bluefin tuna usually is always the exception to every rule, particularly at ICCAT. We're finding that we can streamline a lot of that, and we hope that we can provide relatively simplified managed procedures for a number of other stocks. And I'll explain this in the next slide. 
	Please, next slide. 
	So one of the actions we're working with HMS staff to do right now is a matching exercise where we're fitting the investment to the purpose and need. So this is essentially connecting the stock to each one of the approaches I outlined, from the full stock assessment, which may be necessary for stocks which rise to that level, but then may be better managed with update lights that change the catch limit according to an index in between full stock assessments. So the status determination might be set every, s
	update that, the catch advice, perhaps every three years with an update light. This can also be done with an interim assessment approach if we have a good index, and certainly can be done with a fully specified management procedure. And since we have so many species in the shark complex to be able to assess, we're just not going to be able to provide a full stock assessment for every one of them in the time frame that management advice needs to change. 
	And we've seen changes in the populations of sharks. We've heard a lot of the concerns that shark populations are increasing for some of them. We've also heard concerns that others may be decreasing. And you'll note that there's also some that are protected species on this list that we also have to give advice for. And matching the investment to the purpose is really the key element of this exercise, and finding out the most efficient tool to get the job done. 
	Next slide. 
	So an update on where we are with HMS shark assessments. So as you'll probably be well aware, we have not provided an updated assessment in many years. We have a 2018 SEDAR 29 update of blacktip in the Atlantic and Gulf. Right now, the status for the Gulf is that we are in retrospect and hindsight in looking at that model. It's not useful for overfishing limit advice and we are going to recommend moving this to a tier 4 harvest control role for catch advice so that we can get updated catch advice on the boo
	SEDAR 77, which is smooth, scalloped, and great hammerhead, which was a research track assessment, the CIE review -- the Center for Independent Experts recommended not to use either of those models for overfishing limits or 
	catch advice at this point. They did say that they could be useful for status relative to not overfishing. 
	So we're recommending to move to tier 4 harvest control rules for catch advice using some average catch over a certain predetermined time period that -- for smooth that is not undergoing overfishing but has an unknown biomass status and likely a similar determination for the other species. It will --this will essentially allow for the agency to move forward with setting new catch limits for determining stock status based on not overfishing, but then leaving the biomass status unknown until such time as we c
	SEDAR 101 is ongoing. We had the assessment workshop about two weeks ago that I heard was fairly successful. And one of the key pivots we're doing with this is to move from a strictly stock assessment to a management procedure. And so that the Sandbar -- SEDAR 101 will essentially be a management strategy evaluation with the completion targeted for mid 2027 with the goal to be to develop an empirical or index-based manage procedure. And I'll go into the rationale in a bit here on exactly why. And then the n
	Next slide. 
	So the Sandbar Shark Management Strategy Evaluation -- and the reason that we're focusing on why that is probably the right move here, is that we've had, historically, very high uncertainty in the recreational international and historical landings. Historically, we didn't have good species identifications such that sharks really weren't partitioned to 
	species back in time. Now, they are well partitioned. So the historical landings time series become problematic to interpret. 
	And if we put them in a stock assessment without considering that uncertainty, we could get fairly poor management advice out of it because the absolute scale and level of depletion is really entirely determined by that time series of removals and making the assumption that we know what that time series was. And when we haven't partitioned the species and don't have that species composition back in time, it's very hard to make that assumption a strong assumption. 
	We also have uncertainty in the life history and the reproductive cycle. So one of the key elements of providing management advice is that if we don't -- if we can't -- don't need to make our advice contingent on the things we don't know, we can provide better management advice. And historically, our stock assessment advice has been contingent on making a strong 
	assumption about things that we fundamentally don't know. MSE flips that argument to say, can you still give management advice despite the uncertainties? And it evaluates the quality of that management advice and its ability to work given the unknowns. Flipping that around provides our -- a better ability for us to account for the uncertainty and then to really answer the question of how well our management device works given those uncertainties. 
	And for Sandbar, we think that we have pretty good indices. And so one of the things that we think we can do is develop an empirical or index-based management procedure where essentially the catch goes up or down depending on how that index goes up or down. Sandbar is also a good example because it's comparatively data rich. So it's a good example for developing the operating models, which are the models by which we test the management procedure. And so it's a really good first application for moving to MSE
	then at the backdrop of this, is that we have limited analyst time and often limited data quality to support complex assessment models. So if we can develop this for Sandbar, we can set the stage for many of the other species, which we also feel an obligation to provide good quality management advice as you noted on the previous slide. 
	So the data workshop was two weeks ago, and we're working on developing and testing empirical index-based management procedures. We also will try to develop a status check, basically a barometer on status as part of that so that we will meet both the needs to derive status as well as to derive annual catch limits. 
	Next slide. 
	Also setting a stage for something that's going to be novel is the management strategy evaluation for Atlantic dolphinfish, which will also develop an empirical or index-based management procedure. This is working its way through the South Atlantic Council and we 
	hope that it will be adopted fairly soon and that the Council will find that it is a useful procedure for managing dolphinfish, given the many uncertainties that are inherent with dolphinfish, including international landings, high environmental uncertainty, and a very rapid life history such that there isn't a lot of inertia in the age composition. And so that dolphin, because of how fast they grow and how fast they reproduce, giving advice that's three years in the -- one or two or three years old would h
	So if we can get an index that's as fast as possible or as close as possible to what the catches would be this year with a couple months or maybe at most a year lag, then can we then advise on the council on what a catch limit should be for the following year, and then can the council adopt tactical actions that might, in a good year, increase the catch limit so everyone has opportunity, and in a bad year, 
	reduce the catch limit to potentially spread the opportunity out amongst the states. 
	Essentially, you can't control what nature and other fleets give you right now, but you can control what's in your waters to maximize opportunity and ensure that it meets management objectives. So pay attention to this because I think it will set the stage for a domestic management procedure and perhaps a better application than what -- than an actual stock assessment would be for dolphinfish. 
	Next slide. 
	So I'll take the last couple of minutes to highlight a couple of science spotlights, which are on -- which are quite recent and pretty good developments. We, at the Science Center, have for many years run the Cooperative Tagging Institute, which we have many citizens and fishermen conducting that tagging. It's been longstanding. It's provided essential information for stock assessments, including allowing us to determine the maximum age for 
	many of our fish where we've had long-term recaptures for animals such as sailfish. 
	We've also developed research that documents a broad spawning distribution for bluefin tuna well into what is known as the Slope Sea. And then last year, we conducted very successful sampling for younger bluefin tuna in the Slope Sea, documenting that they are indeed mature. That work should be published fairly soon. And then we've done close-kin mark-recapture using genetic samples, which you've probably heard some about, which provided essential information to support the science that was conducted at ICC
	Recent paper was also published documenting that the Western Atlantic has provided an essential refuge for bluefin tuna 
	because the catch quotas in the West Atlantic have been quite low relative to the Eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean, and that due to conservation of forage fish in that area, as well as low catch quotas maintaining low fishing mortality rate for many years, that supported those populations in the Western Atlantic. 
	Next slide. 
	Other work that's ongoing in the science arena is on shark depredation. This is a very high priority of our current administration as noticed by the recent appointment of John Carlson as the new special advisor on shark depredation to the Deputy Undersecretary for Oceans and Atmosphere, Laura Grimm. John is working closely with Laura and the administration to develop a shark depredation action plan, and one of the key elements is going to be an experiment that's going to get us critical information to deter
	This experiment is going to occur in areas of high depredation risk, and we've got modeling work from Hannah Aycock, et al., showing areas where there's high recreational fishing effort and high shark abundance, which plotting those two in space says there's high depredation risk. You could see areas along the Panhandle as where -- as well as areas along --off of Tampa and Florida where there's both high recreational fishing effort, high abundance of sharks, likely high depredation risk. 
	And so we're going to identify several -- one or two areas as experimental areas to ask two key questions. Is depredation localized in terms of are there specific sharks that stay in an area and are the key depredators, or is it systemic in terms of are the sharks in open communication with the larger population? And then we'll also be able to determine which species and which individuals of those species are ones which are the depredators. The approach will use cooperative 
	research with commercial fishermen to tag sharks within acoustic array in the areas of high recreational fishing effort. So those sharks will have acoustic tags. They'll also have genetic tags so that we'll know the genetic ID of each individual as well as its species. And then as we repeatedly fish, we'll be able to both recapture those individually and we'll also be able to monitor their residency time in the area based on acoustics. 
	This will give us a localized abundance, individual IDs, and then be able to tell us, can mitigation be localized or is this an entire shark population issue in which case mitigation has to be looked at from a systemic larger perspective, which is really the key first step in being able to address, can we do something about depredation? 
	Next slide. 
	Some other science spotlights are developing a high-quality genome for sandbar shark in collaboration with Texas A&M. This 
	will support eventual close-kin mark-recapture and epigenetic age determination. And if you haven't heard about close-kin mark-recapture from -- yet, if you heard about it from bluefin, then that's great, but we are looking at this as really something that we can move forward with with many species. And in particular sharks because of the aforementioned problem of getting scale from our landings, means that if we could use something else to get scale or total population size, it could really pin down our st
	So if we can do close-kin mark-recapture for the sharks, that will really be essential. And we think that sandbar may be one of those really good candidates for that. And that's part of the overall NOAA genomic strategic initiative are -- is to identify species and stocks that would be good candidates 
	for CKMR. 
	Epigenetic age, which means that is --if you -- that is essentially what's used to age your dog. If you've got a dog at the pound and you don't know how old your dog is, you can use epigenetics and send a tissue sample off and get the age of your dog. So this, because of the way that your DNA degrades and adds methylmercury over time, not methylmercury, methyl units over time, it correlates with the age of the animal. And this allows us to noninvasively age many of our fish, which is key for animals we are 
	-

	So next slide. 
	So I'd like to thank our ICCAT and SEDAR assessment teams. Also, all of the external participants in SEDAR -- sorry, 101, 
	particularly the fishing community academia and NGOs who came together to provide key information for SEDAR 101. And I think why it's going to be a successful MSE, because we're getting that information early and we're getting the top participants there. 
	Your insights were extremely valuable and I know supported our staff. With that, I'm happy to take further questions. And thanks for your time. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, John. Lots on there -- in there for folks to chew on. So let's open it up for questions, comments. I don't think we need to distinguish right now. We've got about 30 minutes. 
	Sonja, we'll start over with you. 
	MS. FORDHAM: Thank you. Sonja Fordham, Shark Advocates International. 
	Thank you, John, for your presentation. I want to just briefly, obviously, support the MSE initiative and particularly appreciate your consideration of shortfin mako bycatch in the 
	ICCAT blue shark MSE. 
	I think I speak for many in the conservation community when I just voice support for a higher priority for shark assessment, the domestic basis in particular, and that includes hiring more scientists with these particular skills as well as focusing the scientists that you have on stock assessment. 
	I appreciate the challenges that you just presented, but because you have been part of some discussions we've had within the ICCAT, IAC, and also here, I just wanted to take the opportunity to flag a real top priority for the conservation community, and that is the lack of an assessment for common threshers. 
	You might recall that at this AP, stakeholders with concerns about common threshers have been sort of directed to ICCAT to look for a stock assessment, but at the same time, we've had a lot of conversation, and others around the table can help me, but conversation about how a lot of the interactions 
	are just more -- seems to be more evidence that a lot of the interactions are quite coastal. 
	So I was just wondering if you had any time -- had had any time to reflect on the issue, this particular issue, and if you had any guidance for a path forward, especially given the considerable fishing pressure, commercial and recreational, that the common threshers are experiencing, and the severely outdated quota that they're subject to. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	John, you want to weigh in on that? 
	MR. WALTER: Yeah. Thanks for your comments. I do not know where the conversations on common thresher have gone with regards to ICCAT sharks working group. If this is something that the AP is concerned about, then I think raising that to the IAC to raise that to -- and, you know, noting that I'll take this from the science perspective at -- to my staff to say that this is something that if it is indeed a concern for the United States to raise 
	that. 
	I think, as I noted, ICCAT has a bycatch problem. And thanks for bringing up the blue shark MSE, and where I believe the IAC is certainly coming out with a view that the blue shark MSE should consider mako bycatch in it. And if it -- there's other species that are bycatch in fisheries, then having that explicitly part of the management objectives, which I believe that the U.S. management objectives are to minimize bycatch in all fisheries. And so that should be taken to ICCAT. That's my understanding, so th
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	MR. WALTER: Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, John. 
	Let me bring in a couple folks who we haven't heard from much over the last two days. 
	So let's go to Jackson and then over to Esther. 
	MR. COOPER: Jason. 
	MR. BROOKS: Oh, okay. We'll bring you in and then over to Esther. 
	Jason? 
	MR. ADRIANCE: Thanks for the presentation, John, Jason Adriance. And I'll preface this with saying I understand the bandwidth issues at the Science Center regarding assessments, but I'm wondering if we could get a little more discussion or explanation into the last few Gulf blacktip assessments and what has happened there in terms of -- it seems to be we get to assessments and then they seem to fall short when we get to getting realistic catch advice, in particular in relation to some of the new administrat
	up with those assessments. And is there some systemic failure in running those assessments or what can be done to get us some realistic catch advice? 
	Thanks. 
	MR. WALTER: Thanks, Jason, for that question. Tier 4 -- and I think the HMS staff can get realistic catch advice through using the ABC control rule. Whether it is catch advice relative to optimum yield, I think that's the challenge, and I think that's where the stock assessment doesn't provide that advice, partly because it doesn't get a good estimate of scale. And digging into the stock assessment, the estimate of scale from that assessment is not reliable and should not be used right now. 
	I say it's going to need a bit of triage before it would give reliable catch advice on what optimum yield should be. And digging into the stock assessments for sharks, I think, unfortunately, a lot of the scale estimates for all of the sharks are driven by 
	historical landings time series that weren't separated by species, which means that fundamentally, we don't know whether we're up here or up here or up here, because it depends on whether our assumption about large coastals were 70/30 dusky or sandbar. And I think blacktip fall into that in some way, because I think everything was kind of put into blacktip a lot, from my understanding. And I think that's the fundamental problem. 
	Where I think we've got a path forward is, I think that we can work with HMS to develop some realistic interim catch advice. It may not be optimal in terms of what we could get out of the population. And then I think that will probably be what we need to work with in the near term until such time as we can get assessments that either meet all of those bars because they've been MSE simulation tested, or we get absolute abundance estimates from close-kin, or we find that we set a catch limit, the index goes u
	catch limit, the index goes up, and the indices themselves tell us what we can get out of the population, which is the fundamental basis of adaptive fisheries management anyway. 
	So to answer your question, I think we can get something in the short term, but it may not be optimal, but it will probably be, I would think, sufficient to at least move forward. 
	MR. BROOKS: Jason, you want to weigh in on that at all? 
	MR. ADRIANCE: No. It's probably a longer discussion, so I'll leave it at that. Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: And, Mike, was your card up to weigh in on this point or just to get in the queue? 
	Okay. All right. Let's go over to Esther. Then we'll pop over to online to David Schalit and then come back into the room for Bob and Scott. Your card went down, Mike. 
	Esther. 
	MS. WOZNIAK: All right. Thank you. 
	Hi, John. I wanted to start off by just thanking you and your team for all the work. I've had the -- I don't feel like pleasure is the right term, but I've attended a bunch of SCRS meetings consistently, either virtually or in person, over the last few years, and the U.S. delegation or your team there has been very effective in contributing to a lot of the science at SCRS. 
	So first, a quick thanks for that and then a ditto on your point about MSE streamlining and there being very clear ways to do that moving forward so that the benchmark does not continue to be bluefin. And then on your very first slide where you put out some of the stock assessments and the MSE, you pointed out for tropical tuna MSE, the date being 2028, and I'm hoping that is with understanding you're using that date because that's when the exceptional circumstances protocol will hopefully be adopted, but t
	confirm that that's your understanding, too. 
	And then secondly, recognizing that the multi-stock MSE is complex, it's been underway since 2018 and I'm wondering what, if anything, is going to be done to ensure it doesn't get delayed again if there's any work plan on potential milestones that would provide updates to folks on how that work is progressing so that it sticks to its now updated timeline. Thank you. 
	MR. WALTER: Thanks. From an SCRS perspective, their conversations with panel --and thank you for the question, Esther. I am not 100 percent sure if the delay has been fully -- well, one, that any delay hasn't been fully vetted through the SCRS at its annual meeting, so we -- I don't believe we've updated the roadmap. I think there's going to need to be further conversation as to what is a realistic roadmap. And that update would occur in September with regard to 2027 to finish the MP and 2028 for determinat
	circumstances. Second, there's still a lot of 
	conversation that has to happen with Panel 1 for an MP to be really adopted. And I think that Panel 1 is fully -- my understanding is, Panel 1 is kind of fully involved with other yellowfin quota allocations, and bigeye, and probably doesn't have the bandwidth. So from the perspective of any delays, it probably is more on the panel side than on the science side. 
	However, it's not a simple process to accommodate the, what I think is a -- what I'm hearing from U.S. perspective of considering changing allocation levels between the large fish and the small fish fleets to better achieve MSY. And I think that conversation, which was a big topic of the conversation at the IAC, is going to require a lot of legwork at the panel because it fundamentally talks -- means allocating fish between the purse seine FAD fleet and longline fleets, which more fish you give to the longl
	you catch at small sizes on the FADs, the lower MSY. 
	And if the convention objective is achieving MSY, then the conversation has to be had at what different allocation across those big fish and small fish fleets the commission would like to achieve. That's going to be a really difficult conversation. Science can support it, but how and what time frame it works through Panel 1 is going to probably be the largest bottleneck in the adoption of an MP. 
	Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, John. 
	Let's hop online. I've got David Schalit and then Alan Weiss, and then we'll come back into the room and pick up Bob, Mike, and Jeff. 
	MR. SCHALIT: Hi, John. Can you hear me? 
	MR. WALTER: Yes. 
	MR. SCHALIT: Okay. Thanks very much for that presentation. A couple things. I'm 
	really happy to see the developments regarding dolphinfish. That is a huge -- that's a big challenge. We've never had a stock assessment for dolphinfish, so this is terrific. But what I wanted to -- a couple of things I wanted to mention. 
	First of all, exceptional circumstances for bluefin tuna. We wrote -- this was written -- I remember when it was written, 2022 or 20 -- I forget. I think it was 2022. It might be an interesting idea to have another --for the working group to have another look at that with a view toward perhaps making it a little bit more understandable, you know, readable by managers. You know what I mean? And to be -- because there -- you know, we had -- there were lengthy discussions about interpretations, varying interpr
	Then the other thing I wanted to ask you about is, I -- we read, of course, the proposal, the U.S.'s proposal to Panel 2 regarding the ideas that we have about that the scientists have in connection with what is going to take place regarding bluefin tuna in 2028, the big MP review. And in that document, there was discussion about taking a -- perhaps a different look at the issue of mixing, okay? This is something that everyone is very curious about this question of mixing of the stocks and how this could be
	And I would appreciate if you could just briefly -- very briefly discuss your view of how we could -- how we could update our view of what's going on with mixing given recent scientific discoveries. Thanks. 
	MR. WALTER: Thanks, David. And --okay. Just couching my view, I'm also the Western Bluefin chair, so in some situations I speak as just myself and sometimes as Western Bluefin chair. I think that from the perspective of overall in the SCRS, the goal is to utilize the best available information on tagging and genetics, and that we've got a massive amount of new information from the last time we did the MSE to be able to inform what mixing is and the degree of mixing. 
	And so I think my -- then my personal view on that is, that's going to probably put a lot more eastern fish in the western area than the historical data, which had -- which did not put as many, partially because those fish were caught in the Mediterranean before they could migrate. And when you had a fishery that was catching them with selectivity at one and two years old in the Mediterranean, they didn't migrate yet. We didn't see them in the western area. Once you shifted that selectivity to age 
	nine, now we're seeing all of this production. We're seeing them in places that we haven't seen -- hadn't seen them in 50 years in Scandinavia, Ireland, Africa, and then certainly, in the Western Atlantic and U.S. and Canadian waters. And so we're seeing much higher degrees of eastern fish in those areas. 
	I think that new data is going to substantially inform the next revision of the MSE. I think it's going to say that that's something that's pretty important for maintaining the productivity of the stock and its basic fisheries 101, allow the fish to grow. Rather than fish them at age two in the Mediterranean, let them reach age nine. That's multiple years of spawning, multiple years of growth in the productive North Atlantic. And lo and behold, you get a lot of productivity, a lot of recruitment, and everyo
	That's where I think you're going to see the benefits to a management procedure that explicitly allows and controls for fishing 
	mortality within the Mediterranean to allow them to escape. An MP that could account for that, I think, will show that there's higher yield you could get out overall of a stock versus something that keeps fishing mortality in the Mediterranean. 
	So I think that's sort of where my personal view is. I think the data will bear that out, but we will see as the process extends forward. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, John. 
	Alan Weiss, let's open up your line and then we'll come back into the room. 
	And just for everyone's benefit, we've got about 15 minutes left before we want to break for lunch. 
	MR. WEISS: Okay. Thank you, Bennett. 
	And thank you, John. I just wanted to ask how the upcoming mako assessment will be impacted by the lack of landings data and the --you know, the prohibition on landings that has taken place the last few years, and also whether 
	any kind of useful information that bears on the stock assessment will be coming from log book and observer data in the U.S. pertaining to makos that were hooked and released. Thank you. 
	MR. WALTER: Thanks, Alan. And so the observer data plays into a joint index that I believe is being developed for mako across multiple longline fleets and the observer data is -- I believe that's in -- being used in the assessment and that's actually critical and I think it's critical to have observers and observer information because I think, particularly across other fleets where I'm not sure that they're well recorded in the catches when they're not kept and because there's no retention of makos, then I 
	That's key information when there's a retention ban because we need to be able to track if the stock is improving because they're 
	all going to be presumably releases. So that's essential. I think one of the problems you alluded to is not having that data. And particularly for other fleets, there's going to be essentially what looked like really low landings, but there might be still unreported landings. And so we may look like we're not overfishing because that's what you see in that plot I showed of the red and green, but the stock may or may not be improving as we see with some of the billfishes. So it's certainly a problem that I t
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Thanks, John. All right. Let's come back into the room, pick up remaining cards, and then we'll break for lunch. So we'll go over to Bob, then Mike, then Jeff, and then Greg. 
	MR. ZALES: Thank you. 
	John, you -- I asked earlier, and we've 
	talked about this before, on how we can work to help you all improve stock assessments and expedite these things and make them faster. And comments that I've made in front of the council and other places over the past several years, I generally talk about the best place for fishery data that you get is typically, it's like in this room here, from the people that are in this room and at council meetings, the people that are in the audience that make comments, which are typically the fishermen, whether they'r
	I point to your slide on shark depredation. I was at the sandbar shark SEDAR thing a few weeks ago where this slide at the bottom was presented. And when you look at that, you see where whoever put that information together put together the areas where shark 
	depredation is most abundant in the west coast of Florida. When you look at that, that data right there matches perfectly with comments that have been made by people in the audience at the Gulf Council probably for the last ten years. 
	It's about every meeting they talk about this which, to me, that verifies what the people in the audience say is reliable information and kind of verifies that this is a very good source of data for you to use and for everybody to use in stock assessments for these fisheries. And this is an underutilized source of information in the people that fish. It's clearly called anecdotal, but it's real. And so I would encourage you to really, and everybody in the stock assessment process, to consider this informati
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. 
	John, you want to weigh in on that at all? No, we're not hearing you, John. Hang on one second. 
	MS. DENIT: Bennett, can you get your mic on? Thank you. 
	MR. WALTER: -- it's going on in the water and sharks --
	MR. BROOKS: Sorry, John, we could not hear you. We missed you at the beginning. Can you just start over with your response? 
	MR. WALTER: And for the shark fishermen who come to the meetings and people who understand sharks, keep coming, we need that historical knowledge because, you know, it's --we don't have much of a shark fishery right now. 
	MR. BROOKS: Sorry, John, we missed the beginning of your comment. Could you just briefly restate that? Hey, John, we missed the beginning of your comment. Can you restate that, please? Can you restate that, please? 
	MR. WALTER: I 100 percent agree with Bob's comment about fisherman knowledge. I tell my staff to pay attention to what the fishermen are saying and particularly with respect to sharks, we've lost a lot of historical knowledge 
	of sharks within the agency and so -- and we've lost a lot of shark fishermen. So the ones that are left, please keep coming, keep telling us what you know, and that information is -- we're definitely using that information. We need that. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Let's go over to Mike and then we'll work right side here, Jeff, Greg, and Matt. 
	Mike? 
	MR. PIERDINOCK: Oh, thank you, Bennett. And thank you, John, for the work of you and your staff and the efforts on many different fronts. Two things. I just want to mention with the dolphinfish, there's a very important meeting coming up where we talk about fishermen knowledge and we need to have the rec for hire and commercial fleet present for the meeting July -- excuse me, June 11th for the Management Strategy Evaluation for dolphinfish. There's some significant discussion that's going to take place ther
	limits, and zones, and the objectives of the MSE, and we need the public to be there to participate. So I just wanted to point that out. 
	John, you had mentioned the paper and the importance of forage fish in the Western Atlantic and the sound management of our forage fish in our waters and how that's benefited our bluefin tuna as well as it benefits the eastern bluefin tuna that come across the Atlantic and feed in our waters and then getting fattened up and go back to the east. Does the Management Strategy Evaluation take into account the importance of forage and does it weight it and does it weight it accordingly for the west as well as th
	MR. WALTER: Thanks, Mike. No, not specifically. We -- the -- it doesn't account for the forage dynamics. 
	MR. PIERDINOCK: Is there any potential to have that weighted accordingly or is the science not there yet in order to consider such? 
	MR. WALTER: I think we're not at a stage where it would be practical to do and I say this from paying attention to the few stocks where we do explicitly account for forage fish dynamics on the East Coast. And the quality of data that informed that, say, for Atlantic menhaden is pretty substantial. I'm not sure we're there with bluefin and, given that we'd have to incorporate forage fish dynamics within the extent of its range, I think it would be a bar too far to try to wrap that up into the MSE at the curr
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, John. Let's go to Jeff and Greg, then Matt, and then we'll get you all to lunch. 
	Jeff? 
	MR. KNEEBONE: Hi, John. Jeff Kneebone, New England Aquarium here. Thanks for your presentation. Really great to see all the work that's being done by your staff. The mako project that Michelle Passerotti already is leading, really -- I think, really informative, 
	really excited to hear that. Have a couple of comments and a couple of questions. So in the line of the depredation research that was mentioned in the presentation, can you provide a little bit more clarification as to where that research will occur and whether it will focus on HMS recreational fisheries or recreational fisheries for things like snapper and grouper that are affected by shark depredation? So that's a question. 
	Also, is that NOAA-led research or is there some type of sponsored research program that is going to be set up to investigate shark depredation in other places along the coast, assuming that what you're speaking about is located in the Gulf, which may or may not be true. 
	And then lastly, just another plug for the thresher assessment. I know your staff is taxed to the limit, but it seems like more interest in the species is warranted. And then just as someone who's looked at the data for 
	common threshers a lot, it is definitely a bycatch issue, but I believe that the issue is more domestic than it is ICCAT, and I just wanted to express my willingness and interest to participate in any conversations that may be had to inform the process. So thanks again. 
	MR. WALTER: Much more difficult to get acoustic array in a -- in -- say in the Gulf Stream. So we're thinking probably the Panhandle of Florida to Alabama, some area around there we see in the highlighted and then potentially somewhere else in Florida. We're not entirely sure whether it would be Gulf or Atlantic Coast. It kind of depends on timing, availability, and where we could reasonably put the arrays. But it would be recreational fish and simply for the initial proof of concept. 
	The -- and then I hear you on -- in terms of who's going to run it right now, the project would be run by NOAA Fisheries through our Shark Research Fishery and extension of that Shark Research Fishery Project in terms of 
	whether there'll be additional opportunities for external RFPs. Don't know. Possibly in the future. I'm not sure yet about that and the potential opportunities there. On the -- your third point about the common thresher, all right, I'll bring that up to our somewhat limited shark team and we'll see what we can do there. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, John. 
	Greg and -- oh, sorry. Yeah. 
	MS. DENIT: Hey, Kelly Denit, SF. Just to answer your question, Jeff, about broader opportunities, our bycatch reduction engineering program as well as our -- as the agency's cooperative research programs, we do expect to be able to issue some RFPs later, or at least hopefully at some point this year. And BREP included last year shark depredation as one of its priorities. So I do anticipate that there will be broader opportunities geographically to apply for funds. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Thanks, Kelly. 
	 Greg? 
	MR. HINKS: Thanks, John. Regarding the CKMR and the epigenetic aging for the sandbar sharks, first question is: Are there any opportunities or needs to contribute samples? And I think you mentioned there might be other species that you're considering for similar methods and, if that's correct, what those species may be and maybe some ballpark deadlines you plan to execute those? 
	MR. WALTER: I will -- and this is --most of that work is in conjunction with David Portnoy at Texas A&M. So I'd say reach out to David if you are thinking about collaborating. From an agency perspective, I would love for us to be able to embark upon CKMR and epigenetic aging for more of our species. We are just not quite at the point where we're ready to say yet give us samples. I think it's going to be the future. I think the future is going to come fairly soon on that, but I don't know that we're quite re
	We are doing an analysis of the stocks that might be really good candidates for that. And I think that citizen and science data collection, which we have ongoing for bluefin with the genetics for juveniles and giants, where people could take fin clips and tissue samples, is going to probably be something that would be very useful for sharks as well. And sharks are a very good candidate for CPMR and epigenetic aging because we're (inaudible) ages, but we're not -- they don't release very well after you take 
	MR. BROOKS: We have a couple of more cards in the queue, but John, it is top of the hour here and you may need to jump. Are you okay hanging in for a couple of more minutes? 
	MR. WALTER: Yeah, I'm okay for a couple of more minutes. 

	MR. BROOKS: Okay, great. We'll take the last two questions, Matt, and then over to Charles. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay, great. We'll take the last two questions, Matt, and then over to Charles. 
	MR. HUTH: Thanks, John, for the 
	presentation. I wasn't going to say anything just because, you know, we are always talking about sharks and I think most people in this room can agree that we've got a shark problem in this United States. And, you know, I just got a text from a friend of mine just out of the blue who was bottom (longlining in front of North Carolina, 71, beautiful clear water, shark bite-off on every hook, wondering if he's going to get his gear back. 
	And it has -- you know, has a bearing on -- you know, I dare say it's got a bearing on the billfish, you know, mortality in Florida in cases. It certainly has had problems in North Carolina and the tuna. Like one day, two years ago, 30,000 pound of fish was eaten. You know that we have a big fleet there and it's just --you know, the shrimp industry has problems and -- but and we keep saying this stuff over and over again and I -- you know, and -- but the only solution is to get the fins back, you all. 
	And I mean, I know we can't do that as 
	congressional, but we can write -- this -- the panel, we can write letters or something, say we need to take emergency action because it -- I can't believe it's not a safety issue in North Carolina. I mean, we have got a mega problem and I don't know. We just need to really get serious about doing something about it other than research. I mean, the research is done, in my opinion. We just need to take action. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Matt. I'm going to bring in Charles and then give you a last bite at anything you want to say, John. 
	Charles? 
	MR. WITEK: Yeah. Charles Witek. I wasn't going to say anything either, but I'm very active in a recreational shark fishery off New York. And now that there's been a little bit of momentum in this conversation, I am also going to endorse the common thresher stock assessment. We need it in the upper Mid-Atlantic, Southern New England. Now that the 
	mako is off limits, common threshers are the focus of the recreational shark fishery. If people are going out and they're going to keep a shark, it's going to be a common thresher and we have no idea what this population can sustain. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Charles. 
	John, any last words from you before we let you go? 
	MR. WALTER: No, I -- the feedback is very helpful. Common thresher, got it. And opportunities for involvement, sounds like there's interest there for involvement in supporting data collection and utilizing the data that's -- and insights from fishermen. So we've got that and I've got a few get-backs to some people who I will probably reach out to. So I appreciate the opportunity to be here, wish I could have been here in person, and thanks for allowing me to represent the science done by our staff. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, John, so much. Very helpful. Okay. It is a couple of 
	ticks after 12:00. Let's get to lunch and we will start at 1:30 sharp with the Recreational Roundtable. So look forward to seeing you all then. Thanks everybody for a good conversation this morning. 
	Thanks again, John. 
	(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter went off the record at 12:04 p.m. and resumed at 
	1:33 p.m.) 
	MR. BROOKS: Good afternoon, everybody. We are about to get going again here with the recreational roundtable. For folks in the room, if you could start working your way to the table, that would be great. And for folks online, thank you for being here and just sit tight for a minute or two and we will jump into things. And if there's someone online who can just confirm that you're hearing me, that would be great. Just throw something into the chat. Thanks. Thanks for confirming. 
	MR. MCHALE: All righty. If folks could take their seats, I think we'll get this 
	roundtable discussion underway. Thank you. All right. We're going to get underway here. The clap. I thought we were going to get Dad voice, but we got the clap. I was waiting for the snap. 
	MR. PIERDINOCK: We got the clap. 
	MR. DUNN: You have to do that. 
	MR. MCHALE: Yeah, absolutely. So good afternoon, everyone. For those folks that are in the room and for those folks that are joining us on the webinar, I'd like to welcome you to the Atlantic Highly Migratory Species Recreational Roundtable. My name is Brad McHale. I am a branch chief in the HMS Management Division as well as an additional hat that I wear is one of the recreational coordinators for Atlantic Highly Migratory Species. 
	Cliff, you could move ahead. 
	So essentially, what I will be doing is a brief introduction to how the afternoon is going to play out. I will introduce some of the 
	players here that are at the front of the table and what our respective roles are. We'll get into, then, what is -- really what this Recreational Roundtable is all about. It is designed to have an opportunity of those members of the public, not just the advisory panel members. So please take your AP hat off and your private citizen hat on --
	Thank you, Bob. 
	-- to let us know what is on your respective minds. We will at least share back in broad-brush terms what we already have on our radar, what we have already heard. The list is not intended to be comprehensive and is also not designed to limit the conversation. If there are issues that you're not hearing or not seeing, please don't hesitate to bring those up. 
	Let's go to the next slide, please. 
	So first and foremost, for those individuals that are joining us in the audience here in person and for those folks on the webinar, Bennett Brooks will be our moderator 
	this fine afternoon, well versed in HMS in managing and herding cats, and so we look forward to those skills to keep us on track to make sure that everyone has an opportunity to speak their peace. Also, joining me here at the front of the table is Russ Dunn. Some of you folks may know him from around the table and I don't have a full sense of who's online, but Russ serves as our national recreational policy advisor and so he'll have that kind of 100,000foot altitude scope of all items recreational. 
	-

	We'll go to the next slide, please. 
	Myself and the other recreational coordinator for Highly Migratory Species, Cliff Hutt, joining us here at the table, have more of that focus on HMS or HMS-related issues versus Russ' higher altitude. Why don't I take a pause at this moment and have Russ share some words regarding these recreational roundtables as a whole, not just specific to HMS. 
	Russ? 
	MR. DUNN: Yeah. Thanks, Brad. As he 
	said, I'm Russ Dunn. I'm the national policy advisor for recreational fisheries. I think I know the majority of folks in the room and around the table, and it's good to see you all again. So thank you for taking the time to be here and as well to the HMS division for hosting this and for those folks who are online. So as Brad said, this is a continuation of a series of discussions that actually started in late 2024. We got two pulled off -- three: one in New England, one in Alaska, and one on the West Coast
	We have now restarted those recently. We just held one in the Mid-Atlantic, one in Oregon, and we have others planned in the other, essentially council regions, so South Atlantic Gulf, Caribbean, and Hawaii that are coming up. More or less, as Brad indicated, the goals here are really just to connect with folks, maintain or develop those lines of communications, learn about your priorities, and it's an opportunity for us as well to gain insight into issues that 
	we may want to have the agenda topics in the 2027 national rec summit. That is currently --we just were able to lock in the dates of that. So you'll be the first to hear that it is March 23rd and 24th next year. It's going to be here in the D.C. area down in Alexandria. So we are asking you, essentially, to share your concerns, ask questions, et cetera, share your priorities. 
	And then before I turn it over, just one quick, I guess, sense of the scope and magnitude of the rec fisheries if people are wondering why are we doing this? So, you know, outdoor recreation industry as a whole, when you look at it, it contributes 2.3 percent to U.S. GDP with recreational boating and fishing representing the largest sort of traditional outdoor activity. And that is a massive contribution to the U.S. economy. 
	Specific to saltwater recreational fishing, there are roughly 12.7 million saltwater recreational anglers that drove $145 billion in sales impacts and contributed about 
	78 and a half billion dollars to U.S. GDP. And that all comes together and supports around 695,000 jobs in the U.S. So in addition to that, we, as an agency, we recognize the value or the contributions of the rec community, not to just conservation but to science as well as being contributors to the supply of --sustainable supply of U.S. produced seafood. There are a tremendous number of fish retained by anglers that they take home and consume or share with their neighbors for consumption. And that's an int
	So with that, I will stop and turn it back over to HMS and look forward to hearing your inputs and answering any questions that we can. 
	MR. MCHALE: Thank you, Russ. If we could proceed? So let's lay down some of the ground rules as we proceed into the next few hours here. You know, as you can see, that this 
	is an open session for members of the public, just as we've all mentioned, so there's really no preferential treatment given to advisory panel members. We're treating everybody as a member of the public and I anticipate that we'll probably go back and forth of dialogue here in the room, but also need to be absolutely inclusive of those folks that are joining us virtually. 
	Any and all topics related to HMS fisheries are essentially on the table. Please don't overly filter yourselves. I want everyone to also, including us at the front of the room, to be respectful of any ideas that are floated out so we can have a thorough dialogue back and forth as warranted to kind of make sure that everything is vetted properly. And I know that there can be very differing opinions, so let's respect them as those differing opinions present themselves. 
	For those folks that are on the webinar, please get comfortable with figuring 
	out how to raise your hand or to place things in the chat. I know that is how we'll be monitoring and then looking to go to you all for either feedback, comments, your thoughts, as well as trying to, for a lack of a better way to articulate it, lump various issues so we can kind of stay on point so we're not necessarily kind of bouncing all over the place. We'll try to compartmentalize the conversations as best we can to kind of get as much traction over the next few hours as we can. And along that line, pl
	And then lastly, you know, while we will continue to engage in clarification questions and dialogue, what we won't necessarily want to get bogged down is too far down into the weeds of what it would might take 
	to fully implement this specific action or that specific action. While that is extremely valuable discussion to have, I don't want to get too pigeonholed into just chasing one particular idea around while the intent of this is to kind of really gather the full scope of various issues and then trying to strike that balance of conversation, but not to the point where we're excluding other issues from being raised. That, I think, is it for the ground rules. 
	Now, the list that folks are seeing here, again, is not intended to be comprehensive. It's at a very high altitude, but really this is just our attempt to kind of relay to you all, and those members of the public that are joining us online, of issues that we kind of have already heard about, we have on our radar. It does not in any way, shape, or form prevent us from touching on these subject matters in more detail, nor is this designed to limit the conversation to just these. 
	But clearly there's a host of bluefin tuna matters that have been discussed around the table, and the margins that I think we'd like to continue more on. I'm actually going to propose that for the initial session of this roundtable that maybe we keep all of our bluefin tuna-related issues to that first session. We can then plan to have that second session be more other issues, whether it be depredation, whether they be billfish-related matters, whether they be yellowfin, bigeye, skipjack, shark, you name it
	So just touching on those in addition to bluefin tuna, it is well known, not just around this table, but throughout the 
	recreational fishing as well as commercial fishing communities that we have some ongoing challenges with depredation. We know that is a high priority for the agency, and so we are willing and able to kind of get into that to some degree. We know as when it comes to informed management, especially in the highly migratory species context, reporting and having information before to inform those decisions is always a key point of interest in how best to utilize the individuals that are on the water, seeing acti
	We also know that there's always kind of billfish concerns of, all right, how are we counting our catch? What happens if things were to change either internationally? And then what 
	are those ripple effects across how we address our needs to have access to those resources? I know shortfin mako is an ongoing topic of concern for up and down the seaboard and what that means, whether for for-hire vessels or private individuals and some of the challenges both domestically and internationally that are there, but willing to touch on those. And then just to round it out, some potential research opportunities that might present themselves and what might fit or not fit into some of our exempted
	And then lastly, potential ways to improve our fishery-dependent data. So again, not designed to limit everything, but just kind of want to make sure that you all know, especially those members of the public that aren't necessarily joining us around this table twice a year, that we actually do have our ears on and we are listening and then trying to forge ways forward on addressing some of these matters 
	to the best of our ability. 
	So with that, I think it would be time for me to shut my trap and go to you all. And, Bennett, I will defer to you whether if it makes sense to maybe gather some other ideas either from in here in the room or from online to kind of flesh out that list that we have to build upon to make sure we're not missing anything, and then we can kind of get more into the thoughts from folks that are joining us today. 
	MR. BROOKS: Yeah. Let's do that. Again, I think before we sort of jump into the deeper conversation, let's just see, are there any sort of high-level topics that folks want to make sure we have a chance for folks to weigh in on today, just so we understand kind of what we're trying to shoehorn in? Maybe for folks online, you could throw something in the chat if there's a topic, if there's anyone around the room in here. And again, looking room broadly. If there's -- if you're not seeing your topic of concer
	we can name that. So any issues that we don't already have kind of in the mix? 
	Bob, is your card up to raise an issue? Yeah, not to talk to it, but just to name it. 
	MR. HUMPHREY: Yeah. I can be very brief. 
	MR. BROOKS: No. I guess is it -- is your topic up here already? Okay. Go for it. 
	MR. HUMPHREY: All right. Cliff, a decade ago, you and George put it out -- put out a paper on the economic importance of HMS tournaments. That's pretty dated information now, but it's been very useful for me, not just for tournaments, but for recreational fishing in general, the value, how important it is economically. Any update on that or any plans to update that? 
	MR. HUTT: There are no immediate plans to update that tournament survey. However, we are -- I am in the process of finishing a report on our last economic expenditure survey of the HMS angling category, and we are going to be 
	collecting that data again, I believe, next year. So we're going to have that also looking into ways to get that data on the charter headboat sector. We did a cost-earning survey of our charter headboats even before the tournament survey. That's getting very long in the tooth, but the hope had been, you know, we've been proposing, establishing this for-hire logbook that would collect cost earnings data. We're still working to finalize that rulemaking, but we're looking into other ways to collect that data a
	And I do think it is going to be about time to look into revisiting the tournament survey, at least the operator portion of it. We had some challenges with getting data from the participants, but the operator portion of that survey was very successful, and it's probably going to be about time to look into redoing that as well. 
	MR. HUMPHREY: And just a quick follow
	-

	up, if there's anything that we can do on the tournament end in the meantime to start collecting some of that information, please let me know. 
	MR. HUTT: Will do. 
	MR. BROOKS: We're kind of jumping into the discussion more than I want to just yet. So let me just name that. Again, just looking for topics you want to discuss. 
	Austin? 
	MR. LANGLEY: Yeah. So the topic I'd like to discuss is recreational HMS permitting and reporting, and improving it. 
	MR. BROOKS: Jeff, topic to discuss? 
	MR. KNEEBONE: Yeah. More of a question. The topics and issues you have been hearing about recently, has the talk of impacts from offshore wind waned? Is that still on the table? Does that fit here? Just curious if it's not here because you have been hearing less about it, acknowledging that in the past, you know, we've talked about it specifically in the 
	panel. So just getting -- trying to get some information so I can frame my own thought process. Thank you. 
	MR. DUNN: Should I --
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. 
	MR. DUNN: You want me to respond or wait until we get in? 
	MR. BROOKS: Let's wait until we get into it. 
	MR. MCHALE: Yeah. We'll --
	MR. BROOKS: Got to --
	MR. MCHALE: -- certainly add it to the list today. Yeah. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. I don't think I'm seeing anything in the chat or any other hand, so we should -- are you seeing some? 
	MR. COOPER: (Inaudible) on the line. 
	MR. BROOKS: Oh, okay. Lionel Poston? 
	MR. POSTON: Yeah. 
	MR. BROOKS: Again, looking to raise an issue here? 
	MR. POSTON: Yeah. Lionel Poston from 
	the Panhandle of Florida. Our issue was the harvesting of the yellowfin tunas for the shore base angler community. I know it was discussed earlier this morning. I don't know if this --the -- I'm assuming it's the correct place to bring this up, but I would absolutely love to hear a continuation of the discussion regarding harvesting of tunas for the shore base community. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks. Is that somewhere tucked in here already, Brad, or does that need -- that probably needs its own? 
	MR. MCHALE: I'm going to suggest that, yes, but that is also on our radar and so we will give that some airtime. We won't keep it isolated just to yellowfin tuna --
	MR. BROOKS: Yeah. 
	MR. MCHALE: -- because we know that there's other HMS where shore access has been a topic of discussion of late. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Pete, you seeing anyone else? I'm not. 
	MR. COOPER: I'm not either. 
	MR. BROOKS: All right. So then let's jump into it. Just a few mechanics. We've got folks in the room, we've got folks online. For folks in the room, if you want to get into the conversation, just if you have a placard, raise it up. If you don't have a placard, raise your hand. We have an empty mic at the corner here between Martha and Amy who are so graciously pointing it out. So when it's your moment, come on up there, share your comment and then we'll invite you to step back. If you are online, just raise
	I think Brad has hit all the other main points. Again, just please keep your comments succinct. We've got about 30 people online, more in the room. Really an open session for you to share your thoughts. It's not a -- it's not a debate here. It's really for a chance for you to make sure agency folks are hearing what's on top of mind for you. Agency team will be taking notes, so know that will be tracked. And if there are -- if there's not sufficient time here today for to -- for us to get all the comments in
	So I think that's it. I'd love to jump into it. As Brad suggested, let's start with bluefin tuna. And I would just ask each speaker before you start, just start with your name and affiliation, so we know who's weighing in. And again, I'll just bounce it back and forth between what's happening in the room and online. I will probably favor and lean towards the folks 
	who are not panel members because we don't really get to hear from you. I want to make sure we do, but do not fear, AP members, you will be in the mix as well. 
	So with that, bluefin tuna, what's on your minds that you would like Brad and Russ and Cliff to be hearing and understand why it's feeling important, priority moving into '27? I see a couple of cards up for our panel members, but I'm going to pause just a bit longer if there are non-panel members who would like to weigh in. 
	I see it, Fly. 
	MR. NAVARRO: (Inaudible) happen twice in (inaudible). 
	MR. BROOKS: No. No, that would be terrible. Okay. I'm not seeing any hands right now, so I'm going to jump to folks who are here. 
	And, Fly, would you care to get into the queue? 
	MR. NAVARRO: I thought you'd never ask. 
	Actually, this is just a little 
	comment. I know you guys had some issues last year in 2025 with the bluefin tuna and the quota. I had a lot of people call me up, and once I explained to them why you reduced the daily retention limits, most of the people were very understanding. They wish that was communicated to them and shared with them as the retention limits were going out. So I -- as a recommendation, I would say maybe some more clear information, especially with the technologies we have out there nowadays. It's very easy to get it ou
	MR. BROOKS: 
	MR. BROOKS: 
	MR. BROOKS: 
	Great. 
	Thank you. 

	Greg. 
	Greg. 

	MR. HINKS: 
	MR. HINKS: 
	Thanks. 


	I don't want to dwell too much on this because I know the panel is aware. I know you guys are aware of the issue with bluefin tuna 
	inequality access. We don't need to go too much into that, I think. But something that came to mind during the discussions, especially once we started talking about the shore base HMS permits or the potential thereof, is, I wonder if there may be opportunities for -- if that does come to fruition, some sort of shore base HMS permit to offer a -- an individual angler permit that may be used in conjunction with those headboat opportunities to help, you know, provide that more equal access. 
	MR. MCHALE: So why don't we -- why don't we touch on those, you know? Because those are, you know, two specific, very different topics, but they're also access centric. I -- and I understand that for Lionel online there, that he was referring more to yellowfin tuna shore base access. So I'll -- as a federal employee, I'll instantly break the own ground rules I laid down and maybe we'll expand the bluefin tuna discussion just to be a little bit more comprehensive as it relates to that 
	shore base access. 
	For those folks that might be not quite as familiar of how we kind of typically set up those bluefin tuna retention limits is, normally we could provide specific limits to those vessels that are owned by private individuals. We can set limits to those vessels that are for hire and essentially our six-pack charter fleet. So the design to carry six or fewer passengers in general. And then the third kind of mode of when it comes to recreational opportunities is the inspected vessel fleet. So these are your lar
	In a number of years past, we've kind of tried to recognize those three different user groups with various retention limits. We know that from the charter fleet, trying to book charters is a key component, so having limits that attract that business and provide those fishing opportunities to allow for those bookings is essential. We also then 
	simultaneously recognize that the private angler fleet is significantly strong in numbers. And so sometimes we have a more conservative retention limit for that user group, because, again, the vast majority of that recreational fleet, by numbers, is comprised of that particular mode. 
	And one area that I know that we're getting airtime more on is, how can we do a better job of accommodating those vessels that are headboats, those inspected vessels, and provide bluefin tuna fish opportunities for that user group? This, I know, continues to be a struggle, you know, especially in light of kind of our quota attainment over the last few years of how is it that we can strike the right balance of providing fishing opportunities for those paying passengers that are utilizing those headboats to a
	To date, we've kind of had a relatively conservative either six-fish or maybe 12-fish per vessel for those trips, fully recognizing 
	that sometimes that doesn't necessarily empower those vessel owner and operators to book dedicated bluefin tuna trips. And so really what I'd like to do, specific to the headboats, and then we'll circle back to the shore base component, is if folks have thoughts around the room of how we might be able to strike that right balance of trying to provide opportunities to that headboat, inspected vessel fleet when it comes to bluefin tuna, while striking the right balance, knowing that it wasn't that long ago th
	Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Yeah. So why don't we --well, let's stay with this for a moment and just sort of pick up, see if there's people who want to speak to Brad's questionnaire, comments on this sort of equal access. Yeah. 
	MR. HINKS: Can I respond? 
	MR. BROOKS: Yeah. Please, Greg. And then we'll go over to Charles. 
	MR. HINKS: I -- I'm just totally spitballing here, but I wonder if one possible option of investigating would be more of a --more of a tag system almost. I guess I'm thinking of the -- I'm speculating that the typical headboat customer is probably not going to be someone that's going to be doing that on a regular basis and wouldn't benefit therefore from a -- from an annual permit. So maybe some sort of tag-based system where they're allowed, you know, one fish or multiple fish on a specific permit, that on
	MR. BROOKS: And that permit is to an individual or to the boat? 
	MR. HINKS: I'm sorry? 
	MR. BROOKS: That permit is to the boat, to the vessel? 
	MR. HINKS: To the individual. 
	MR. BROOKS: To the individual? 
	MR. HINKS: Yeah. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. Great. 
	Charles, and then we'll go over to Jason, then pop up here. 
	MR. WITEK: Yeah. Charles Witek. One thing that just struck me when we started asking, how can we regulate this is, when you're going to look at a headboat, and if you're going to have a lot of folks being able to take fish home on a headboat, you might want to set a season where the private angler is fishing all summer, the charter boat is fishing all summer. You don't want to do anything that's going to chip away at their ability to access fish, but maybe come mid-September, which is when the party boats t
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	Jason. 
	MR. ADRIANCE: Thanks. 
	Mine is also an access comment, not necessarily specific to those, but just there needs to be more access to trophy fish in the Gulf of America. And that's my simple comment. 
	MR. BROOKS: John, was your comment on this point or different topic? If it's on this, jump in. If not, I'll keep you on hold for a minute. 
	MR. DEPERSENAIRE: I'm not sure. I think it is. I think it's in line with what you guys are talking about now. 
	MR. BROOKS: Go for it. 
	MR. DEPERSENAIRE: So I guess the point I wanted to make was really -- John DePersenaire with Viking Marine Group. I wanted to mention that, you know, it just seems like this trajectory that we're seeing with availability is not going away. I -- I'd imagine we're going to find ourselves with challenging situations 
	that we've never had to deal with before in the past with bluefin tuna, clearly evident by the interest in having access for shore based anglers and closing mid-season are examples of where we're -- what we're looking at here. 
	So I guess a couple things. I mean, I think the -- on the science side, I think this is -- you know, this ties into access, but, you know, obviously, I think, you know, what we're looking for is more access to this resource that's rebuilding and we expect to continue to rebuild. So I think the science effort -- I think NOAA should be encouraging fishermen to participate in as many science efforts as they can. We know that's a way of providing some of the most real-time data and also allows us to have some o
	I think it's great having our 
	delegation be such a strong advocate for U.S. fishermen overseas and at the ICCAT realm. I really appreciate the efforts that's gone into that. I think the example that the was highlighted in the recent Southeast Fisheries Science Center report on the west being a refuge for bluefin tuna is great to see, but I think we have to put this into context that our conservation efforts have been subsidizing landings over in other parts of the world. 
	And I think we need to recognize that as something that we should be leveraging and taking advantage of, not just saying, we're going to do our part so other countries can take advantage of us. I think that's the take home that I get from that. We -- we've given up a lot of foregone landings and economic opportunity from this fishery to help it rebuild, and yet we're not necessarily benefiting as some of the other countries are. So I think that's a message that's important for our delegation. 
	Another way, kind of going back to this issue of the headboats, the inspected vessels, you know, one area we can look at is trying to go back to the 15 percent school tolerance. You know, those boats are much more well-equipped to deal with school fish. Certainly a 300-pound giant on a inspected vessel causes all kinds of challenges and problems, but schoolies, that's their sweet spot and certainly you can get a lot more fish per individual out of small, you know, 20, 25-pound, 27-inch schoolies than you ca
	Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, John. 
	Yeah, please, Russ. 
	MR. DUNN: Yeah. John, I was going to say -- again, Russ Dunn with NOAA Fisheries. Couple things. So I think you're dead on. I think that certainly the agency recognizes the work that the U.S. and the fishermen -- the sacrifices you all have made in terms of rebuilding bluefin stocks. I think that was reflected in how hard the delegation fought this past year, you know, came back with additional quota and, you know, certainly has intent to continue seeking our fair share. I will -- to put it mildly. 
	In terms of cooperative research, that is a priority of the agency writ large. We've got work going on, you know, Pacific Coast rockfish that are filling in, you know, data collected by anglers filling in critical data gaps. We've got, you know, in the room, certainly there's a lot of expertise on the rec bio, which is a cooperative program, the cooperative sampling on mackerel that's just starting up in up north. And then, of course, 
	the CKMR. I'm looking at grants there for additional support right now to better engage the private rec fleet in that. So I think you're dead on and we're in pretty strong alignment with the comments you just made. 
	MR. MCHALE: Maybe just building off of Russ' statement. Russ, either yourself, or could I ask somebody around the table that is familiar with CKMR, to essentially articulate that for the members that are online that may not know that acronym? I'm waiting for two individuals to play rock paper scissors. 
	MR. BROOKS: Anybody that --
	MR. DUNN: We'll move it to the mic. 
	MR. GOLET: Hi. 
	MR. MCHALE: Yes. 
	MR. GOLET: All right. John Walter is not on the call still? Darn it. 
	MR. MCHALE: Very succinct. 
	MR. GOLET: Yeah. So very succinct. 
	Hi, everybody. My name is Walt Golet and I'm the current U.S. ICCAT advisory 
	committee chair and associate professor at UMaine. So close-kin mark-recapture just really quickly is an alternative way to estimate population abundance independent of a traditional stock assessment. So unlike a traditional stock assessment that might use CPUE or other indices of abundance that are reflected or taken from the fishery itself, we actually use more -- we actually use something that's more in line with traditional mark and recapture. But instead of putting a plastic nylon tag into the fish and
	So we sample the larva, mark those. We sample the adult fish as the recaptures. And then with mathematics that I am not privileged or capable of talking about, you can estimate an independent abundance of biomass. And if you do that thoroughly enough, you can go from a weight biomass, which is sort of what we normally do in a stock assessment, to an absolute number of 
	fish in the stock or the population plus or minus some variability. But basically what you're doing with close-kin is, you are reducing the variability around that estimate tremendously. 
	And so the confidence that you have in that number is much higher. And the benefit, too, about close-kin, whether you're talking bluefin or if it gets -- what was the shark? Smooth-hounds or whatever, sandbars, something like that. The benefit about this of close-kin is that it -- it's an industry-led initiative. So it is up to the industry to step up and provide us the samples. Oftentimes there is the -- oftentimes there's the idea that, you know, the industry is seeing lots of fish. There's -- we're seein
	applied for southern bluefin, white sharks, brook trout, and lots of other things. And it -- I think it is the future of population abundance from an independent estimate standpoint. 
	MR. MCHALE: Thanks, Walt, for volunteering to provide that information. And just so folks that are online can fully understand, in that context where Walt was explaining the industry, that isn't isolated to a commercial industry. That is the fishing that is recreational fishermen, that is for-hire fleets. And so there is this direct conduit between the fisher themselves and informing that science, and that's the sampling protocol or the sample collection that you just referenced. So whether we spend some ti
	MR. GOLET: Yeah. The only other 
	follow-up that I was going to say is, close-kin is powerful in the sense that it can also be used to establish different types of indices. So, for example, in the recreational fleet, we're always looking to understand how many individuals we have of these different age/size classes. And a lot of times those are based on fishery indices, whereas close-kin can actually give you an abundance estimate that's independent of that and it's its own indice. It does require lots and lots of sampling, but they do it f
	MR. HUMPHREY: And where do we get these sample kits? 
	MR. GOLET: Come and get in touch with me and we can set you up for sampling. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks. Thanks, Walt. 
	Let's go over to Mike. Then we will go to Jimmy Hull online, and then back in the room over to Matt. 
	 So, Mike. 
	MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you. And thank you, Walt. 
	And, John, I agree with what you said. I just want to expand upon it and just to make it clear, it's really easy. We reach out to Walt, sends a kit, it's a little vial, you catch a bluefin, you either keep it or you release it. You're getting a little fin clip, you put it in a jar, you get it back there and that you're exactly right. That's the science we need and that's the data and information we need to then go to ICCAT and try to get more quota. Without that, it's going to be very difficult. 
	I point this out too because me and others around this table and beyond these walls have worked very hard to get the recreational community to report. And last year they got closed, the recreational fishery got closed out. And what do you think we heard? This is nothing new. We report, you shut us down. This is another mechanism that you -- you're not going 
	to hear that because you're participating in that science that's going to give you the data for abundance that can help us get more quota. Now, I'm not saying not to report, but I ask that we promote this science and get the word out. Many around this table have done that, but we continue to need to do that to get good data, especially at the recreational end. There's a robust commercial data set, but we need that recreational data set. 
	That's where tournaments -- I -- any tournament that exists that's bluefin related, I would highly recommend that they do this, you know, in addition to the recreational community, because in many instances, I know even up in, you know, up in New England, recreational tournaments that may take place around the Cape Cod area, the amount of recreational fish that have occurred periodically in the fall is such that it's a sin not to get that data and information of that. So I'm not saying that it needs to be m
	permit or a tournament, but, you know, I guess I'll say as I sit here and have to sit at the ICCAT table or here at the AP or as a New England Council representative, when the public gets upset because we don't get more quota, well, the way to deal with that is to participate and get these kits. So that would get a lot of -- get rid of a lot of gray hairs on my head. 
	One last thing concerning bluefin and, you know, a lot of these comments I've said earlier, but Russ, your new rec policy that just came out, it says that it needs to recreationally and for hire, it needs to include the entire blue economy and those impacts, the tackle shops, the marinas, the gas, you know, the boats, everything. And we heard earlier that we have that disconnect here with bluefin, that for the rec angler it doesn't, but they do consider a portion of that for the for hire, but not the whole 
	when we -- when there is a measure that shuts the season down, you're looking at the entire economic impact, not only just to that charter business, but the entire blue economy as well as for the recreational angler. Thank you. 
	MR. DUNN: Yeah. Just two quick responses to your last point there. So the second goal of the newly released rec policy is promoting rec -- sustainable rec fishery that maximizes economic growth and supports coastal communities, tourism, and marine recreation industries. So we're right in line with you. I will say that from where I sit and have sat for a long time, the agency's rec socioeconomic data holdings are thin. It is something that we as an agency need to deepen our holdings of and it's something tha
	And then not to beat a dead horse, but to go back to CKMR for one second and the utility of that data. So the CKMR data were 
	used effectively this past ICCAT to help us argue for additional quota. That information was critical to numerous conversations about how much fish we may be able to retain. So just to beat the dead horse. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you. Let's go to Jimmy Hull online and then we'll come back in the room, head over to Matt. Again, for --we're just at the moment hearing from AP members, which is fine, but I also just want to reiterate for members of the public who are in the room or online, you are -- have equal standing here in this meeting, so please do not be shy. Jimmy, I think we've got you open. 
	MR. HULL: Yeah, Bennett, back to the subject of head boat limits and how to come up with a fair and equitable limit for multi-passenger vessels and their patrons. At the South Atlantic Council, we are using established six passenger vessel limits and turning them into a scaler, a multiplier for the number of passengers on head boats, and would increase 
	that vessel limit by the six passenger limit. So it may be a -- an avenue to look here on the HMS world, too. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy. Interesting. Anything else from you, Jimmy, for now? No? Okay, great. 
	MR. HULL: That's it. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thank you. Matt, you are up. 
	MR. HUTH: I was just going to say, it's just a thought, but I mean, could you carve a IBQ out of the recreational landings for the head boats? I don't know how many boats you're talking or what kind of effort they have. You know, maybe look back at the historical end of it and carve them out of IBQ. I don't know. Just a thought. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. So what we've heard are sort of, I think, sort of four broad themes. One, just to do better at communicating the rationale when there are limitations and closures, because that communication apparently 
	made a difference and so want to make sure we're learning from that. Obviously, lots around equal access here, numbers of different ideas, tag system for individuals, seasons for, you know, think about a season for head boats, think about potential IBQs for head boats, scaling from six-pack up to something that would make more sense for head boat charter head boats, trophy upping for trophy in Gulf of Mexico; and then building on sort of the fishermen science, cooperative research, lots of opportunities the
	MR. PIERDINOCK: No, thank you. Just to add to the head boats, you know, one thing to keep in mind is they have to sell these trips, and in many instances they have to sell it many 
	months ahead at the time. It -- one thing I think you should look at is, is maybe that you could designate that there's a head boat limit two weeks out of the year. And, you know, that may be difficult depending upon where you are, but then they could sell that trip and it'd be specific to the limits to the boat and the vessel for a certain period of time, maybe one or two weeks to at least, you know, accommodate those in the population, many of which they can't afford the boat, you know, can't afford a six
	You know, as far as shore side, that --that's a difficult one. You know, it's different down in North Carolina or other places where there may be more that are catching those fish there. You know, in general, up in New England, it's a rare event. I just get complaints that, you know, it's kind of like seeing Bigfoot and catching a monster, that you catch it and you got to throw it back and it's kind of sad. So I would hope there'd be some 
	kind of mechanism to accommodate it. But, you know, in this world that we live in that the economics have to make sense, I don't know how that then can economically be done, especially where it may be more of a rare event depending upon the location. But once again, I just want to see that the public gets that access and make -- be catching the fish of the life that they have to throw back, so. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Great. Why don't we stick with the shore-based now, just since it's already on the table and we're kind of there and it was raised as an issue. 
	MR. MCHALE: And I can kind of give a brief overview as a backdrop for those folks that are online around the table, just kind of currently what we permit, what that process looks like, and then how that in, you know, either sets the stage for potential shore access. 
	So currently for highly migratory species, we permit vessels, not individuals. 
	And so that permit goes to the vessel and then that permit covers everybody that fishes aboard that vessel. And on an annual basis, we're issuing about 35,000 vessels from Maine all the way down through Texas and kind of into the Caribbean. And a pretty extensive program. Those permits are renewed annually and that system was really predicated going back decades and decades at this point of where access to highly migratory species was typically offshore. And so that became a feasible way to essentially quan
	But sure enough, having done this for, you know, 20 plus years now, we hear almost every single year of some lucky fishermen, and I use that word deliberately because I know I would be lucky to hook into an HMS and be so lucky to get that thing to shore. But currently, there isn't a vehicle for a shore-based individual to acquire a permit to then 
	either fish for, land, and possess a highly migratory species. So this is bluefin, yellowfin, swordfish, marlin, you name it. But yet every year we'll hear, whether through social networks, whether it's on the news, or just anecdotally of how some individual was successful and landed a bluefin. I know we had a white marlin that was landed in Cape Cod Canal a number of years back. It was released, but that was a rare event. And then obviously the presence of bluefin tuna down off the Carolina shoreline over 
	And so we have heard the desire from members of the public as well as folks around the table of how can we accommodate this level of access? I want to be explicitly clear that we're not trying to be prohibitive of a shore-side angler, me one of which, you know, that's how I also recreationally fish. But there are some challenges that comes along with that, and there are rather immense, as Mikey just kind of 
	pointed out. So currently we're issuing 35,000 vessel permits where these HMS shore side fishing opportunities still, at least to date, remain extremely rare events. We as an agency, and a regulatory agency at that, sometimes find the struggle of how might we be able to execute some sort of a program that could either empower, whether it's the individuals, Greg, like you had mentioned, an individual permit, or I know from the Carolinas, we were hearing requests to permit fishing piers and have that permit c
	I know that we work very closely with 
	the Office of Law Enforcement to look into the circumstances regarding these rare events and to proceed accordingly, because usually there isn't a whole lot of malicious intent when these opportunities do present themselves. And so while we don't tell them how to do their jobs, we just tell them to please go into those circumstances eyes wide open. 
	So with that, if there was some feedback -- well, actually one other maybe comment then, more of your feedback. Greg, I know you kind of mentioned, is there some sort of a tagging program? And I know that there's been some discussions on how might you be able to quantify catch, and whether it's from a head boat context or potentially shore-base. 
	One thing I will resurrect and we will include as part of the summary of our discussions is, I want to say it was 2015, it might even be a little bit further back than that, HMS staff did a comprehensive assessment of various tagging programs, whether it be the 
	Moose Lottery up in Maine, whether it be tarpon tags, whether it be alligator tags, whether it be turkey tags, deer tags. We probably had about 30 different programs we looked at to try to set the stage of, like, are any of these adaptable to some of the challenges we have here in HMS? And at the time, we didn't necessarily conclude that there was one fit that was going to address the access issues, the traceability of catch issues, and then the almighty dollar. What does it cost to implement those sort of 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Great. So let's take some conversation on shore based. I've got Bob Zales and we'll go over to Martha and then 
	over to Bob H. 
	MR. ZALES: Yeah. In the panhandle of Florida, and I think it happens in a lot of coastal communities, there's an ever-increasing, and I'm going to -- it's not really a charter because it's more of a God thing. You have these fishermen that put out on social media and different things that they offer a guide service to shark fish and do different things along the beach. I've talked to Carol and also to Christine and state people because on some of the social media, the thing that got my attention was they us
	It's exciting right there, out there. They throw the bait out there. They -- people 
	catch the shark, they bring them in. They're not killing them. They're releasing the vast majority, but some of them may be coming dead. But I mean, in the Panhandle up around Pensacola, there were several white sharks caught this way. And so this is an activity that's increasing. So it's something that you all may do need to look at to see. 
	I mean, and when you talk about the rare event, I know off of -- here in Panama City over the past several years, there's been a handful of yellowfin tuna caught off the piers, right? And you see this on social media. Nobody says anything because nobody is really paying attention to it, but it is an activity. And so in participating in this panel over the past year or so, you see this increasing thing with bluefins and Carolinas off piers, right? So clearly this is an issue that needs to be addressed and br
	about it because it's a state thing, then that, too. But the public needs to know where they need to be and what they need to do so that they know that they're complying with whatever regulation that's required. 
	MR. BROOKS: So bottom line is it's an issue. So a deal with it and talk about it one way or the other, I think. It's an issue, so one way or the other, deal with it. 
	MR. ZALES: Yeah. One way. I mean, either, you know, say you're going to require --offer, create a permit, require the permit, have them get it, or say it's a state thing. If it's a state requirement, let the state worry about it, or however you want to work it out. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. Martha? 
	MS. GUYAS: Thanks, Bennett. Martha Guyas, American Sport Fishing Association. So I think it's a different situation between the tunas and the other HMS species, just to respond quickly to Bob, just because HMS does have permitting authority in state waters and on 
	piers and all that, whereas for the other species, not so much. And so I live in Florida. In the case of Florida, Florida has shore-based captain's licenses or just, I guess, non-associated with the vessel captain's licenses. They also have shore -- shore-based shark fishing permits. So that's one thing. 
	But I think with the tuna issue, I kind of go towards the keep it simple approach to addressing this issue, which is, you know, if you are properly licensed as an angler to fish in that state from the shore, my -- I would think that is -- maybe that can be okay. And then really, the outreach to that group of people and perhaps some of these fishing piers is on the reporting side. 
	Because that's what we really want, is when are these fish coming in? We want the information about that. And so setting up a way for these people to be able to report and knowing that they need to be able to report and that you can make a report, it's okay, you know, 
	as long as you're following all these other regulations, good to go. Just because, like you said, Brad, I mean, this is a, like, once in a lifetime thing for the most part and unusual. And is it really worth setting up a new permit for something like this? I don't know. Just my thoughts. 
	MR. BROOKS: Take advantage of an existing system, make it legal, get the numbers and call it good. Good. Bob, and then over to Charles. 
	MR. HUMPHREY: Bob Humphrey, recreational fisherman. Not to sound presumptuous, but if you have not already done so, before we push this wagon down the hill, it might be a good idea to do an informal poll of the individual states, because there are going to be some enforcement issues, even though it's (inaudible) fish up to the shoreline. There's cooperative enforcement. There may be other issues that we're not aware of, but, you know, see -- they may say, no, we don't want any part 
	of it, or they may say, yes, absolutely. This 
	is a great idea. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. Charles? 
	MR. WITEK: Yeah, Charles Witek. I listened to this and what I -- the idea I get is that the tough part here are the sharks, because they're traditionally state regulated in state waters, they're caught from the beach. My reaction then would be if we want to do this, you issue a permit to a pier. A pier is basically a head boat attached to shore. You buy -- you get your fee to fish, you walk out on the boat on the pier, it's open to everybody. So you issue a pier permit. The pier owner has the compliance and
	Here, I mean, we have the bluefin in North Carolina. I think I've read that there's a pier in Southwest Florida, or Southeast Florida, excuse me, that turns up a sailfish or 
	two from time to time. I just learned that there's yellowfin tuna caught in some Gulf piers once in a while. The key here is piers. So this takes sharks out of the equation if you only require a pier owner to have the license. We accept if somebody catches a tuna off the beach, they're not covered, they have to release the fish, but that's much rarer than catching the tuna off a pier. So when we're talking about a rare event, catching it off the sand is an extremely rare event. We're not going to be perfect
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. So to Brad's earlier comment that you've got jetties and whatever, it's so anomalous it's not worth worrying about. 
	MR. WITEK: Yes. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. Let's go over to Scott and -- Martha, is your card back up or no? 
	Good. Okay, Scott. 
	MR. LENOX: Yeah, this is a great conversation and I was in support earlier today of when the topic came up about the permitting for HMS permits for shore-based anglers. But the more I think about it, this is such an anomaly that I think even people that have been hit by this lightning and caught a bluefin or yellowfin on a pier, I don't even know that they would buy this permit again. Like, what are the chances that I'm going to be in the right place at the right time for this to happen to me again? So even
	I do think the pier is the key. I think some of these piers are starting to see fish on a more regular basis, so I do think that should be -- that should be something to think about. And to Martha's point, I think if someone is licensed in their state to be fishing 
	from shore and happens to come across an HMS species like a bluefin or yellowfin tuna and they catch it from a beach or jetty, I don't think they should be penalized for that. I really think it would come down to the reporting of it, you know, make sure we get some of -- the word out that it has to be reported. You'll probably find out because it's going to -- it's going to be all over social media and that sort of thing, but I don't think someone should be penalized for that. I -- for some once in a lifeti
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Great. Let me go online. I've got one person that -- in the mix and then we'll come back here. Lionel Poston, you're in and your line should be open now. 
	MR. POSTON: Hey, thank you. And hey, I appreciate you guys and this robust conversation about the shore-based anglers 
	hooking tunas. So I'm going to tell you a little quick story here. I had a guy, one of my buddies at Okaloosa Island Pier, last, I think it was August, he hooked a yellowfin, had it up on the beach. Our concern was, do we gaff it or do we release it? So I had one of my compadres there say, hey, give FWC a call. FWC ruling was, nope, can't target it, got to let it go. My man who had the fish hooked up, small business owner, first thing he tells us is, Lionel, I can't afford a $7,000 fine for this fish. I'm l
	And that's my impetus for being here and submitting a request for a legal guidance on what we should do when you hook a fish of a lifetime. Now, keep in mind, what you guys have heard is a limited amount of events, but it has been happening for a while. I have a great friend of mine who hooked a bluefin in the Panama City Beach. Nobody will believe it. We 
	didn't put pictures up. It happened. To the west of us, Pensacola, (inaudible), yellowfins were everywhere. It was quite amazing to see a bus come into the pier, eat a bait, and take off at mach 5, you know? 
	So all we're asking from the shore-based angling community is a directive that allows us to harvest the fish of a lifetime. I mean, I know it would be good for reporting and basically just letting our guys be accountable because I have a total amount of respect for my friend who hooked that fish and I told them, I said, man, we got to put this in front of somebody so we can actually get a definitive answer on what we can and cannot do. 
	So keep it in mind that you're served by this community, these are the guys who are out there every day in the rain, sleet, heck of snow, you know, they're out there doing it, man, because they love the sport and they're some of the biggest conservationists that you'll find on the planet. And I'll put that up against 
	anybody. However, but I implore you guys to give us a definitive answer on what we can and cannot do, you know? And yes, there were a couple that were (inaudible) too, but nothing became of it, I guess. But for my position, I just would like to know what we can and cannot do. And I appreciate you guys for considering this in this endeavor. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Lionel. Appreciate it. Let's hop over to Greg back in the room here. 
	MR. HINKS: Thanks. I just wanted to respond to a couple of the comments. The first being, I totally recognize these bluefin being caught from the beach is an extraordinarily rare chance that, yeah, someone's probably not going to be planning on taking that tuna when they go out fishing. But in my mind, the broader benefit being it also covering the sharks, which I think we can all agree is a much more frequent encounter than tuna. So I see it more of, I know you probably wouldn't frame it this way, 
	but to me, it's more of a shark permit with a tuna endorsement almost. I don't know how you do it. Maybe you have if somebody catches a tuna from the beach, you find a way to make them be able to permit that fish after the fact. I don't know. But I would also add that a lot of these strategies works for states with saltwater fishing licenses, but we don't all have saltwater fishing licenses on this coast. I believe New Jersey and New York being the only ones, but we do exist, so. 
	MR. MCHALE: So I appreciate the dialogue and spot on regarding the shark and versus, say, tuna related issue, and Martha had spoken to this as well. And just so folks online are pretty clear as far as how jurisdictional boundaries work, because sometimes HMS jurisdictions kind of muddy the waters ever so slightly. When it comes to the Atlantic tunas and the marlins, you know, or --well, I'll stick with the Atlantic tunas. Essentially, they're fairly managed right up to 
	the shore, and that isn't always the case with all the other HMS. When it does come to shark species, usually that jurisdiction falls to the states and whether it's in the three-mile limit or the nine-mile limit. And so a message heard, that can we start to potentially leverage those state level permits and can that be something that doesn't incur additional burdens on top of a fisherman. If they're already getting a state permit, can we kind of find some sort of way to leverage that? And then for those sta
	But just for those folks that might not be as familiar, there isn't a clean cut, HMS federally has jurisdiction to the shore for all the species. It's a -- for tunas, yes; for 
	sharks, no. And so just to kind of have that complicate some of those discussions when we're trying to figure out how to permit these rare events or at least get information regarding those. 
	And to line along line, I know you're not going to care for this answer, but you're looking for clarity as far as what is and is not allowed. The regulations for Atlantic tunas right now, whether they be yellowfin tuna, bluefin, or a big eye, skipjack, or an albacore, is currently it is not permitted because you don't have access to the permit. And so that is a technical read of the regulations is that when it comes to the tunas that are harvested from shore-based, it is technically illegal. Again, we work 
	regarding these events. 
	MR. BROOKS: Here to help. Lionel, your hand is up. I don't know if that's left over from before? Nope. Just went down. Okay, great. All right. Greg, and your card left over there? 
	MR. HINKS: Yep. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. I think we've kind of beaten up the shore-based topic. My takeaway here is a lot of itches around the table to deal with it, acknowledge it, deal with it, come up with something, whether that's, you know, permitting to pier, tying to existing state permits and reporting, recognizing that doesn't necessarily work across all the states, but lots of interest in coming up with something practical. I think that was the other message I heard was, you know, let's not go overboard. Let's try to co
	 Yes? 
	MR. COOPER: Lionel wants to say something. 
	MR. BROOKS: Lionel's hand is back up. Lionel. 
	MR. POSTON: So I'm with you. Hey, and I appreciate you guys once again. Now, on the issue of sharks, I will share with you something. I don't know if you guys are aware of it. But here in Okaloosa County, the tiger sharks move in probably in the next 30 days. There'll be a ridiculous -- what do you call it? Aggregation of sharks, tiger sharks specifically, that move into our area. I believe they come to spawn and they remain probably for like 40 to 45 days and then they're gone. 
	The ordinance in our county does not allow for shark fishing in any public park, so that's not really the big challenge. The big challenge of the charter boats, and I heard somebody mention that earlier, they'll come in 
	and they will actually offer tiger shark charter fishing trips, and they will do these right off the tip of the pier in the very vicinity of the tarpon run and all these other amazing species that we get down here. 
	The only reason I'm sharing this with you is because it's worthy of note that our fishery has changed. Having been in this area for a little bit over 20 years, I would've never imagined that I would see 40 mature tiger sharks right off the beach where we live here in Okaloosa County. And it's the same thing going to the yellowfins and the Cobia and all these other species that come through. And the only reason I'm bringing that to your attention is because I'm not sure if you're aware of it, but I think it 
	Now, the yellowfins for reference, they stayed in the area with the menhaden, which we just happened to have a tremendous amount of 
	menhaden this last fall until all the menhaden had been gone. They were gone. And it may not ever happen again, but if it does, I would like, you know, just understanding what the regulation says is written, a legal process so we can harvest the catch of a lifetime. I mean, that's simply it. And I do appreciate you guys and thank you for allowing me to share that with you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Lionel. 
	MR. POSTON: (inaudible). 
	MR. BROOKS: All right. What I would love to do is push to staying with bluefin tuna, but pivot a little bit to bluefin tuna retention limits. It's about 2:45 right now. We want to get you to break at 3:00, so why don't we pick this up for the next ten or 15 minutes or so? So any thoughts, perspectives, anyone around the table, in the room, or online want to share related to bluefin tuna retention limits? And if they're --
	MR. MCHALE: I'll start off. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. Brad will get it going. 
	MR. MCHALE: So just to kind of get this conversation sparked, you know, as folks might be familiar, normally in a typical year, we're liberalizing our recreational retention limits right around mid-May to early June time frame. Obviously, last year was an anomaly where a lot of the limits were very conservative given our quota challenges that existed. But it appears that all of our quota payback was accomplished in 2025, which really sets the stage here for 2026 to have our base quotas available as well as,
	also need to be extremely mindful of given the prevalence and the availability of bluefin and how some of the patterns have changed if folks had feedback from around the room of how maybe the agency should -- could be considering fishing opportunities again to try to get back to what we're all, I think, a little bit more accustomed to, versus also then knowing that, and I think Mike, you had mentioned this earlier, you just can't experience closures, you know, because they're just absolutely devastating acr
	And so really any, sort of, feedback along that line, because I know what we intend to do is, kind of, take this feedback back amongst ourselves, kick it around, chew on it, but we're going to be looking to make some, sort of, decisions, obviously, as we brief up various options and get those announcements out early. So then whether from if you're a charter 
	operator, you can then start to advertise what those retention limits are and get some of those bookings underway. But also then if you're in the private sector, you can also then plan accordingly of when you might want to re-outfit for a tuna trip or might take those vacations or everything that can come along with the private sector planning. So why don't I just stop there so I can create the space to hear from others? 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. What does that trigger for folks? Bob? 
	MR. HUMPHREY: This might be a little rambly, but I'll try to articulate it. Brad, my memory is a little bit shady, but during that period where we had to cut back, there was some jumbling with size limits, retention limits, and I think maybe we cut out the -- I don't know what you call it, but the, let's say 47 to 73 no-take and then the smaller fish some were allowed; is that correct? 
	MR. MCHALE: Yes. Well, that was correct. We started the month of June off with 
	just a school fishery, which were fished between 27 and 47 inches and a zero retention limit on those larger fish, say 47 inches to less than 
	73. Then right around the July time frame, we liberalized the limits for the private individual fishermen and the headboats -- excuse me, and the for-hire fleet. We didn't necessarily do a carve-out that was separate for the headboats. We kept that for-hire fleet at a same limit, if my memory serves me justice, at -- in times it does not. 
	But essentially what we did is that, which is now on the screen. And so historically we've had, oh, you're allowed one school fish and then -- or two school fish and one of these larger fish. What we introduced last year is a retention limit where it might be a two fish retention limit, one of which can be of that larger size class. Again, trying to carve out as many opportunities as we can with such a limited quota. 
	So we're also entertaining, does that 
	have value as we continue to move forward in time, of instead of having just a set number for a size class, does that sort of model continue to work where you can liberalize it, but yet you're still trying to contain the catch? Because especially those larger bluefin tuna where it's a weight-based quota, the number of individuals fill that tonnage much quicker. And John had mentioned this earlier versus those small fish. And so it's this weight versus individual account and trying to get the most out of our
	MR. HUMPHREY: Okay. So understood that there was some mention in here about regionalization of quotas. Once you get north of Cape Cod, that under 47 is almost as rare as a bluefin off a pier or a jetty. So consider that northern area. If you go -- if you cut out that 47 to 73, that means zero of any fish for all intents and purposes, for that Gulf of Maine area. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. 
	MR. MCHALE: There's no one there. I can see that Marty's --
	MR. BROOKS: I've got a cue. Yep. I got Marty, then Mike, then John. Marty. 
	MR. SCANLON: I just, kind of, find it, kind of, amusing that, you know, from the wars of A7 where the pelagic longliner was catching all the bluefin in the world and it was a chance that they were no longer going to exist, that now we're discussing catching them from the dock. 
	MR. BROOKS: Noted. Noted, Marty. Let's go, Mike, then John. 
	MR. PIERDINOCK: No, thank you, Marty, because those fish are now close to shore. We don't have to go all the way out to the Hague line like the old days to get them where that's where you'd be. So they were always there. It's now they're closer to shore, so. So you know, to just expand upon what Bob said, yes, you know, if it's just one -- if you're eliminating that 47 to 73, that's devastating to 
	those typically in New England. North of the Cape, we have few options. Bluefin, mako is closed, cod is basically closed ten months out of the year and two months out of year you get one fish. So we got very few limitations. 
	Now, the rest of New England South, they also have a small season which they want to target the bluefin, but there's just fewer options. And I think that just needs to be kept in mind that in the New England states, there's fewer options for other species and that we need to remain whole and be able to have seasons and bag limits that work. Because when the closure did occur, and in many instances, New England wasn't able to even partake in the fishery because it got closed. So you know, so just please keep
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Mike. John? 
	MR. DEPERSENAIRE: Yeah. Just, sort of, looking at where we're looking at for an angling category quota in '26, you know, the 341 relative to what was landed in 2024 and the 
	regulations that were in place at the time, you know, we're looking at roughly a hundred metric ton difference basically. Everyone recognizes that '24 was an anomaly. I don't know if we can expect to see those kind of landings again. And I don't think we can use '25 as anything relevant or as a reference for setting measures in '26. But, you know, sort of, looking back at what we had it in '24, you know, private boats had two school, one over, Charter had three school, one over. The headboats had 12 fish, t
	So I think we still have the opportunity to do something creative and give those inspected boats -- again, because I see them as a pier that floats basically. You know, they're not a charter. They're not under -- you 
	know, they're not a group of friends that are under the impression that they're going to share fish of what they catch that day. You know, they're individuals going out paying their own fare. You know, I -- for '26, I mean, if this is what you're looking for, I mean, I would say angling one and one, charter one and two, for the inspected vessels one per person or three large schools, small, medium. 
	One of our priorities, I think, as Mike indicated, you know, we want to see this season last through December 31st. You know, that is a top priority. Looking at these regulations, looking how similar regulations performed in '24, which again, everyone sees as an anomaly, these should comfortably get us to the 341 with allowing the season to run through the end of the year. 
	MR. BROOKS: And John, that was one and one, the one and two and then one per person? 
	MR. DEPERSENAIRE: Yeah. And then two -- and then three, large school, small, 
	medium for the inspected. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. I think, Jason, is that your card up back there or is that Angel? That's Angel? Okay. Angel, then Charles. 
	MS. WILLEY: I just want to support longer access to the fishery. In Maryland, we're part of the Southern trophy region, which gets shut down early before our fish -- before those fish ever get off to Maryland. And then also, like, last year, you know, we lost that access to a fall fishery and the fishermen expressed a lot of interest in having access to the fall fishery, fall -- winter again. So anything we could do to extend the season to be a lot longer. It's no longer a May to October fishery here. Thank
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Angel. Charles. 
	MR. WITEK: Yeah. I think we're looking at two different issues. One is the limits themselves. I don't think we can talk intelligently about specific limits because 
	they're going to be driven by quota and quota changes from year to year. If we have an overage, we have an underage quota increases like it did this year. It's nice in a private boat if we could have at least two fish. You know, different people do it differently. In my own boat, once we decide to keep a limit, whatever that limit is, I shut down and go home so I don't end up causing dead discards if I injure a fish later on. You know, if I can release a fish live, yes, I'll do it. But once I kill my limit,
	But the other thing, and Angel raised that, we have to couple this with regional management. It's wrong if too many fish are caught in the spring and it hurts that New England never gets the season because we close down too early. It's wrong if we kill too many 
	fish off Long Island and Rhode Island and up in New England and Maryland never gets a fall fishery. So we should really think about regional management because the limit and the region work together. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Charles. I am looking online and not seeing anybody. I think I do not see any other cards around the table. Folks in the back, anyone else want to weigh in before we go to break here or Brad or Russ? Any specific -- Cliff, any specific questions on this you want feedback on? 
	MR. McHALE: No, other than just appreciation for the folks online for weighing in and listening in and for the folks around the table for, you know, continuing to give us your insight. And obviously we will take all this into consideration and, you know, working with other folks within the division on feasibility and we will summarize not just this sessions, but the entire afternoon kind of report back out to keep the channels open and then seeing what 
	bubbles up to be the primary topics discussed at the National Summit, because HMS, you know, the Atlantic should be number one. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. So let's get ourselves to break a couple of minutes early. It's 2:57 by my computer. Why don't we come back here just a couple of minutes shy of 3:15 and I think we'll jump into shark depredation at that point. Good. Thanks, everybody. See you in 15 minutes. 
	(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter went off the record at 2:57 p.m. and resumed at 
	3:16 p.m.) 
	MR. BROOKS: All right. If people will start working their way back to the table, that would be good. Thank you. 
	All right. Again, if I can get folks to start working their way back to the table, that would be good. Thank you. 
	All right. Again, if I can get folks to come back to the table, we'll get going again. Though this is feeling like it wants to 
	be more of a happy hour than a meeting. All right. Again, if I can get everyone back into their seats, either at the table or along the perimeter, and folks online, back to your computers, that'd be great. 
	All right. So we are at 3:15. We can take this roundtable until 4:45. So we got another 90 minutes, which should be a good chunk of time. What we'd like to do is turn to the topic of shark depredation. We'll have Tobey kick that off, I think, in a moment with something. And Fly has something he wants just to say when we get there. 
	MR. CURTIS: That's good. 
	MR. BROOKS: I know you're getting ready. 
	MR. CURTIS: Just getting ready. 
	MR. BROOKS: I saw it out of my corner of my eye. After we talk about shark depredation, we'll pick up the offshore wind piece that was raised earlier and sort of see where that conversation wants to go. And I 
	think after that, we'll then just kind of open the floor to any of the topics that Brad had raised earlier that are on your mind, and just sort of hear what you think are priorities and issues that, you know, warrant more consideration rolling into 2027. 
	So with that, let's talk about shark depredation. And I think we want to ask Tobey to kick it off a little bit. 
	MR. CURTIS: Sure. 
	All right. Shark depredation. Everyone's favorite. So Brad had thought that it might help. We have this new scientific publication, Hot Off the Presses. It just got published. What's that? 
	UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER 2: Keep going. 
	MR. CURTIS: Okay. Two weeks ago. Here it is. This is the paper, Hot Off the Presses. Show of hands, folks in the room that contributed to this study? 
	Thank you, Kesley, Danny, Jeff. 
	The paper was led by Marcus Drymon, who 
	is not physically here. But basically, we wanted to -- all the folks that contributed to this study are studying depredation in one form or another in their respective regions, but we wanted to kind of put our heads together. And it's allowed us to kind of do a high-level overview of shark depredation coastwide from New England to Texas, the U.S. Caribbean, kind of pooling our collective regional knowledge to get a high-level overview of shark depredation challenges in U.S. Atlantic recreational fisheries. 
	We had two basic -- two main goals, and hopefully this helps tee up some of the conversation. The first is this very kind of 30,000-foot view of the historical drivers of shark depredation in Atlantic recreational fisheries. And we -- we're basically presenting this conceptual model that shark depredation is essentially a function of the overlap between anglers, sharks, and their target species. And so you need those three components to have a 
	shark depredation issue. And going back 100 years, we started with 1925 as kind of a baseline overlap. We have -- this is just kind of our control level of overlap. 
	We have -- the shark depredation has been noted and recorded for over a hundred years. It's -- it was just at a lower level historically because there were fewer vessels even when there were a lot of sharks. There just wasn't as much fishing effort. So over time, post World War II, there's growing interest in recreational fishing. There's more vessels. And then with the growth of commercial fishing at that time, there was beginning of depletion of some of the target species, but sharks were still relatively
	Then from 1975 to 2000, this was a period of continuing growth in recreational fishing communities, but fairly widespread overfishing of a lot of the target species and the shark species. So during this time period, 
	we kind of feel that the overlap between the three elements was probably low -- probably at an all time low historically, just because there were fewer fish and fewer sharks. 
	And then in contrast, the most recent quarter-century since 2000, we've had the implementation of Magnuson-Stevens Act and rebuilding plans for all kinds of species, the recreational species, as well as the sharks. And throughout this time, the recreational fishing community has continued to grow. So at least compared to the previous quarter-century, but possibly all time high overlap currently between the three elements kind of driving the shark depredation challenge. 
	The other component of this was to try to explain the complexity, and I'll skip over this complex chart for the moment, but we wanted to pool and kind of review our data on published information about the sharks and target species affected by depredation as well as sampling social media posts. And thankfully, some of you 
	are very generous with your posts of sharked fish. And so we are actually --
	MR. BROOKS: Sorry. Tobey, this is the simpler one? 
	MR. CURTIS: This is the simpler one. This is the simple presentation. There you go. 
	So here on the left-hand side, we have all of the sharks that we identified as causing depredation. On the right-hand side, we have all the target recreational species. And we'll make the paper available to everybody through a link at some point. But the -- what we found here is that we have at least 22 shark species contributing to depredation on over 50 species of recreational fish. 
	And the -- one of the take-home points is the complexity. This isn't just one species of shark on red snapper or, you know, a certain thing. This is lots of sharks, lots of different species of sharks with different conservation status and management status affecting similarly complex recreational 
	fisheries coastwide from New England to Texas and the U.S. Caribbean. And the size of the circles here are the number -- scaled by the number of species interaction. 
	And so one of the take-home points is that unsurprisingly to some, sandbar shark and bull shark are kind of our top two depredator species based on this analysis. And this isn't the magnitude or the frequency of depredation. It's just the number of species that they interact with. And as far as the target species, red snappers up there, obviously mackerel, dolphin, wahoo, black sea bass are some of the common recreational species that are being affected. 
	And so then we kind of go -- we outline all of those complexities and we identify the management authorities, the councils, commissions, et cetera, that should be involved, HMS in helping resolve or helping to mitigate shark depredation, but kind of setting the table for who the actors are in this dynamic. And so 
	hopefully, this paper kind of helps tee up some discussion. I would love to hear folks buy into this larger conceptual model that shark depredation is kind of at an all time high currently because of those large scale patterns and also the species in the mix being affected by depredation. 
	So I'll leave it at that for now, but happy to open up the conversation for shark depredation generally, but happy to take feedback or answer questions specifically about the paper. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Tobey. That's super interesting. 
	All right. Let's see what's on people's minds relative to shark depredation. Again, just sort of issues that you are thinking, the agency to be thinking about, talking about, carrying into 2027. 
	And we'll start with you, Fly. 
	MR. NAVARRO: First and foremost, thank you. We've only been yelling at this whole 
	topic for, like, ten years now. So I appreciate not just you guys doing this study, but giving a lot of time that a lot of us around this table and up and down the entire North Atlantic have been complaining about. So number one, thank you. 
	We know it's a problem and I like the way you discussed it, that there's some bad apples in it and there's some that aren't so bad. This is not an overall shark problem. There's certain species that are more troublesome than others, but it is across the HMS platform. It is across the entire bottom fishing platform. I know I've spoken with some people here around the table that there was discussion about making this part of reporting in HMS tournaments. And I personally --
	And thank you, John, for this for reaching out. 
	I didn't want to report it as part of HMS problem unless it was being reported across all the other fisheries as well, because this is 
	not just a depredation problem in HMS. This is bottom fishing, people that shark fish. And my biggest concern, right now it's a shark problem and it's a fisheries problem. I don't want this to spill over into other areas. Tourism, I know that there's been a bill that's been passed by two senators about putting out an amber alert style notification on phones within a hundred miles of a shark attack on the beach. It's Senator Tuberville and Senator Britt. 
	I see you looking, Brad. If you want, I'm happy to share with you that bill. 
	If people are on vacation and they get a notification that somebody got bit by a shark, it's going to devastate tourism. And contrary to what a lot of people say about me online, I am not looking to cull sharks. I am not looking to wipe out sharks. I just want the resource to be managed properly by the administration, by the agency, and the amount of people that are out there talking about sharks in general when it's a couple of bad actors. There's just 
	certain species that there's an abundance of and we are having an increase of recreational fishing. So with that and the increase of depredation or the increase of sharks as a whole, we have that overlap like you're talking about. 
	And my biggest argument with my guys, the recreational guys is, listen, this is a management problem. Do not become a vigilante. I know people -- and we were just discussing this at lunch today. I've known a couple of people that have taken bullets into the salons of their boats because somebody down the line of a reef decided they want to take it into their own hands. That's not the right way to handle this. So -- but because of the lack of response from everybody, I don't want to blame you guys, just ever
	happens. But because of the fact that people don't feel that they're being listened to, it could blow out of hand before we could ever imagine it. 
	So with that, again, I'm going to go back to saying thank you for finally taking the bull by the horns and saying, hey, we got to do something about it. 
	Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Fly. 
	Other folks who want to weigh in on this? 
	Yeah. Please, Thomas. 
	MR. MORRELL: What is -- I'm sorry. What is the preferred method for reporting shark depredation in general? If -- well, we get calls from anglers all the time about who they should be contacting and how we start to accumulate data. 
	MR. HUTT: At this stage, we don't have anything officially set up for just, like, people to submit generic reports about 
	depredation. Although, you know, you're always welcome to let us know about specific unusual events, because there's so many out there. I mean, you can't report every one of them. But we are now at this point collecting data on depredation events in the MRIP dockside survey in the Atlantic. 
	So starting this year, working with ACCSP, as part of the questions to collect data on fishermens' harvest, they've added new codes to specifically identify depredated catch. So fish brought back in on the boat with depredation damage, whether it be from sharks, marine mammals, other fish, whatever, fish that were discarded dead because of depredation damage or fish that were released alive and then observed being scavenged by a depredator. There are now designated codes in their data forms to record those 
	And so theoretically, technically, the way this is incorporated in, we could even generate estimates of numbers of fish that were 
	depredated. We all know the issues with MRIP and that data. It's going to depend a lot on just how many of these reports we actually get before we can really determine what kind of numbers, can be statistically, can be estimated on a practical basis. But it is really our first effort to kind of systematically collect data on this phenomenon so we can get a better, you know, handle on when it's happening, where it's happening, you know, the hotspots and times beyond these kind of one and done scientific rese
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	Let's go across the table from me. We'll pick up Bob and then John. 
	And again, just remind folks who are not AP members, certainly invite your participation either online or in the room. 
	Bob. 
	MR. HUMPHREY: Thank you. 
	I just want to offer a little 
	perspective from Northern New England. Our problems aren't anywhere near the level that they are from the mid-Atlantic down, but they're getting worse every year. And to Fly's point, when I'm offshore tuna fishing, it's not at all uncommon to hear gunshots every day out there. I know it's not seagulls. 
	I've tried on several occasions to put together some sort of a survey. And these college professors, they either leave town or lose my number. So my study design ultimately ended up down at the University of Massachusetts, so at least you have some data from up our way, but it's a growing issue up our way, specifically porbeagles, threshers, dogfish. I consider that depredation, too. 
	And this year, I'm going to ask all of my tournament anglers to report on depredation events during the tournament and encourage my other tournament comrades to do the same, and I'm going to get those MRIP codes so that maybe -- I don't know if you can blend that, but 
	at least it'll be in the same language that you 
	understand. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks. 
	Let's go over to John and then we'll go to Nadya, Scott, and then bounce over here. 
	MR. DEPERSENAIRE: Yeah. I just wanted to perhaps get a status report based on what Fly had mentioned regarding the agency proposing, adding questions in the HMS tournament reports regarding shark bitten fish. You know, as a bunch of us have, you know, reviewed hours of release footage from tournaments and DQed fish at the scale, you know, we know this is an issue in HMS tournaments. 
	You know, my concern, though, as I articulated before, you know, how is that information used? Like, we certainly have some fisheries where we have very low landing limits. Just be cautious on -- and mindful how it's used. We'll gladly provide it, but we just need some assurances that's not going to be used in a way that hurts the U.S. fishery. Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	MR. HUTT: I can --
	MR. BROOKS: Oh, sorry. 
	MR. HUTT: Can I actually respond to a bit, Bennett? 
	MR. BROOKS: Please. Please do. Yeah. 
	MR. HUTT: Yeah. Regarding the marlin 250 limit, which I know is what you're really concerned about there, this is something we've discussed. And I mean, one thing I want to be clear on, the 250 limit as it was negotiated at ICCAT, is a landings limit. It -- we do not count dead discards towards that. So any fish that are depredated and discarded, they do not count towards the 250 limit. It's not meant to be a total mortality limit. 
	If we were to ever want to change it to something where it included things like the discards, that would first require going back to ICCAT and renegotiating what that number is. Because if it's going to include more than just landings, we would want a much larger number to 
	be managing towards. We would need a much larger number to be managing towards before we expanded it to include those sources of mortality. 
	MR. DEPERSENAIRE: And I think that was my point, knowing that issue may come up in the very near future. Again, we want to be mindful of a potential change on how we treat some of the billfish. Thank you. 
	MR. MCHALE: And just, you know, one --I'll call it a semantic, but I would alter some of the language Cliff had just shared and say it wouldn't be a want. It would be a need to readjust what we were negotiating at ICCAT if that threshold were to change. So just to be clear, that would be a need, not a want. 
	MR. HUTT: Also, regarding your question about the tournament reporting, we are in the process of revising that hopefully for next year. It's got to go through all that OMB Paperwork Reduction Act stuff. But the plan for now is to add, just because of the limited 
	number of tournaments that are reporting, kind of an open-ended comment box to provide information on depredation that's observed and reported to you, the operator. Given that those reports are coming from the tournament operator, not the anglers themselves, we felt it was better to do it in that kind of a format because we don't really expect you to have detailed information on every depredation event that's occurring throughout a large tournament event. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	Let's go to Nadya, then bounce over to Scott. 
	And then back to you, Mike. 
	MS. MAMOOZADEH: Thanks. I just had a clarifying question, I think, Cliff, based on what you described about the MRIP data collection that will be happening, I think you said, starting this year. I'm curious to hear your thoughts on, like, a baseline comparison for those data. What will they be compared to, or maybe it's about collecting data over 
	multiple years to start to build some history with those data? I'm just, yeah, wondering if you can share any thoughts about that. 
	MR. HUTT: Yeah. Baselines is, as we are seeing with, like, our shark stock assessments, is always the tricky part. These are new data elements that the -- I -- or new codes within the existing approved questions, but the ideas will just kind of continue in the survey in perpetuity. It's not, like, a necessarily short-time thing. 
	As far as, like, what baseline we compare it to, that -- that's a very good question and it's something we're going to have to think long and hard about because we really don't have a similar data source other than, you know, what's been presented in the literature. We know this has always been a phenomenon. It is certainly seeming to increase and it's a --it's clearly increasing its occurrence for the various reasons that Tobey out -- that are outlined in the paper that Tobey presented to 
	us. So for those purposes, trying to figure out a baseline obviously would be -- I think will be a challenge and it's something we're going to have to work with a lot of experts like yourselves to try and figure out. 
	MR. BROOKS: Nadya, anything else? Nope. 
	All right. Let's go over to Scott then, Mike, and I've seen Rick come to the table, so I'm suspecting he wants to get in. 
	MR. LENOX: Thank you, Bennett. 
	I may have missed this. This is also about the MRIP points and the questions. I didn't hear where in my area most of the depredation occurs, and that is during the fight. When someone hooks a fish on the way to the boat, you're lucky sometimes if you get the hooks back. So the questions that I heard, those points, I don't feel that data gets captured. 
	So maybe if I'm right, maybe add that because I feel, at least in our area, it's 
	mainly with tuna fish offshore, but most of the depredation happens from the hook set to the boat and you're left with nothing so those other data points wouldn't capture that. Thanks. 
	MR. HUTT: You are absolutely correct. That is the one form of depredation that what we've implemented right now will not capture. The reason for that is, MRIP -- really none of our recreational surveys have ever collected data on catch that is lost entirely before reaching the boat. And so adding that at this time would be a major addition to the survey. And in working with our state partners at ACCSP on that question, there were a lot of folks concerned like, well, are we going to have to start collecting 
	And so we're not adding that yet. We're going to start with recording depredation of fish that are -- that do reach the boat and consider that for the future, or maybe look to other ways of estimating that what percentage of 
	depredation is lost completely through some of these, you know, research studies that we're funding. 
	MR. LENOX: Appreciate that. Thank you. Maybe it could be added to the reporting that the HMS permit holders put out. Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Rick. 
	MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you. 
	You know, whether it's HMS-regulated pelagics or those in-state waters that are regulated by the Atlantic States Marine Fishery Commission, those conservation measures have worked and we have more sharks. And depending upon where you are up and down the coast, we have an ecosystem out of balance and, you know, it's evident by what many have said around this table with depredation, which has been going on for some time now, I'd say, up in, you know, Stellwagen waters and now we're closer to shore with, you k
	they're, you know, porbeagles, blue sharks, great white sharks, threshers, the list is long. And as we bring up groundfish or other pelagics, they're getting cut in half on the way up. So I would hope there is something that could be done about this. 
	One question I do have is that, you know, presently, if a federally permitted vessel such as -- I have -- I have EVTRs and I have to submit my EVTRs and that is linked to the HMS reporting. So with this depredation, is that only if I could catch a pelagic or is it for any time I go for -- so anytime you go fishing? Good. So it includes gray seals, cormorants, dogfishes, a whole list. The list is long in Massachusetts from 1,500 gray seals to 50,000 that are just butchering our fishery. It includes those. 
	Okay. All right. And I agree with the concern for tournaments and how that could be put to misuse. But needless to say, this is a problem. It's been a problem for some time now 
	and I've been complaining about this before you were on here on this panel. So, you know, I'm glad something is finally being done about it. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Rick. 
	MR. WEBER: I --
	MR. BROOKS: Rick Weber. 
	MR. WEBER: Tobey, I -- you stopped right before the point I was most interested in, because as you talk about three circles overlapping, how many fishermen, where they fish, and the quantity of sharks. Does the agency yet have an opinion on whether we're fishing where we shouldn't fish, whether there are too many of us, or possibly the shark populations are healthier than we have been giving them credit for being at least in particular regions? And then I'll follow up. 
	MR. CURTIS: No, I think. 
	MR. WEBER: Good answer. Safe answer. Safe answer. I think we would have a difference of opinion around the table about the cause of 
	the depredation. What I think we're not yet hearing from you is whether that depredation, the agency, no one person, whether the agency feels that that is an addressable problem. I have heard nothing from the agency today that said, we agree with you, this is a concern. 
	We have studied the factors that caused it. We have laid out some paths to further identify it, but I'm not sure I'm hearing that it's actually being seen as a problem or merely a side effect that we need to get used to. And that's kind of where I'm steering you a little bit in that because it's not clear right now, that as we say we think we have a problem, that the agency is saying, we also think you have a problem. Along those lines -- and I see your --I see you're ready to answer, but I'll give you a li
	On the other side, I would say that if depredation is an issue, it's occurring to all 
	gear types and therefore putting it into MRIP and putting it into tournament reporting but not asking about bite offs and then speculating what may have been on the hooks when it was bit off would seem to imply that there is a chance, as Cliff said, and terrified me and made me skip a beat, that we could extrapolate how many tons may have been depredated within the recreational fishery. If we're going to do that, I would say we need to do that for all fisheries because it is not fair to simply pick one gear
	And then I find it -- for me, it's a bit like PRM, you know, whenever anyone wants to bring up -- sorry, post-release mortality. When someone brings up post-release mortality, my basic thought is all countries, all gear types at the same time, or we don't do it, because there are no perfect gear types, but picking the lowest hanging fruit and saying, we're going to start assuming that it is here or there, is 
	unfair. 
	And finally, we've heard Fly say it's a big problem. We've heard Bob say it's a growing problem. When populations shrink, many times we will talk about particular subpopulations that are having problems and we decide we need to take care of this subpopulation. Possibly we need to do that as species recover as well. Possibly some of these are fully recuperated in particular areas, even if the full coastwide experience is not fully recovered, it sounds like within some regions or spaces they are recovered to 
	MR. HUTT: Okay. You want to turn on --
	MR. DUNN: Yeah. I can give you the 100,000-foot answer of, yes, absolutely the agency sees it as a priority, and across all sectors. There is -- just sort of a FYI. So NOAA -- the NOAA policy team, that is sort of code for the NOAA political team, has identified 
	depredation among a handful of issues that fall into the purview of NOAA Fisheries. Depredation is one of those. They are in the process. 
	They have retained some staff or identified some staff to focus specifically on this issue, begin to address it, and are developing a strategy to do so. And that broadly encapsulates commercial as well as recreational. So it is absolutely a priority. It's on the radar. It's being actively addressed. And so there -- and it's a very broad suite of potential actions that they are looking at, but I'm not at liberty at this point to talk about what's in it. 
	MR. BROOKS: Tobey, anything more or --
	MR. CURTIS: Quickly, I encourage you to read the paper if you haven't. It may address some of your questions. To the bigger question about addressing sort of the overlap, the size of these respective circles, this concept is meant to apply broadly, but I think what we really need is each fishery, each 
	species to actually give some scale to these circles. 
	And that's the long-term goal is, if we start getting enough data, enough funded research, we can go from the 100,000-foot view to a much closer to the ground view in each region, fishery, and species. And that was reflected in John Walter's presentation earlier about prioritizing some of the stock assessments, particularly for the species that we've highlighted here, sandbar and bull. 
	MR. WEBER: I haven't read it, clearly, but I thank you, and you will forgive me some fear and paranoia. It -- it's -- those of you who know me or have been in that head table for a period of time know that every time you bring up something new, there's a little bit of fear and paranoia that comes back going, what does this mean? And I just personify it for you, give it voice. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Rick. 
	All right. Let's --
	MR. HUTT: Hold on. I think Karyl --
	MR. BROOKS: Oh, Karyl. Sorry about that. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Thanks, Ben. It's okay. I'm sort of hiding over here in the bright light. 
	I would urge everybody to go back and look. There's printing -- there -- you're pointing at something. 
	MR. BROOKS: (Inaudible). 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Oh, okay. 
	MR. BROOKS: (Inaudible). 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: I would urge you to go back and look at the presentation that John Walter gave this morning where he talks about how John Carlson has been designated, I will say the depredations czar. And John Walter and John Carlson are busy working on a specific research focused on trying to answer certain questions, which I think will ultimately also get to the questions that you are asking, Rick, and hopefully provide some information that we 
	can act on as management. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you. 
	Let's go -- Ray Bogan, your card was up a minute ago so we'll open in the lineup for you, and then after that we'll come back in the room and hit Jackson, and then over to Amy. 
	Oh, Ray, apparently you lowered your hand so I'm going to come back in the room here -- up. It's back up. Ray, you're in. It's exciting to watch up here, I'll tell you. Ray, you should be free to speak. 
	MR. BOGAN: Our population because of (inaudible --
	MR. BROOKS: Ray, we need you to start again. We somehow didn't quite get that. 
	MR. BOGAN: I'm saying that I decided, because of my position, I'm going to be cautious about what I say and therefore not go through my full comment. But I will suggest, in a broad sense, that there seems to be an underlying question that -- or overarching question, I should say, with regard to the status of stock 
	of the shark stocks, the various shark stocks, particularly certain pelagics that are guilty of predation that might be revisited at some point. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	Let's go to the corner with -- two corners, Jackson and then over to Amy. 
	MR. MARTINEZ: Sorry. I'm over here in the corner. 
	Thanks, Tobey, for the presentation. Really happy to see this paper. Really happy to hear also that the depredation questions have been added to MRIP as well. 
	I did want to ask and not belabor it, but we also have the SHARKED Act that's kind of -- that is moving its way through the legislature. I -- really --
	Because, Russ, you're here and I know you touched on some of the -- kind of the agency's priorities as well, are we basically at the mercy of Congress for passing this act to get, you know, the cross-regional task force that they're proposing in the legislation? Or, 
	you know, if that act does not pass, will we be able to see, you know, this cross-region effort to address this issue? Thanks. 
	MR. DUNN: Yeah. Certainly for the specifics that are in the legislation, we're at the mercy of Congress at this point. However, as Karyl said, John Carlson is the individual. He is now reporting directly to the deputy undersecretary for Oceans and Atmosphere on the issue that's -- or that's Laura Grimm, who is deep into this issue, I will say. It is -- you know, there is a heavy focus initially on the Southeast because that is where we're hearing a lot about it, but she is hearing and seeing information com
	region. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you. 
	Amy, then Bob Z., and then over to Charles. 
	Amy? 
	MS. DUKES: Thanks, Bennett. Congratulations on the new publication. I really look forward to reading it. 
	So thank you very much for talking a little bit about the BREP funding. I know a lot of states and regional folks have been trying to utilize that. And I think from my perspective, one of the things that I hope the agency will pursue, since you just now identified that this is, in fact, a priority, is trying to consolidate some of the data that's already being collected. 
	There are several state-based and regional-based primarily cooperative or citizen science initiatives that are currently ongoing right now to collect predation data. It would be really nice to figure out a way to help 
	standardize some of those approaches, characterize the impacts of the predation, get to the gear comment that Rick just talked about, really looking at some of the technology approaches that are out there for potential solutions, and just, in general, strategies to address with industry folks how to tackle this. I hate the fact that we may be collecting data that might not be centralized or unified enough so that it has utility. 
	So as the priority -- as this continues to be a priority for the agency, I would ask the agency to take a step back and try to look at what's already out there, try to bring all that together and so that we have a usable product that might be able to be expanded upon. Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, Amy. 
	Bob? 
	MR. ZALES: Yeah. On this whole depredation issue, we've been after -- when I say we, those of us working in the Gulf Council process about depredation with sharks and marine 
	mammals for, I don't know how many years now, a good ten or 12, to bring this issue to the forefront. 
	One of the key issues that we still don't have answer to this day is when you're dealing with stock assessments, you deal with fish -- with mortality of fish, right? There are two things. You got natural mortality, you got fishing mortality. And we've asked this question over and over again. Where does depredation play with the mortality of fish for stock assessment? Is that considered fishing mortality, or is that considered natural mortality? 
	Some answers that we've been given is, it depends. If the fish is eaten on the way up, it could be fishing mortality. If it's eaten once you toss it back and when you release it and you see the shark eat it, then it's considered natural mortality. But we argue, and we've brought this to the SSC at the Gulf Council several times to have them look at this 
	to see if somebody can make a determination where it is that the number of fish that are being taken out of the fishery by sharks, where does that play in a stock assessment? 
	And so I don't know where the answer to that is, but it's -- we think it's a critical question because you -- if you fish in the Gulf of Mexico today, especially in the Panhandle area, whether you're rec, charter, or commercial, on your trip, you're going to have an interaction with sharks. There's no question about -- you don't go fishing and not see one today. So it's a serious problem. And when it comes to trying to address this, there are several research things going on out there. Marcus is doing some.
	There's a lot of things playing here. 
	And so people are working on it and, you know, we've got legislation in the works. And I think the Fishery Service is doing what they can, but at the same time, we need answers as to where this is because when you remove fish from the stock, they're gone. Now do you blame them on fishing, or do you blame them on natural? And we need an answer to that because that depends on how you determine the stock status. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. 
	Let's go over to Charles. 
	And then, Amy, is your card back up or just left over? 
	MR. WITEK: Yeah, Charles Witek. This is a complex question because we don't know. You know, we talk about proper management. How do we define it? How do we define a baseline when we have no long histories of shark assessments? How do we make sure that we don't set a baseline that's too recent? Because declines in shark stocks go back quite a ways. As we see in that paper, the decline went back 
	'70 -- 1975. That's 50 years ago. So we probably shouldn't use our personal experiences to say, this is a normal amount of sharks. There's too many now unless we were around and fishing and active on the water more than 50 years ago. And that starts raising questions. 
	I mean, I was on the water more than 50 years ago. I turned 21 in '75, and I remember fishing out of Rhode Island, cod fishing on the party boats, shark depredation was normal. We always lost cod. Blue sharks would come cruising by and they would pick off the cod. That was accepted. Sometime we would have a dusky, sometime we would have a mako, mostly we had a blue. And then I read. I love the history of recreational fishing. We talk about porbeagles. We go back to the late 1950s, early 1960s. Montauk was a
	By the time I entered the fishery in 
	the '70s, you didn't see a porbeagle in Montauk. They just didn't exist. I -- I've heard it attributed to Norwegian longliners that caught them for their livers back in the '50s and '60s, but whatever the cause, I have never caught a porbeagle off Long Island. But the winter of '24, '25, we had an abundance of porbeagles on our rec for the first time in 75 years. So are we talking about too many porbeagles? Are we talking about a population that's finally large enough to start recolonizing its full range co
	I remember sandbar sharks all the way in western Long Island Sound, Greenwich, Connecticut, where I lived. We had 7-foot females swimming around back in late '60s. They're not back there yet. They're in Eastern Sound. There's a lot of them in Eastern Sound now. But, you know, what's the normal population? I think we have to be careful that 
	we don't set the baseline too late and a target population too small. And we have to ask ourselves what our responsibility is for depredation. 
	We heard fighting time mentioned. I don't fish down south much. I live in the northeast, so mostly fish in the northeast, but I remember when I fished snapper and grouper many years ago. We went out with a -- like, a 6/0 Penn Senator, which is a decent size reel, 80-pound line, and a rod you could do chin-ups on. We hooked the fish, and we dragged it off the bottom before it hung up in the rocks or a coral actually, I guess, down there. 
	Now, I'll look at a video and somebody's got a slow pitch rod that has no backbone at all. It's bent all the way over. He's standing there with his foot on the gunnel and his reel on his knee, holding it like, you know, BUBBA Bassmaster, slowly turning the crank, bringing the snapper up. Well, yeah, that kind of fight time, you're going to attract 
	the sharks. Oh, the shark ate my fish. Yes, you gave him, you know, too much time to do it. It's almost a -- it almost brings you back to what happened off Bimini back in the 1930s when you couldn't land the bluefin tuna because of the sharks. They used to come in with a head and a tail, they called them apple cores. There was nothing but the spine in between. 
	Then finally, I think in '36 or '37, Hemingway finally decided he was going to catch one. You have to fight these things. You have to hook them and drag them to the boat and you have to take them fast, and he beat the sharks. Is it a question we're using techniques now that are feeding the sharks, too much light tackle, too much spinning gear on our tunas? You know, it's a complicated question and maybe we have to think very hard before we start looking at reducing shark numbers or properly managing them do
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Thanks, Charles. Some helpful cautions there. Lots of nuance 
	here. Clearly, not surprisingly, an area of great interest, continues to be a great interest, will not go away as an issue of great interest. Some cautions around, don't let this fester, the potential to get much worse, the potential to also bleed into other issues, whether it's tourism or vigilantism. A lot of interest around gathering and consolidating, date lifting -- data, thinking about the baseline, need for assessments, capturing and consolidating existing data around depredation. And some cautions a
	Thanks, everybody. 
	Oh, sorry. Scott? 
	MR. VAETH: I just had one quick comment. You know, as a fisherman, we're not asking for more quota. We're just asking to utilize what we're given. And without the Shark Fin Sales Elimination Act, I mean, that killed us all. And if we could sell the fins and be 
	able to catch our quotas because it would come back, the fishery would come back. And if we were able to catch our quota, we probably would never get rid of the depredation, but we might slow it down just a little bit. Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	All right. I don't see anyone else online right now. 
	So let's push to a topic, Jeff, that you raised, offshore wind, and I might throw it back your way to sort of frame out, at least, what's on your mind, and then we can see how much of a conversation we want to have around the table here. 
	MR. KNEEBONE: Yeah. Great. It may not need to be a conversation. I just --it's -- offshore wind has definitely slowed down, and it seems like it was a couple of years ago that I was here giving a presentation on this topic, and then here we are at a roundtable and it's not mentioned as a priority. So I'm not saying necessarily that it's something we 
	need to discuss at all. I guess it was more of a question to -- that I was posing to the agency of -- like, to channel Rick Weber, what's your position on offshore wind? Is this something that continues to need to be addressed or looked into? Is it something that we should continue to explore ways to collect information to better quantify impacts of offshore wind activity on recreational fishing, or are we pumping the brakes like most other things and backburnering this topic? 
	So it's -- I have ideas about what needs to be done. I recognize that I'm in the minority of people working in this topic, so I don't want to waste everyone's time talking about a larger issue that could be conducted in a smaller forum. So I'm really kind of putting the ball on the agency's court and seeing if it's something that is worth discussing in this form or if it's something that we table or discuss in a smaller setting. Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Fair enough. 
	 Russ? 
	MR. DUNN: Yeah. I mean, certainly, as I think is evident, the -- there has been a substantial decrease in focus by the agency on that. There was a -- an executive order on offshore wind that implemented a leasing halt, a pause on permitting, and a review of existing leases. So it is certainly something that has decreased in profile and focus for the agency. 
	That said, where existing infrastructure is now in place, there's certainly interest in trying to understand its effect on fish productivity and presence absence. This issue was raised when we did a Mid-Atlantic roundtable a couple of weeks ago, that there's interest in trying to get more science in those areas to get -- where there is infrastructure to understand what's happening. I would say, as a whole, it is probably something that should be moved to the backburner in terms of this panel, but it -- it's
	focus. 
	MR. BROOKS: Mike? 
	MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you, Russ. 
	And thank you, Jeff. 
	I've been commenting on wind turbines before I was gray and I'm exhausted, and I'm glad you did bring that up again, because for those in Southern New England, you know, I go through the Elizabeth Islands and now I look from Martha's Vineyard to Rhode Island and I see 50 wind turbines all along the horizon and all those areas where we used to fish for -- well, fish for pelagics. And I don't think it is clear what are the impacts, and it depends on who you speak with who, and it is -- depends upon what speci
	Now, whether that -- they're serving as 
	habitat and attracting forage fish, and attracting pelagics depends on who you talk to to come to that conclusion. But what I would like to point out is, is that when you speak to many, there's a concern that the spatial distribution and the extent of pelagics or other species may have changed as a result of the presence of that habitat. And now, for instance, black sea bass may not be going into Buzzards Bay and Vineyard Sound where we historically have seen them in the past because they're going to those 
	So you're absolutely right, Jeff. We're not sure yet the change or the focus on putting them in further in other areas has stopped, but they're there in Massachusetts. We got 50 of them, we got more, and it -- it's 
	still not clear whether there's a detrimental impact or whether there is or is not. And it does depend on who you speak to. So I would hope that there would be continued assessment of those impacts to see over time what is the outcome and hopefully it isn't to the detriment of the fishermen because, you know, recreation -- private recreational language, they don't get any compensation for any impacts, and that whole blue economy that relies on it. There's some financial reparations you may get as a for-hire
	So there's a lot of questions. It's still not clear. And I thank you for bringing it up, Jeff. I'm just tired and exhausted of trying to do something about it a long time ago and, you know, thanks again. And hopefully we can continue the work to see the impacts and hopefully it's not to the detriment of the fishery. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Mike. 
	Does anyone else around the table or online have thoughts related to offshore wind, potential impacts, anything on this topic? 
	Oh, yep? 
	MR. COOPER: Walter wants to say something. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. Great. 
	Let me bring in John Walter. 
	And then, Bob Humphrey, we'll go over to you. 
	MR. WALTER: Yeah. Jeff, I'm glad that you brought that up. I think the -- from the standpoint of the science, our science role remains quite similar, and the EO actually says that we're supposed to consider and continue to consider the impacts on many of the resources from offshore wind. While it may no longer be as much of a priority from the standpoint of development, what's there is there and it's going to potentially have the impacts it has. So it's -- it is valuable for us to hear what 
	people on the water are seeing and detecting. It's still important for us to do the survey mitigation where that's precluded or impinged upon the ability for our surveys to work, and we need to know if it's got impact on the resources and on the fisheries so that it might change the interpretation of, for instance, our indices, if it either attracts or repels fish. 
	So I think getting -- continuing to gather that information provided to the agency is important and it -- so the mission remains similar even though many of the offshore wind developments that were going to occur outside of the New England area now seem very unlikely or have been canceled. So it seems to, at least, frame the scope for where that may occur. And so it seems like less of an issue outside of where it's already in the water, but certainly Virginia and areas in New England, it's in the water. Tha
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	Let's go to Bob here, then we'll go to 
	Brendan online. And then we'll come back into 
	the room for Willy, Scott, and Marty. 
	MR. HUMPHREY: Thanks. 
	Well, John, you just addressed everything I was going to say. 
	I just wanted to say, as they say in business school, we should view this not as a problem, but as an opportunity. Here's a chance, here's a break that we didn't expect to do more baseline survey for the areas that haven't been developed yet, and it's really important to gather that information in case this thing does pick up again. Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. 
	Let's go to Brendan online. 
	Brendan, we will open your line up. Not quite yet. Yep. You should be able to talk now. 
	MR. RUNDE: Great. Thank you. This is Brendan Runde with The Nature Conservancy. Just wanted to provide a super brief update on an offshore wind and fisheries study that I'm 
	leading at the Coastal Virginia Offshore Wind area, was funded by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center. We just took our last tagging trip on this past Sunday for this study. The goals of the study are to evaluate behavioral responses of thin fish and shellfish to pile driving construction activity at the Coastal Virginia Offshore Wind area commercial project. 
	And so we will have some preliminary results very soon on that study. In fact, in less than one month, some preliminary results will be presented at the State of the Science on Offshore Energy meeting in Stony Brook. So I think there's a virtual option, or maybe some of you are attending in person. So soon some results will start trickling out of much of the science that has been occurring on the under construction or existing offshore wind sites. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you. 
	Let's go to Willy, then Scott, then Marty. 
	MR. GOLDSMITH: Thanks, Bennett. And just to add to this briefly, I think, you know, this topic certainly, you know, is front of mind still for many up in New England. And I think a lot of the conversation right now has been on, you know, impacts to the fish, fish distribution, fish abundance. 
	But I think just in the spirit of the roundtable and thinking about reporting, thinking about fishery-dependent data, I think one thing that shouldn't be lost here is not just the impacts on the fish, but impacts on fishermen. So that would be access, that would be impacts to effort that we see more effort around these structures, then also really critically thinking about efficiency and data collection to kind of potentially address and try to understand what to do with, for example, if we have much higher
	accounting and accountability and assessments. 
	Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Willy. 
	Scott? 
	MR. LENOX: Yeah. Thank you, Bennett. 
	I just wanted to mention, because it was mentioned at the front of the table that this was brought up briefly at our last Mid-Atlantic Council meeting. And even though we are, this does seem like we're on a pause, this seems to be becoming more apparent that this is all based on the administration. And as administration has changed, these things are going to come in and out of purview, obviously. So at the council level, there was some talk around the table, at least, of, you know, even though we're on a pa
	Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	Marty? 
	MR. SCANLON: Yes. Well, as far as the wind farms there, Mike, they started -- I -- the last couple of years coming back from the Hague Line fishing, you know, those wind farms exist from the Hague, from the beginning of Nantucket Shoal all the way to Block Island, you know, including the vaunted Coxes Ledge, which was, like, complete taboo for any interaction on that ledge. And now I see wind farms sitting right on top of it. It just blows my mind. 
	But my concerns are twofold and they've been twofold. You know, what are the effects that those wind farms are going to have on the electromagnetic fields of the ocean itself, which are, you know, to which all HMS fish are dependent on migratory patterns? What's going to happen if we alter them, you know? We've said it before. I mean, they have the potential to have the same devastating effect on our sea 
	life that COVID-19 had on mankind. If we change that and we change those migratory patterns and negatively affect those species, what's going to be the devastating effect? And basically to be dragging your feet on the research on that and to finding out what that is going to be, you know, it's scary. 
	And the other problem that we have, that I have, and I have a concern, though, is noise pollution. How much noise is being generated on to -- into the ocean, pumped into the ocean on a regular basis? I mean, that's a concern. And I don't see us ever really discuss that on this topic. And I was out on the West Coast there a couple of years ago in Seattle, and it's a big topic on the West Coast, is noise pollution, you know, all the side sonars, you know? Now we got all these wind farms going on there. I mean
	discuss those here, so --
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	I think I see a couple more cards. Sonja, and then Charles, are you back in? Yep. 
	Sonja, why don't you jump in? 
	MS. FORDHAM: Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: I know he was, but we hadn't heard from you for a while, so --
	MS. FORDHAM: Thank you. 
	Sonja Fordham, Shark Advocates International. I wanted to thank Charlie for his comments and just encourage NOAA to incorporate changes in fishing techniques and gear as this analysis progressive -- progresses, but mostly I wanted to agree with Marty about noise pollution. 
	MR. WITEK: Yeah. Charles Witek. Couple of things. When we talk about electric fields, there's actually research. Some folks I know are doing it out of Stony Brook University. They have fine scale acoustic receivers and are actually watching what bottom fish do in the 
	presence of the electrical fields in these --well, I think it's called the South Fork Wind Project off Long Island. And so far it doesn't look like too much to worry about that -- except for skates and lobsters, there doesn't seem to be too much reaction in what they're seeing. 
	The one thing I can say about wind farms is, they built some off Long Island this year off -- they're still under construction off Western Nassau County. They put the first pile -- pilings in or pylons in this summer. And within two weeks there were black sea bass on them to the point that the party boats were going out and fishing the uncompleted wind farm. So the anglers in my area are saying these are the best things they've seen. They're actually structure on the sand bottom. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	All right. I don't think I see any more cards, except now I do. 
	Mike? 
	MR. PIERDINOCK: This is a question for 
	Russ. I mean, I just -- I believe you know that they do the summer and the fall surveys. NOAA does those surveys within the wind turbine areas, and now there's no access to those areas. So that's a missing data gap that ultimately impacts the outcome annually of our fishery. There was a Northeast Fisheries Science Center hook and line survey that was being conducted that was to collect fish within those wind turbine areas that is part of the science to, you know, hopefully address the data gap. One of the a
	And, you know, Charlie, good point. Yeah, the black sea bass arrived, but, you know, Coxes Ledge and those areas, they're cod areas and we don't want our cod that are in poor shape to then become black sea bass areas. That's our concern. Hopefully that black sea bass will stay near shore and they won't have those intrusive species destroy the cod fishery and, 
	you know, throughout. That's one of our concerns, but good point. No doubt. They create the habitat, but to change the spatial distribution and extended groundfish or pelagics. That's what many out there are concerned about. 
	MR. DUNN: Yeah. I -- I'll have to double-check to be sure. I think that the hook and line pilot has been paused or ended for the time being, but may not be fully off the table, but let me confirm that. Jon Hare, he's the director of the Northeast Fisheries Science Center, if folks don't know him, that program was run out of his shop. He is also sort of the lead point of contact between fisheries and NOAA at this point on a number of aspects of offshore wind science in particular. So I will check with him to
	What I -- what that does tell me, just by knowing who is there, is that the science aspect, as we've sort of all talked about here, does remain a focus. There is continued 
	interest in, as you've all indicated, understanding the impacts of what is already in the water on both the fisheries as well as the fisheries themselves as well as catch rates, et cetera. So let me double-check and get back to you so I don't give you misinformation. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you. 
	I guess, Jeff, the answer is, yes, there's something to talk about here. 
	And my takeaway, I think, is pretty much just what you just said. You know, there's stuff in the water. There may well be stuff in the future in the water. And so tracking these impacts, learning now in case there is future activity, are all important things that, you know, impacts to fish, impacts to fishermen, impacts to science. All of that is relevant and may well be more relevant in the future. So good to chat about it. 
	Okay. Sonja, is your card still -- is that left over? 
	All right. We have about 20 minutes or 
	so left, give or take. And I think we've sort of hit the main headlines we wanted to hit, but want to open it up for any other issues, rec roundtable issues that you want to make sure folks up here are hearing, thinking about in terms of 2027 priorities. The floor is yours for anything else you want to bring up. 
	Austin? 
	MR. LANGLEY: Yeah. I'll kind of go back to what I was speaking about earlier with recreational reporting and just really a desire for better education to the general fishing public. Prior to me getting involved with any of the fisheries management stuff, you know, probably four or five years ago, you know, I had no idea of any of this or what goes into those decisions. So I think the better off that we can educate the public, fishing public, on why decisions are made, the better off we'd be. 
	And also something that has come up with, you know, the people that I fish with in -- specifically in Louisiana in the past year 
	or two is just kind of the lack of knowledge of the requirements of HMS permits, swordfish and tuna and the requirement for reporting. I would say 80 percent of the people that I fish with and talk with had no idea there was that requirement and are still doing it without the permit. And, you know, I think it's important to get the word out that it is a requirement and what the advantages of the reporting are. 
	MR. MCHALE: Do you happen to have their names? 
	MR. BROOKS: So rec reporting, get --publicize it, get the rationale there, make it known. 
	All right. I see a bunch of cards. Let's go to the corner over here where we haven't heard folks. We'll hear Kesley, and then over to Martha. 
	MS. BANKS: Thank you. I'd like to ditto that comment, but I'd also just like to stress that the councils would like continued interactions as you move through your rec 
	reporting app. Remember, at least for Gulf and I'm looking over at my South Atlantic liaison, we're also going through SEFHIER 2.0 and some of that. And we'd like to limit duplicate reporting and really, you know, hone in on that one-stop reporting, but also get the information we need in our individual regions. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Martha, then over to Amy, unless it's Rick. 
	MS. GUYAS: Just to reiterate, I think -- so Russ talked about it and somebody else, but the need for a complete picture of the economic impacts of recreational fishing for HMS and other species, too, for that matter, just big picture. But we lack a lot, and it's not helpful to I don't think anyone as various bodies go to make decisions about how to manage our fisheries. 
	MR. BROOKS: I don't know if that card is up for you, Amy, or you, Rick. Amy? No? 
	MS. DUKES: Thanks, Bennett. Yeah, just to -- and I stepped out of the room, so I 
	apologize if I missed somebody talking about it earlier, but with the reporting compliance for the tournaments, we do have several tournaments, both billfish-related and bluefin related that seem to be becoming multi-week, multi-month structures. I'm just wondering if there is some sort of pulse check for some intermittent reporting that the agency may be looking at. 
	I have said it before, and I'll say it again. I -- there is a compliance to when a tournament registers, and they have a mandatory reporting requirement. And if there's any sort of analysis about these are the number of tournaments registering and these are the number of tournaments that are actually reporting, I think that's something that's been asked before, but I don't think we've seen that compliance tracking for those tournaments and perhaps even some consequences. 
	I'm not sure what that would look like, but for the fact of not reporting, that's a --it's a big deal when we're coming down to some 
	of these species that we're monitoring at the fish level. I too support the economic analysis, both at the true recreational level, but then looking at the impacts that the tournaments have. That reporting compliance really plays into this idea of the bluefin tuna and billfish accountability and that overall improvement for recreational fishery independent. And then I'll just give another plug for that cooperative research and citizen science. It's really a tool that we need to put in our toolbox and utiliz
	MR. BROOKS: Great. We've certainly heard that rippling through, I think, pretty much every conversation today. Let's work our way back. Danny. 
	MR. COFFEY: Thanks, Ben. Danny Coffey, Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi. 
	Actually, following up on that last point, I just wanted to emphasize that there's 
	been some really valuable science produced through the cooperative research among the agency scientists and recreational fishers, but it seems that some of those funding opportunities have, since last year, either been suspended or delayed. So I was just wondering if the agency could speak or provide an update on the current status of some of those cooperative opportunities such as the Bycatch Reduction Engineering Program as an example. Thank you. 
	MR. HUTT: I will say our director, Kelly Denit, did make the comment earlier in one of the earlier presentations that -- about specifically BREP and the Cooperative Research Program, that we were working on getting those and had plans to get those out again this year. She made it sound like potentially sometime this summer, but I don't -- my memory isn't 100 percent on that. Do you have any input on that? 
	MR. CURTIS: Yeah, it's -- let's see here. Yeah. I think the expectations that 
	hopefully coming soon, there'll be the BREP and cooperative research opportunities, but I'll just be standing by until that hits the streets. And the cooperative research, you know, priorities stand, and if we didn't mention it before, shark depredation is certainly high and within those priorities. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Let's hop online and bring Brendan back in, and then we'll work our way up the right side here with Greg and Willy and Jeff. 
	So Brendan, your line should be open. 
	MR. RUNDE: I appreciate it, and thank you for the continued airtime. Brendan Runde with the Nature Conservancy. Just wanted to bring to the attention of the AP and to the public who's listening in a new paper that I just published with colleagues, Paul Rudershausen and Jeff Buckley, at North Carolina State University in which we characterize increase in catch efficiency in the Big Rock Blue Marlin Tournament off North Carolina of 
	boats that have omnidirectional sonar technology versus boats that do not have omnidirectional sonar technology. 
	This paper was published in the ICES Journal of Marine Science, and just briefly, we did two analyses in the paper. In one analysis, we showed an 84 percent increase in catch of billfish among vessels with sonar. In another analysis, we showed a 60 percent increase in catch for the boats equipped with that technology. So it seems relevant to the discussions of this body. 
	Just wanted to make you all aware. And I can, of course, provide a link to that paper, although I do believe several folks in the room are aware of it. And maybe they could circulate it more easily if there is interest. So thank you again. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Greg. 
	MR. HINKS: Thanks. Just on the top of cooperative research, I just want to remind the agency that it feels like once a year during 
	these meetings, whether it's spring or fall, we learned about some research that's been going on that may or may not have been lacking in samples or data or something that probably a majority of the AP participants could contribute in some manner, whether it's state agency or the fisheries themselves. So I just want to remind them to use -- that the AP is a useful tool. I think there's probably a lot of data and sample opportunities that may be missed that we may be able to fill those gaps. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Willy. 
	MR. GOLDSMITH: Thanks, Bennett. It's a great discussion. Agree with a lot of what's been said already, but just wanted to jump on some of the previous comments around self-reporting or just reporting and data in general and just use one particular example. And I know Scott has been a part of this as well, but thinking about some of the work that's been going on in the Mid-Atlantic Council, which I've had the chance to be involved with a bit with 
	regard to tilefish reporting, which I think has been an interesting case study and kind of that whole process, and just was able to be part of a program evaluation with that and then follow the permitting and reporting framework that's gone through over the past -- over the past year or so. And just I think seeing some of the challenges that have come through with that program are maybe a good case study for the agency to consider both for HMS, and kind of more broadly hearing those conversations earlier ar
	I think tilefish is an interesting example just given, you know, the overlap with that fishery and HMS anglers. And yet having those fall under different jurisdictions within NMFS makes the administration of that and the compliance for anglers really difficult. So trying to find ways to basically enhance those cooperative abilities within the agency as well 
	as with across different elements. And I know that might be part of the RAPID work that the agency is interested in right now, but I'm just trying to elevate that issue. 
	At the same time, during the MidAtlantic's March meeting, there was discussion and final action taken on that framework, but with the caveat that a lot of the improvements that were hoped to be made to that self-reporting to really try to improve compliance and improve the quality of the data was going to be a challenge for NOAA just because the infrastructure wasn't really there in terms of GARFO's data collection, which has really been stood up for the commercial sector. 
	-

	So just thinking about, you know, as we consider -- continue to explore efforts to improve data, to improve self-reporting, just really trying to build that infrastructure to be able to absorb what's going to be, you know, a pretty new demographic to really try to enhance that data moving forward. 
	MR. MCHALE: And Willy, thanks for raising that because you gave me a great opportunity to give a shout-out to my staff and Randy's staff and Karyl's now acting staff. 
	Whether it's recreational fisheries or in our commercial fisheries, I think we can recognize around this table, as well as those folks who are online, that our boundaries remain all the way through Texas and the Caribbean. So we're covering multiple councils, the Southeast Regional Office, GARFO, the Greater Atlantic Regional Office, the two science centers. And I know, and I use this language intentionally, sometimes we have to go to war with our partners to make sure that our elements are included, becaus
	U.S. fishermen. Sometimes that dialogue is welcomed. A lot of times, it is not for various reasons, whether it's staffing-related matters, whether it's scope of their own individual work, who actually owns particular program X, Y, or Z. 
	But I want to make sure that everyone walks away from this table that whether it's be Jackie Wilson (phonetic) or Dianne or Jodie or other folks on our team, these are daily conversations where we are trying to be good partners, both internally as well as to external agencies, but it's also then getting to the point where if that isn't getting folks to a common ground to serve our taxpayers and our fishermen, then sometimes we've got to play not so nice. And so we're not just using carrots, but we're starti
	Thanks for raising that. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Jeff then Scott, and then time for a little bit more comment if there are any. Jeff? 
	MR. KNEEBONE: Great. Thanks again. Yeah, just pursuant to the cooperative research with direct fishery, there's been great discussion. One thing I actually wanted to mention, it was the cooperative tagging 
	programs. So I work with Eric (phonetic) and Derek (phonetic) from the Cooperative Tagging Center. Have done -- used those data in some of the offshore wind research to try to map the historical footprint of the fishery by species. It's actually been a really valuable data set. But one thing that I've noticed, that there's been attrition in the number of taggers over the time -- over time. It was peaked in the probably '80s, '70s. There was a huge amount of tagging effort, and it's slowly waned over time. A
	So not sure what to do about it. I just wanted to raise that there may be an opportunity now to do a little bit more outreach 
	around the opportunities for tagging through NOAA that have been in existence for decades that have -- you know, all those data are passed on to ICCAT every year. And it seems like it's -- there's a ripe opportunity to enroll --to make -- have another big push to try to get more people involved with tagging all of other species. 
	I talked to Michelle a little bit by text today, and it seems like the Cooperative Shark Tagging Program may have seen a little bit of increase in interest, potentially largely based through the increase of land-based shark fishing, but for other species, billfishes and tunas from the Southeast Center, it seems like that increase has not been prevalent. So whatever you can do to promote the fact or to spread the word that you -- there are these amazing programs in existence, and that they're still active. A
	wanted to raise that point. Thanks a lot. 
	MR. DUNN: So good timing. So just recently, Derek and Eric were added as recreational coordinators. So those are --there's 14 folks around the country who essentially serve as points of contact and sort of keep us -- help keep each other in the loop. So they have just joined. And I was able to provide them, both last year and this year, with some decent amount of funds to both purchase additional and assemble, distribute tagging kits, but also this year to do additional engagement and more or less advertisi
	Mike, I just heard back from Jon Hare. The pilot Hook-and-Line Survey was completed in '25, and now the Northeast Center is looking --is analyzing the results. 
	MR. BROOKS: Scott. 
	MR. LENOX: Thank you, Ben. I just 
	wanted to ditto Willy's comments and just mention that it -- the recreational fishing community makes it tough, you know, with data collection. I think part of it is -- part of it is outreach from our side to the recreational community about what's necessary, what's not necessary, what's recommended versus, you know, required. And the tilefish reporting is a perfect example of that. We started that a few years ago. And with all the permits that we've got, we've got a mandatory reporting requirement and comp
	battle, but I think we can do it. Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: And I think that has come up in pretty much every conversation we've had today. I think I saw a card go up. Walt, yeah. 
	MR. GOLET: Hey, just real quick. Piggybacking a little bit on Jeff's comment and then Russ's response, it -- that's great news to hear, and it's welcome news that Derek and Eric are now, I guess, would you say recreational liaisons or -- okay. They're great folks to have in those positions. 
	And I'd also say, and you probably find this amazing that I'm going to say something against bluefin, but I do think that there are roles, especially that in the Cooperative Tagging Program, that can point to key issues. And one of them would be connectivity between our yellowfin and bigeye Fisheries off the East Coast and the connectivity to the Gulf of Guinea, which through some of the preliminary tagging shows very good connectivity. Even some of the stuff that we did, although it was 
	limited with AOTTP tagging through ICAT, had several releases off the East Coast of the U.S. that were subsequently captured off or recaptured rather off West Africa. 
	So maybe keeping in mind within that enhancement of the tagging program, maybe we can work with the folks in international affairs and stuff and identify key species that we may want to focus on that would help us at the international level. And I think yellowfin connectivity and bigeye connectivity with the Gulf of Guinea and how much the impact, you know, fisheries on one side will impact the other is going to be key, just like it is with bluefin. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Kesley. 
	MS. BANKS: Yes. I'm just going to take my council hat off for a second and put my academic hat on. I will say commenting on Jeff's comment, that maybe some of the decline you're seeing in, like, the federal cooperative tagging might be some of those people are 
	shifting to academics that are in their backyard. We have a very large land-based shark fishery in Texas, and they are pretty much catch -- catch-photo-release, and that data is submitted to us. And a lot of the people when we talk to them, they have access to one --either me or one of my scientists, whereas they don't have face-to-face access with one of yours. And so that might be something to consider, maybe wrapping in some of the academics who might have some large tagging programs. 
	MR. BROOKS: Jeff, Scott, those are leftovers. Okay. Anybody else want to get in? We have about three minutes left, but I can appreciate you may all be talked out here. Rec reporting, bolstering economic impacts, cooperative research, citizen science are two --the three main themes I think that came up in this last section here. Russ, Brad, Cliff, Tobey, any last bits here? 
	MR. DUNN: I'll just say, first of all, 
	thank you. I always enjoy coming back to HMS. For those who don't know, I was sitting where you are from 1998 to 2002. And then from 2002 on or to '10, I was working for HMS, and now I'm still in the agency but working on rec stuff. So it's always fun to come back. It feels like it's coming home. So thank you for your time and all your inputs, and I'll turn it back to Brad. 
	MR. MCHALE: Ditto. 
	MR. BROOKS: All right. Thank you all so much. Appreciate it. And thanks to all the folks who've called in. We really appreciate you making the time to weigh in or at least listen in. 
	We are close to the end of our day. It is now public comment, which we've kind of been having for the last three hours anyway, but I do want to create space for public comment on any topic, not just on rec fishing. So if anyone in the room or anyone online would like to make a public comment at this point, I would encourage 
	you to raise a hand. Again, if you're -- if you are online, I'm going to remind myself right now how you do that. I think it's star 6. Nope, star 3. Star 3, if you are on the phon. Otherwise, just click, raise hand. And in the room, if you want to make a comment, let us know. And if you are interested, please start with your name and affiliation and keep your --hold your comments for about two to three minutes. Anybody in the room or online interested in making a comment? People be tired. 
	All right. I don't see any public comments online or in the room, so I think we can shift to closing up here, which I think is going to be just reminding us of what is on the game plan for tomorrow. We will start --tomorrow is a short day. So we will start at 
	9:00 a.m. We'll pick up indicator species at 
	9:15 for about a half hour, and then the rest of the morning really will be focused on sharks. We'll talk about them on 16. And then after a break, we'll come back and talk about the black 
	nose shark and rec shark management measures proposed rule. For anyone who's interested in public comment tomorrow, we'll hit that at about 11:45, and then we will wrap up and adjourn by 
	12:15. So we'll get you out of here by 12:15 tomorrow. Again, we'll sort of have you in the seats at 9:00 tomorrow morning. 
	Karyl, anything you care to say before we let folks go? 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: (Inaudible). 
	MR. BROOKS: All right. Well, we're going to let you go a half hour early, but that's okay because you've done about an extra 30 minutes of work in the last three hours. So thanks, everyone, for the very good conversation. Thanks for the team up here, and we'll see you tomorrow. Thanks all. 
	(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter went off the record at 4:44 p.m.) 
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