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P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S 

(9:00 a.m.) 

MR. BROOKS: All right. Let's get 

everyone to the table, and we'll get going here. 

Thank you all for coming back yet again. Good 

morning to everybody. It is day 3, in case you 

have lost track, and we are only meeting for 

three days, and we're going to be done by about 

12:15. So short day today. Thank you, for all 

the contributions and comments. Today, we will 

shortly start up with a conversation on 

indicator species. That is a proposed rule 

that's out for comment. After we get a little 

bit of a conversation on that, we will shift to 

a discussion on A16. Guy will be leading us on 

that for about an hour. We'll take a break at 

10:45, and then we'll have Guy part two, talking 

about blacknose shark and rec shark management 

measures proposed rule. Again, also out for 

comment. For any members of the public who are 

in the room or online, we will have public 

comment at 11:45, and then at about 12:00. If 
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not before, we'll shift to wrapping up, and then 

we will adjourn at 12:15. 

I'm getting a little feedback from 

mine. Okay. Maybe not anymore. Good. Just in 

terms of our ground rules, I think everyone 

around the table is really clear. I'm not going 

to repeat any of that, but just for any members 

of the public who may be in the room or online, 

and for whom this is your first AP meeting, the 

conversations are at the table with the advisory 

panel members and HMS staff. But again, public 

comment, we will take at 11:45, so that would be 

your opportunity to weigh in on anything under 

discussion that you want the Agency to 

understand your perspectives. I think that's 

probably all I need to say right now. We are 

recording yet again, so just so folks understand 

that, that's for the purposes of note-taking. I 

want to hand it off to Brad in one second just 

to give us some quick get-backs from yesterday. 

But before I do that, just want to see, 

Karyl, if you have anything to add or any 
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questions around the table from anybody. 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Just good morning, 

and thank you again for everybody being around 

the room. It has been a pleasure seeing all of 

you, if I miss you before you leave this 

afternoon. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, Karyl. 

Then Brad, over to you. 

MR. MCHALE: Thanks, Bennett. 

Yeah. I just wanted to take this 

opportunity, because I think either during the 

recreational roundtable or the bluefin tuna 

discussion, there were a number of questions 

that were posed, and I just wanted to get back 

and respond to some of those. 

So Jeff, you had pointed out in a 

couple slides some differences in numbers 

between Slide 22 and Slide 25. The numbers on 

Slide 25 are the Large Pelagic Survey body count 

solo, while the Slide on 22 is more inclusive of 

the number of fish who -- the Large Pelagic 

Survey, as well as the self-reported data on the 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

8 

tag ends of the survey and the catch card 

program, hence why that difference. 

As it relates to Martha, you were 

speaking to the years that were helping inform 

our projections for 2025. We used 2020 through 

2024, and obviously, we'd be updating that as we 

continue to move forward in time. We're looking 

for comparable years based upon the conditions 

we're seeing. 

As it related to John, who isn't here, 

he was just inquiring whether or not we could do 

some comparisons of our census data to the MRIP 

surveys. We don't really collect bluefin tuna 

data through the MRIP. We use the Large Pelagic 

Survey. We also then recognize the Large 

Pelagic Survey doesn't necessarily do a -- an 

excellent job of intersecting marlin or 

sailfish, but that is something that we could do 

a side-by-side comparison with swordfish. So I 

could follow up with him or others that are 

interested on that point. 

And then the last item kind of coming 
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through the public comment, just to kind of 

clarify, I know that there was some reactions 

around the room on some of the quota numbers 

that were being thrown out. Just to clarify 

around this room, the numbers were an adjusted 

quota for 2024 versus a baseline quota for 2026. 

So I will follow up with that individual and 

make sure he's got apples to apples. And so as 

we embark in those conversations, we're at 

least -- work from the same starting point. 

That's it. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Okay. 

Any quick questions for Brad on any of 

that? Okay, great. 

Thanks, Brad. 

And just any reflections from anyone 

around the table from yesterday, before we jump 

into today? Okay. 

You're good, Brad. 

In that case, let's jump in, and let me 

hand this off to Larry to talk to us about the 

proposed rule on indicator species. 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

10 

 Larry, and Carrie. 

MR. REDD: The dynamic duo. That's 

right. All right. So first, welcome, 

everybody, to the most significant rule of 2026. 

I'm not saying that really to be funny. I'm 

telling the truth. This action was deemed 

significant. You all will probably wonder, 

well, for a significant action, why is it so 

short? I don't know, is the answer. Also, for 

you all to know, Brad took some time away from 

what I wanted to really get out there. This 

morning, I decided to dress up. Wanted to be a 

little bit like Randy (phonetic). So I put on a 

suit. Well, suit jacket. Everyone is like, 

where is your sweater? Well, I wanted to be 

fancy, spiffy, or as the kids say, I wanted to 

show off my drip. 

So let's get into indicator species, 

because everyone has been talking about this, at 

least since I was a fellow in 2016. So 

indicator species, we are going to be talking 

today about the proposed rule that published 
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earlier in May. Or April, sorry. So just a 

little background. In 2006, we implemented 

regulations to enforce gear restrictions in 

areas in the Atlantic and the Gulf of America 

that restrict or prohibit pelagic longline or 

bottom longline fishing in -- well, for highly 

migratory species. And the intent of these 

regulations were to assist enforcement in 

differentiating between the use of pelagic and 

bottom longline gear in restricted areas based 

on the species composition of catch, onboard, or 

landed. And just for reference, these 

restricted areas go way back to 2000 when they 

were originally implemented to reduce bycatch. 

A little bit more background into the 

indicator species' 5 percent threshold. 

Currently, we have this 5 percent limit, by 

weight, on species possessed or landed in 

pelagic and bottom longline restricted areas. 

So there's a lot of text here. I'm going to try 

to give you a quick summary of what I am saying, 

because there's a lot, and it can be a little 
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confusing, and I have not had much water to 

drink this morning, and I feel as though my 

throat is already parched. So to be considered 

a pelagic longline vessel, fishing in a bottom 

longline restricted area, no more than 5 

percent, by weight, of the species possessed or 

landed may be demersal indicator species. And I 

looked over and immediately saw Mike Pierdinock 

do like this. It is a lot. So to break it 

down -- thank you, Bennett. Thank you very 

much, my good sir. Thank you very much. 

To break this down, if the total 

catch -- if your total catch and you are pelagic 

longline vessel in this bottom longline 

restricted area and your total catch includes 

demersal species exceeding 5 percent, we are 

assuming that you are using bottom longline 

gear, and the same can be said if you are a 

bottom longline vessel fishing in a pelagic 

longline restricted area. If the total catch 

for that vessel includes pelagic species, which 

exceeds this 5 percent limit, we are assuming 
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that you are using pelagic longline gear. That 

is the current regulations. And really, I want 

to take my time and give this lovely note and 

announcement to those in the room and around the 

world that may be watching. When we use the 

term "indicator species" in this rule, this 

context refers to indicating the type of fishing 

gear used. This action is not related to 

ecosystem or environmental indicators. Just 

want everyone to know that. 

Here is a lovely picture that we put 

together that shows the Table 2 and our Table 3. 

So these are the current species on our pelagic 

and demersal indicator species list. As you can 

see, the demersal species consists of sharks, 

groupers, snappers. Oh my. And for the pelagic 

species, you're talking about your mako sharks, 

your tunas, and your porebeagle sharks, as well 

as wahoo. So over the years, we have heard a 

lot of public input on this topic. We -- I know 

Karyl said it the first day, we refer to this as 

the Jeff Oden rule, but I like to expand it to 
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the Jeff Oden, Dewey Francis Hemilright, as well 

as the Matt Huth rule, because they have all let 

us know how they feel about indicator species 

over time. And -- we can even throw Marty in 

there, too. 

So we have heard over time that, you 

know, remove both of the demersal indicator 

species regulations in the list. We've heard 

that these regulations hinder the ability for 

HMS, pelagic, and bottom longline fishermen to 

catch non-HMS while fishing with appropriate 

gear in restricted areas. We've also received 

suggestions that the indicator species list may 

be outdated. Some pelagic and demersal 

indicator species may no longer be retained 

under HMS regulations or federal regulations for 

Fishery Management Council-managed species. And 

we've also heard that there are now other 

methods that can be used to monitor and enforce 

gear restrictions in restricted areas. 

So moving on to the purpose and the 

objective of this rule. The purpose really is 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

15 

to increase fishing flexibilities, to remove 

regulatory inefficiencies, and to optimize the 

ability of pelagic and bottom longline fisheries 

to harvest the available quotas to the extent 

practical, while still achieving fishery 

management. And the objective of this action is 

to modify or remove these inefficient and 

outdated regulations to allow additional fishing 

opportunities in our HMS, pelagic, and bottom 

longline fisheries. So in this specific action, 

we have three alternatives. Really, what we 

wanted to show is our preferred alternative, so 

alternative 3, which essentially is to remove 

those regulations, as well as the indicator 

species list. This action would increase the 

flexibility to fish for council-managed species, 

resulting in economic benefits. This action is 

expected to have neutral ecological impacts. 

For instance, HMS and non-HMS target species 

continue to be quota-managed. Any increased 

catch or effort due to this additional 

flexibility would be small in scale within the 
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restricted areas. Vessels would deploy gear 

that has already been analyzed and authorized. 

And lastly, regulations regarding HMS gear use 

in restricted areas would still be in effect and 

monitored via VMS. 

Again, we had three alternatives. The 

other non-preferred alternatives would be our 

status quo, so keep the current regulations and 

the indicator species list, as well as 

alternative 2, which was to maintain the current 

indicator species' 5 percent threshold, but to 

update the pelagic and demersal indicator 

species list. Lastly, we are looking for 

comments on this. The proposed rule published 

April 17th, the public comment period for this 

action closes on May 29th. We are going to be 

having a public webinar on May 21st from 1:00 to 

3:00, and we have included information. If you 

want to submit comments, I hope you all submit 

comments. Do not comment on how I'm dressed 

today. That is not appropriate, but please 

submit comments on this action, as well as, we 
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have the action page, and if you would like more 

information, you can feel free to contact me or 

Carrie, and we will help you as best as we can, 

right? That's right. 

And with that being said, I will take 

comments. Thank you very much. 

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you, Larry. 

Let's see what questions or comments 

folks have. 

Bob, I see your card up. I'll start 

with you. 

MR. Zales: Yeah. 

Thank you, and I appreciate this, and 

clearly we would support alternative 3, and Amy 

can sure speak better about this than I can. 

But currently, the South Atlantic Council is 

considering a proposed rule to be able to allow 

the people that fish there, that fish multiple 

species under multiple permits, to be able to 

harvest fish from all of them on one trip, 

rather than going and have to catch a red 

snapper, come back to the dock, go back and 
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catch whatever you're fishing for. So this 

would allow, I think, that to improve that 

activity. And I don't know where it will play 

with the South Atlantic things that they're 

working on now, but clearly this is something 

that they're considering on that council. 

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, Bob. 

Let's go down to you, Amy. 

MS. DUKES: Thanks, Bennett. 

And Bob, thank you. You kind of took 

the words right out of my mouth, but my comment 

would be, and I'm going to take my SCDNR hat and 

put my South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

hat on, would be to try to have HMS staff 

coordinate with South Atlantic Council staff to 

try to alleviate the -- perhaps the burden on 

the administration to try to correlate and 

coordinate these efforts to change the CFRs. I 

understand that there'll be two separate code 

sections that'll have to be changed, but it 

would be really nice to make sure that what 

we're changing on both sides of the house will 
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then actually streamline to make sure that this 

is efficient. So just to be clear, it's 

Amendment 60. It's currently still in the 

developing process, but action two under 

Amendment 60 is to revise that bottom longline 

gear storage requirement in species that may be 

harvested while that gear is onboard and 

properly stowed. And we were talking about 

gangions and hooks stored below deck. So just 

coordinate as much as you possibly can to make 

sure that this is an efficient effort when it 

does go up to the Department of Commerce. 

Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Great. Great advice. 

Let's go to Matt, then Marty. 

MR. HUTH: Thanks, Larry. Great 

presentation, man. You got a gift there for 

speaking, unlike me. But no, thank you. I 

mean, I wish Jeff was here to see this and he --

you're right. He's been hammering in this home 

for a long time, and we do. We -- if there's 

ever a time we need flexibility, it's now. And 
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just like what Bob said, we need to be -- the 

ability to fish different species of fish that 

we're permitted for and bring them through the 

dock. So thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Great. 

Marty? 

MR. SCANLON: Yeah. No, same thing 

here. You know, alternative 3 here, you know, 

it's a -- it's neutral ecological impacts. You 

know, it's just a benefit to the fishermen. 

It's a benefit to the seafood consumer. It's a 

benefit. You know, it's -- the benefits 

certainly outweigh the -- any negative that 

would be of it, you know? I mean, these guys 

already got the permits. Let them utilize them 

to the best of their abilities, you know, like 

Matt says, I mean -- you know, the cost of 

producing these fish has gone up and up and up, 

and this is one little small way that can help 

offset that cost. So we would be in favor of 

that, for sure. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Marty. 
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Let's go back to Bob. 

And then Amy, did you want to come back 

in? 

MS. DUKES: (inaudible). 

MR. BROOKS: Okay. 

Bob? 

MR. ZALES: Yeah. I mean, just one 

other thing, and this would just be an edit. In 

the comment here where it talks about resulting 

in minor economic benefits, I would remove the 

word "minor", because in some cases, it may be a 

significant economic -- clearly, it's going to 

be an economic benefit, but putting in here 

"minor", that would, I think, show other people 

it may not be a major thing, and clearly it is. 

MR. BROOKS: Thank you. 

Looking online, not seeing any cards, 

and I don't think I'm seeing any more cards 

around the table. Clearly getting support from 

those that have spoken, and the need to 

coordinate with the South Atlantic Fishery 

Management Council. 
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Any more conversation you want to hear? 

Will you divulge who writes your material for 

you? 

MR. REDD: No. It's only me. 

MR. BROOKS: It's just you? 

MR. REDD: Straight from go. 

MR. BROOKS: Straight from go. Good. 

All right. I think we're good. We're four 

minutes beyond when this would've started, and 

we're done. Good. Great. Okay. Let's go to 

another easy conversation, Amendment 16. 

Guy, you want to come on up here? Are 

you ready, or were you counting on 34 minutes to 

prep your stuff? 

All right. So this is, you know, a 

chance for HMS staff to kind of update you on 

where Amendment 16 is, ideas being considered, 

seeking counsel from you all. 

So Guy, over to you. 

MR. DUBECK: All right. So let's get 

this started here. So I'll be here for the next 

two presentations talking about sharks 
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management. First one here is about Amendment 

16. I will warn you, since this presentation 

and the next one are very connected, I will be 

spoiling what's in both. If you have not looked 

at it, I will release what's going to be in 

both. So I'll be that person. You know, 

everyone has that friend who spoils movies and 

shows. That's me for this -- these 

presentations. So we'll get started with 

Amendment 16. Here is kind of outline the 

presentation, but let's kind of jump into it so 

we have more time for discussion. So the 

purpose of rulemaking is to increase management 

flexibility and react to the additional factors 

affecting Atlantic shark fisheries. We want to 

try and optimize the ability for commercial and 

recreational fishermen to harvest the quotas 

that -- to the extent practical. 

The goal of this presentation is to 

kind of share the new direction of focus for 

Amendment 16, and also get everyone's feedback 

on potential management measures. But before we 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

24 

start that, we got to lay the groundwork for 

some of the background of why we're here, and 

things like that. So a couple years ago, we 

finished our shark fishery review document that 

kind of gave a wholehearted look of the entire 

fishery, looking at all aspects. And then we 

had some kind of takeaways and main results from 

that one where, you know, the commercial 

fishery, we saw the decline in the available --

use of available quota, the number of 

participants in the markets. Recreational 

fishery is mostly kind of a catch-and-release 

fishery right now, but the big takeaway was to 

kind of improve angler education on species 

identification to improve the data for us in the 

future. 

Shark depredation, which came up a 

number of times so far in the meeting, 

interactions between fishermen and sharks have 

increased. You know, they're -- in the share 

document, we talked about needing the -- for 

more research projects, like we've mentioned 
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here, and then some potential mitigation 

techniques. And then another topic that has 

also been mentioned a number of times is the 

recent domestic laws between the Shark Sales Fin 

Elimination Act, and then the international 

agreements with CITES have had direct and 

indirect effects on the shark fisheries. 

So moving on to kind of the rulemaking. 

So first up is Amendment 14. So we finished 

that one a couple years ago. It was more like a 

framework amendment that kind of sets the stage 

for us to make changes in the future. In that, 

we had a tiered ABC control rule, and then we 

had measures to actively manage all the sector 

ACLs. And then the figure here is the new ACL 

framework we plan to implement in the future of 

all our shark stocks, and how you could follow 

around -- follow through and show what the 

mortality is at each stage. So for Amendment 

16, we had a scoping document released, yes, two 

years ago, right? 

Three? Man, time flies. 
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So -- okay. Caught me off guard. So 

in that scope and document, we had -- we looked 

at calculating the OFLs, and ABCs, and ACLs for 

the non-prohibited shark species, and we gave 

examples where we had -- we put the shark 

species in different tiers, and put what the 

OFLs and ABCs would be there -- be them for 

that. So like we had an Atlantic blacktip in 

that, we had a Gulf blacktip in Tier 2, and then 

we had example of bull sharks as a Tier 4, you 

know, unassessed stock. We looked at the number 

of years of data we should use, gave some 

alternatives of what it could look like, and 

then also discussed our HMS risk policy. And 

again, that is the probability of us preventing 

and ending overfishing for our stocks, and how 

historically we've always done 70 percent, but 

for some stocks, we could be a little, you 

know -- use a different percentage. 

We also looked at revisions to the 

management group structure, regional, 

subregional quotas, exempt the fishing permit 
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and Shark Research Fishery program, commercial 

retention limits, and recreational fishery 

changes. So we had 34 written comments. We had 

a number of public hearings. We also had --

went to the councils and commission meetings and 

talked to everyone about this rulemaking. 

And now, we're going to jump into kind 

of like the comments we received on this and 

kind of the takeaways. So overall, we got a lot 

of support for doing this to making changes to 

the fishery, create more management flexibility, 

but we got a lot of concern about the overall 

size of this rulemaking, and recommend us 

splitting into multiple actions, or otherwise 

streamlining. Spoiler: that's what we plan to 

do. 

So -- and then the -- for the OFL, ABC, 

and ACL calculations, we received kind of a 

mixed comments on this on the different sharks 

being placed in the different tiers, the years 

of data used, and also the -- about the --

changing the risk policy. And then there was 
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concern -- in the example, we used the Tier 4 

with bull sharks. There was concern that 

previous management measures have impacted the 

calculation and the methodology. And just to 

remind folks, for Tier 4 stock, it's kind of a 

bottom-up approach where we add all the sources 

of mortality together, and then multiply it by a 

scaler based on life history characteristics and 

other factors to create a OFL proxy, and then 

figure out the ABC and the ACL from there, so --

for the manager group structure, we -- again, we 

received mixed comments on this, on revising the 

structures, what species put together, how it 

should look. 

And then for the -- then moving on to 

regional and subregional quotas, I received 

mixed comments about adjusting large coastal 

quota due to the current state of the fishery. 

Some fishermen feel that it should be updated, 

but others felt like the historical split is 

appropriate, even though the fishery has 

changed. There was support to remove the 
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Atlantic blacknose shark management boundary 

line. Spoiler: its preferred alternative in 

the next presentation. There was support to 

maintain the Gulf sub-regional quota, and 

then -- but also maybe to look at that split and 

update it based on the current state of the 

fishery. And then we received such a variety of 

comments on the creation of the Caribbean shark 

regional quota, but the biggest takeaway for 

this one was, a lot of constituents felt that we 

should pull this out of Amendment 16, do it 

separately, and just focus on a Caribbean shark 

rulemaking in the future, and don't lump it in 

with everything else. 

For the EFP and Shark Research Fishery 

programs, pretty much all the comments were 

about the Shark Research Fishery structure and 

regulations, and primarily to allow sandbar 

sharks outside the Research Fishery, or update 

the structure, allow more opportunity for 

fishermen to be in -- to catch sandbar sharks. 

For the commercial retention limits, we got 
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support to update the limits to allow fishermen 

to harvest the quotas -- harvest all the quotas, 

and then -- but again, as opposition that since 

some of the shark stocks are overfished or 

unknown status, they need more protection. And 

we did receive support to revise the Atlantic 

blacknose shark limit. Again, spoiler: 

preferred alternative in the next presentation. 

And then also to create a separate blacktip 

shark retention limit, especially since we've 

had both shark stocks been assessed already. 

And then the recreational fishery 

changes. Received mixed comments on any changes 

in the recreational fishery, support for 

updating it, the measures based on the size and 

maturity, but then opposition due to potential 

misidentification issues and enforceability. 

Again, some of those things, we'll be talking 

about in the next presentation. 

So now let's get to some of the 

revisions here. So as John talked yesterday 

about the science center, the update with the 
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stock assessments, he told everyone that there's 

concerns with the results of management advice 

for the Gulf blacktip assessment, and then the 

hammerhead assessments. And then also, we 

talked about how sandbar assessment is ongoing, 

and we anticipate to have that one done roughly 

around April of next year. So with all that, on 

top of some of the staffing changes we've had, 

we are making changes and, you know, most people 

already know is that we had a separate 

rulemaking, we call it Mini A16, because we 

pulled things out of here and did a separate 

rulemaking, where the next presentation will be 

talking about the Gulf -- I mean, excuse me. 

The Atlantic blacknose, and then the 

recreational measures, but then we are 

streamlining Amendment 16 and focusing more on 

the regional blacktip stocks and sandbar sharks, 

along with some other management measures, to 

help rebuild the commercial fishery. 

So let's kind of jump into the topics 

for this. So the first thing up is the Atlantic 
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blacktip and aggregated large coastal quotas. 

So as you might know, that the blacktip shark is 

managed within the aggregated large coastal 

quota in the Atlantic. There's not -- it's not 

pulled out or separate. So -- but we have an 

assessment, accepted assessment, and it's a Tier 

1 data-rich assessment for Atlantic blacktip 

sharks. So we are considering some options 

here. Besides the status quo, could establish a 

separate blacktip OFL, ABC, and sector ACLs 

based on these -- the stock assessment results. 

Based on preliminary numbers we've pulled 

together so far, we could potentially increase 

blacktip commercial landings and recreational 

harvest by roughly 40 percent. And then the 

other things we're considering is the aggregated 

large coastal commercial quotas. You know, do 

we maintain that one, or do we revise it based 

on removing a species from that complex? 

So moving on to the Gulf. So 

originally, we established the Gulf blacktip 

quota in 2013. The current base quota is a 
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little over 250 metric tons, based on the under-

harvest of this quota. Every year, we pretty 

much give out about 50 percent more of this to 

the commercial fishery that's not harvested. 

And then as John mentioned, you know, there's 

concerns with this assessment. They're 

reviewing the -- reviewing everything, but based 

on what he said, we're leaning towards placing 

this stock in a Tier 4, so an unknown stock 

status, where he mentioned it would be unknown 

overfishing status, but overfishing is not 

occurring. 

So we have a couple options we're 

considering. The first one is status quo. 

We'll keep everything the same, and not make any 

changes, and wait for the next time it's 

assessed, which the first opportunity would be 

after bull shark. So we're looking at 2029 --

2029 or 2030 at the earliest to assess the 

species again. Or we already have procedures 

put in place. Do we -- or do we use those 

procedures for Amendment 14, so the Tier 4 
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bottom-up approach I explained, and establish an 

OFL proxy, ABC proxy, and sector ACLs for Gulf 

blacktip sharks? If we did that alternative, 

we've kind of looked at some preliminary numbers 

where we could potentially increase commercial 

quotas and recreational quotas by roughly 60 

percent. 

So moving on to the subregional quota 

splits. So this is something we put in place a 

number of years ago to ensure, kind of, 

equitable fishing opportunities between 

different user groups. But recently it just 

hasn't been needed. You know, the -- because of 

the current state of the fishery, landings have 

declined. It seems more just like a arbitrary 

management measure that is not needed at this 

point. So we decided to look at this one and 

see if it needs to be updated. So we looked at, 

again, a couple alternatives. 

We're looking at -- between status quo, 

keeping everything the same and not making any 

changes, or do we create kind of a flexible one 
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where the fishery may open with no sub-regional 

quotas, but once a certain amount of the quotas 

is reached, we would implement a sub-regional 

quota to ensure equatable fishing opportunities 

for the rest of the fishing season or 

availability of that quota. Or do we just 

remove it at this point? And you know, if we're 

talking about revising the Gulf blacktip quota, 

you know, we'd have larger quotas available 

potentially for commercial fishermen. 

All right. So moving on to commercial 

retention limits, this is the number one thing I 

get called about all the time, is that we need 

to adjust our commercial retention limits based 

on the current markets and what's going on in 

the fishery right now. So right now, the 

directed retention limit has a default of 55 

large coastal per trip, and that's the max 

number it can go to. It can only go lower based 

on the ranges. Incidental, it's three large 

coastal per trip. But as I mentioned, the 

markets and boat sizes are really the drivers of 
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what fisherman can land for large coastals per 

trip. If the market can't sustain large 

quantities, they're not going to go out fishing 

and landing and targeting sharks. 

And then the next presentation, we'll 

be talking about the blacknose commercial 

retention limit, so. So we looked at a couple 

options here were, you know, between staying the 

status quo or creating a flexible blacktip and 

other large coastal retention limit. So some of 

the ideas we're thinking about, this one is 

having, you know, separate blacktip limit, 

having a larger range for that species, but then 

also having a larger range for the other large 

coastals for the species including the aggregate 

large coastal or the hammerhead management 

groups. Or do we just kind of remove the 

retention limits based on the current markets 

that -- and going on, and the current state of 

the fishery? 

So let's move on to sandbar sharks. 

This is the second most thing I get called about 
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all the time, is the sandbar sharks are 

everywhere and we'd love to catch them outside 

the Research Fishery. But right now only the 

Shark Research Fishery participants are allowed 

to retain them. We have one here -- person --

in the room. 

The current commercial quota is 90 

metric tons. The poundage is wrong on this one. 

And then right now we have the current fishery, 

I mean, current stock assessment is ongoing 

right now. Like I said, hoping to have it 

completed in April of 2027. But as John 

mentioned, the assessment is going to include 

the creation of a management procedure 

evaluation or MSE to allow for more real-time 

guidance in the future. 

So as assessments going on, we have a 

couple options here that we're considering is --

first one is status quo. So with -- under this 

option, we would wait until the assessment is 

completed and then be it -- let it analyze and 

put out a separate rulemaking for sandbar sharks 
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after it's all done and looked at. So probably 

the earliest something could be put out is 

probably later in 2027, and then implementation 

in 2028, 2029. So that's option one. 

The other option is, what if we move 

forward and have, in this Amendment 16, that we 

would establish the OFL, ABC, and ACLs based on 

the assessment results, and then the option 

would include management procedures and allow 

for the ABC and ACLs to be changed based on the 

MSE. This is something we've done in the past 

too, where -- when we had -- for Amendment 9. I 

believe 9, right? Yes. For Amendment 9, we 

actually went out with a proposed rulemaking for 

smoothhound sharks without a completed 

assessment, and we've had multiple ranges of 

alternatives in there, and then we did not 

finalize the amendment until the assessment was 

completed and analyzed. 

That's something we can do here. And 

then another option we put in here as 

considering is, what if the assessment comes 
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back with an unknown stock status and it's Tier 

4. Like I explained for, you know, the Gulf 

blacktip, we have procedures in place that could 

allow us to still establish a OFL proxy and a 

ABC proxy. 

Moving on to management measures for 

sandbar sharks. So the Shark Research Fishery, 

you know, the participation landings have 

declined in a number of years. And as you see 

here, we're catching roughly 42 percent of the 

sandbar shark quota right now, and then the rest 

of it is just -- it's not rolled over and is 

just kind of lost and no one else can fish 

forward other than the Shark Research Fishery. 

And as it was mentioned many times throughout 

this meeting here, sandbar sharks is one of the 

most common species cited in depredation events. 

And fishermen are, you know, are interacting 

with them more frequently in recent years. 

So some options we're considering with 

Amendment 16 is to, again, stay status quo, wait 

for the assessment be done and do something in a 
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separate rule-making. Or do we maintain the 

Shark Research Fishery, the objectives, the 

intent, and the priority of the Research 

Fishery, because it goes above and beyond just 

for sandbar sharks, you know. This -- the 

Research Fishery gathers important data that we 

are using for all our stock assessments. So we 

maintain that, but also allow incidental 

retention of sandbar sharks outside the Research 

Fishery. 

So allow, for example, directed permit 

holders to land a few, like, maybe three sandbar 

sharks per trip as an incidental number. That 

they're not targeting them. They just interact 

with them. Instead of discarding them, they 

could be able to be retained. So that's some of 

the things we're considering for sandbar sharks. 

The other thing is the sharks as bait 

restrictions. So right now you can't use 

sharks, whole or parts, as bait in HMS 

fisheries. Based on our, you know, the last AP 

meeting we had and also what was discussed at 
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the EO discussion yesterday, we've had a request 

to use scraps, shark scraps, you know, belly 

flaps and such, as baits in our fisheries. So 

in Amendment 16, we're considering a couple 

things. You know, first one is, you know, not 

do this, don't move forward with this -- with 

adding this to it. 

Or do we allow the use of sharks as 

bait, whether it's whole sharks, being that you 

could use, like, say, smaller sharks, like small 

coastals or smoothhound as baits, you know, just 

the whole species? Or do we allow certain parts 

of sharks? You know, no fins, but what if we 

allow the belly flaps, the heads, or the guts to 

be used as bait on, you know, on HMS fisheries, 

so. 

And then the last thing here is about 

Carolina hammerhead sharks. So during the 

assessment for hammerhead sharks here at 77, 

scientists noted that scalloped and Carolina 

hammerhead sharks are visibly indistinguishable 

from each other and much of the catch data is 
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pretty much both species. So pretty much, you 

know, Carolina hammerhead sharks are not in our 

fishery management unit, but we are considering 

in Amendment 16 whether we should wait to 

include them until we do something with 

hammerhead sharks and the results from the --

well, the information from the science center 

based on the CR77, or do we just add Carolina 

hammerhead sharks now and establish a management 

measures to match the scalloped hammerhead shark 

measures? 

So I know this is not -- I know some 

people noted this to me and were not too pleased 

about the potential timing of this rulemaking, 

but we hope to have something out this fall or 

winter where we will identify all the preferred 

actions, analyze everything. We plan to hold 

many public hearings and requests to the 

councils and commissions on presenting at their 

meetings. But again, this might have a long 

comment period to overlap with some of the 

timing of those things so we can get everyone 
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briefed up of what we may do. 

So that's what a lot of people came up 

to me and didn't care for in this presentation 

was the long comment period, but we'll wait and 

see once it comes out and go from there. So --

and then all of our actions here are on the 

webpage, but right now we'll take some 

questions, comments, and discussion. 

MR. BROOKS: Yeah. And what I would 

like to do, since we've got about eight 

different topics here, is take it topic by topic 

just so we keep this a little bit focused, if we 

might. So maybe we can -- if there's just, sort 

of, any general questions, high, high level 

questions, open up for that. And then we'll 

sort of run it back, I think, to the 

presentation, just take it up topic by topic. 

So let's go over to Fly and Nadya. Again, high 

level general questions right now. 

MR. NAVARRO: Good morning, Guy. Thank 

you very much for your presentation. In your 

Slide 4, you're showing a decline in the use of 
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available quota. Two-part question: do you 

guys have a reason why there is a decline in the 

use of the general quota, and do you have a plan 

of action to be able to achieve the full quota? 

MR. DUBECK: Well, as was mentioned 

here multiple times, a lot of fishermen have 

said that the main reasons for the decline in 

user use quota has been the Shark Fin Sales 

Elimination Act and also some of the hurdles 

they have to jump through to get the study's 

permits, as some of the folks have mentioned. 

So those are two of the things that were 

pinpointed in the share and also has been said 

about the fishermen for trying to utilize those 

quotas. 

I think it really depends on the 

market. I know that, you know, we're still 

trying to figure out some of those things. And 

some of the fishermen and the markets are still 

trying to get around the current change of the 

fishery and get within the certain regulations 

to allow them to fully harvest the quotas. But 
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us removing some of these management measures 

could be the first step. I mean, not removing 

management measures, but adjusting the 

management measures could be the first step to 

help them do that. 

MR. NAVARRO: Is there any plan --

being that you brought up the shark fin ban act 

as probably the most influential of all of them, 

does the Agency have any plans to address that 

at all? 

MR. DUBECK: That's an act of Congress. 

So if -- that is, you know, all to work with 

your representatives to make some changes. 

MR. NAVARRO: Again, I understand 

that's an act of Congress. Does the Agency plan 

on making a statement to Congress about this 

issue? 

MR. BROOKS: I think Karyl might jump 

in on this one. 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yeah. So the 

Agency does not tell Congress what to do. 

MR. NAVARRO: Do you recommend anything 
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to Congress? 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: We do not 

recommend things to Congress unless Congress 

specifically asks us to recommend things to 

them. 

MR. NAVARRO: Okay. 

MR. BROOKS: Nadya, then over to 

Christine. 

MS. MAMOOZADEH: Thanks. 

This is a clarifying question maybe 

just for me, but perhaps it'll benefit others in 

the room, too. I'm curious, you mentioned for 

the Carolina hammerhead sharks considerations on 

the table and one of the options is to 

potentially match the measures for scalloped 

hammerheads. Can you give just a high level 

quick refresher on what things look like for 

scalloped? 

MR. DUBECK: Yeah. So scalloped is 

managed within the hammerhead shark management 

group. So there is a commercial quota already 

in place for -- regionally for the Atlantic and 
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Gulf, and then they fall within the retention 

limit of 55 large coastal per trip. And then 

recreationally, there's a minimum size limit of 

78 inches for hammerhead sharks and then you can 

only keep one of a variety of shark species per 

trip recreationally. So it's -- there are 

measures in place. Scalloped is within the 

other -- you know, between smooth and great, 

too. So it's kind of, there are measures in 

place. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 

Christine, then over to Bob, then we'll 

go in this corner. 

MS. KITTLE: Thank you. 

Hey, Guy, can you just clarify when you 

say sector or sector ACLs, or is that both 

commercial and recreational sector ACLs that 

you're setting in Amendment 16? It's just 

unclear on what applies to commercial and what 

applies to recreational in these changes in the 

PowerPoint? 

MR. DUBECK: Yeah. So when we 
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establish the OFLs and ABCs, the sector ACLs, so 

we'll be establishing a recreational sector ACL. 

As we said in Amendment 14, we'll be actively 

managing those on a -- kind of a three-year 

rolling average. So we will have a recreational 

sector ACL that we'll be monitoring, and we'll 

be talking about some of that stuff in the next 

presentation. And then we'll have a commercial 

sector ACL that will be just the commercial 

quota, but also the dead discards off the top. 

And what we mean by actively managing, 

we'll be looking at it more frequently. Because 

right now, when we establish our commercial 

quotas, we are pretty much just taking 

everything off the top. We're taking a 

recreational flat number every year and not 

looking at it or in the commercial dead discards 

kind of thing. But as we know, landings and 

fishery has changed in the recent years and 

fluctuates. So we'll be fluctuating that over 

time based on a three-year rolling average. 

MS. KITTLE: So when Amendment 16 comes 
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out, the actual draft for public comment, will 

you have what those ACLs will be set at in the 

amendment -- in the amendment? Because right 

now it's hard to comment on if I feel like a 

Tier 4 ACL is appropriate if I don't know the 

numbers and how it's going to impact the current 

harvest. 

MR. DUBECK: Yeah. So do you want to 

go, Karyl? Okay. So yeah. So in Amendment 16, 

we plan to put out what those ACLs would be 

under the different alternatives. And then a 

Tier 4, since it's a bottom-up approach, we have 

different scalers and we plan in that amendment 

to show a variety of examples of what the 

potential commercial quota and recreational ACLs 

would be for each one of the -- those shark 

stocks. 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: And then I just 

wanted to clarify. So at this time, we know we 

don't have any numbers for you to directly 

comment on. We're looking for ideas from all of 

you on, what do you think of this approach? Do 
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you like the idea of moving in this direction 

for these species? And if you do, then we will 

continue moving in that direction. If you do 

not, then we will go back to the drawing board 

and see what else we can come up with. So 

recognizing there aren't specific numbers for 

you to comment on. It really is more of the 

approach, and those are the type of comments 

we're looking for. 

MR. BROOKS: Christine? 

MS. KITTLE: Yeah. I think the numbers 

are important because I feel like most of the 

shark species are going to fall in this Tier 4 

category where there's going to be a lot of 

additional uncertainty and risk being applied to 

when you develop these OFLs, ABCs, and ACLs, to 

where we are not supportive of anything that 

would reduce shark harvest. And if putting that 

species in a Tier 4 would ultimately result in a 

lower quota or apply a quota to a recreational 

fisherman that would restrict access or harvest, 

we're not supportive of that. And so without 
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knowing how it's actually going to be impacted 

based off of those numbers, I can't tell you if 

I want to go through with this approach. 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Thank you. And 

that type of feedback is perfect and exactly 

what we're looking for. 

MR. ZALES: And in reference to Fly's 

comments, and I think pretty much everybody 

around this table that's involved with the shark 

fishery, and for somebody like me who represents 

these shark fishermen, when you know or assume 

why quotas are not being met, it's pretty clear. 

A lot of it has to do with the shark fin ban. A 

lot of it has to do with the fact that in order 

to fish and establish a market for the product 

that you're trying to sell, you have to have a 

consistent supply in order to maintain that 

market. Otherwise, that market's going to go 

away. 

And so anything we can do to enhance 

that and relax the regulations that are there so 

that more people could be encouraged to try to 
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get into the fishery. But when we talk about 

the shark fin ban, I think it's incumbent upon 

us as the industry representatives to work 

together to work with congressional people to 

try to get this shark fin ban undone. 

And to Karyl's point to say that if a 

representative requests information from the 

Fishery Service about shark fins, then it would 

be up to us, for me in Florida to get Senator 

Scott to make that request to you. Then you can 

comply with that request and say, there's no 

reason to have that shark fin ban. And then we 

can move forward with that. Because clearly 

it's an issue, and I've talked to some other 

people about this. The problem with the shark 

fin ban is the perception by animal rights 

people about, this is bad for the shark 

industry. It's not. 

And as a politician, I mean, I've seen 

for-hire charter people who have brought sharks 

to the dock. They post on social media. The 

animal rights people go crazy. They have to 
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take their social media stuff off. In some 

cases, it's almost put these people out of 

business because of the backlash that they 

received. As a politician, you get a politician 

to say he wants to eliminate the shark fin ban. 

I can imagine that these people are going to go 

crazy. And this politician depends on votes, 

depends on money, and all this stuff, which 

these animal rights people are going to destroy. 

It's going to be hard to get that 

together, but I think it's something that we can 

work on. And I'm the type of person, I think 

people that know me, when you tell me that 

something can't be done, I work hard to get it 

done. And I'll go to the Starlink thing that 

I've been working on since last August. People 

say, you can't do that. Well, I'm still working 

on it and we're getting close to getting that 

done. 

So I think as an industry, and I know 

at least on the east side of this country, 

there's a lot of interest in eliminating that 
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shark ban. I suspect it's on a national level. 

But I think that's something that we're going to 

have to work together as industry 

representatives and industry participants to 

work together to get this done. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. 

Let me hop over to this side of the 

room. I think I've got about five cards. We'll 

take some general comments and then we'll take 

it, sort of, topic by topic and just see if 

there's specific comments people have. So let's 

go Matt and then Greg, and then we'll pick up 

the others. 

MR. HUTH: Thank you. 

You know, on Fly's comment and your 

comment back to Fly, you know, it is -- the 

reason why it's disappointing is because, you 

know, we're set here on task to manage HMS 

species and I have a hard time believing that 

the shark population is not adversely affecting 

billfish, for example, potentially bluefins. 

And maybe not today, but when we -- ten years 
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from now, you know, Dewey always says the black 

hole theory. Well, the black hole theory could 

be sharks. And I just think we're being amiss 

by not trying, as Bob says, to convey that, you 

know. And I think it's very important. 

And anyway, to shift gears here, you 

know, I'm for a -- an increase in the shark 

quota. And you know, to Christine's comments 

yesterday, you know, we -- the selling of sharks 

is a hard task, but we got to be able to have 

the volume of sharks to sell and create markets 

again, you know? And I think if we're ever 

going to have an increase in the sale of sharks, 

we need the volume and we're just not going to 

get it because it's cheap and guys can't fish 

for it. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 

Greg? 

MR. HINKS: Thanks. 

First a clarifying question and a 

couple follow-ups. I just want to confirm that 

I'm understanding that the sandbar actions do 
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not eliminate the Research Fishery, correct? 

MR. DUBECK: Correct. We're going to 

maintain the Research Fishery. One of the 

options is to maintain the Research Fishery. 

Well, actually both options are because status 

quo would be waiting, but we maintain the 

Research Fishery, the objectives, and the goals 

of it, and then potentially allow incidental 

outside the Research Fishery. 

MR. HINKS: Okay. Then a follow-up to 

that. So is the -- would the incidental catch 

for sandbars apply to commercial only, or would 

that include recreational? 

MR. DUBECK: Well, the -- right now 

we're still evaluating. It also depends on what 

the quotas look like. I mean, if we're staying, 

say -- if the assessment says status quo, then 

I'm not sure how much could be given around to 

everything. But right now we're -- you know, 

things are all on the table. We're just -- we 

have to really, kind of, wait to see what all 

the quotas look like. 
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MR. HINKS: Okay, great. And then just 

finally, if you wouldn't mind explaining to me, 

if you can, what -- what's the purpose and 

intention of continuing to maintain the Research 

Fishery as opposed to eliminating it altogether? 

MR. DUBECK: Well, as I mentioned, 

there's a lot of great things that happens in 

the Research Fishery. Because when we know when 

certain species are being assessed -- like 

example, bull shark is after sandbar. Some of 

the work that Scott does is -- and that -- on --

they take samples from bull sharks. They maybe 

prioritize certain things they normally don't 

do, like taking genetic samples, you know, maybe 

searching in certain areas for bull sharks, but 

also many other species. You know, we also look 

at, you know, soak times, hook timers, things 

like that that just kind of -- just kind of be 

aware of what's out there and you know, how the 

fishery operates kind of thing. 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: And I just want to 

continue on with Guy's thoughts and just 
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emphasize how important the Shark Research 

Fishery has been for the Agency to continue 

collecting data for these various stock 

assessments on sharks, but then also for us to 

collect information about how the fishery 

continues. Right now, the Shark Research 

Fishery is really the only fishery-dependent 

data we are getting about the Shark Research 

Fishery. That is how, I'm going to use the word 

decimated, the shark -- commercial shark fleet 

is, that we are relying on the Shark Research 

Fishery to get critical information that we need 

to manage sharks. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 

Let me go to Jason, then Sonja, and 

then we'll come back up here. And then again, I 

want to take this topic by topic. Jason? 

MR. ADRIANCE: Thanks. 

I'll try to keep this high level. It 

kind of goes to Christine's comment of not 

seeing any numbers. Because there were some 

thrown out initially. Then we had this pivot to 
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Tier 4 in the assessment. So not seeing that, 

that's an issue. But also I would use caution 

when you are approaching the Gulf regional 

quotas or anything that deals with allocation in 

that sense. Because it's not a lack of desire 

to harvest those sharks that have driven 

landings down, nor is it a lack of availability. 

It is a regulatory burden, and adjusting 

based -- adjusting those allocations based on a 

management or regulatory dynamic I think needs 

to be approached with some caution. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jason. 

Sonja? 

MS. FORDHAM: Thank you. Sonja 

Fordham, Shark Advocates International. I have 

two specific and two general. Can I just put 

them all --

MR. BROOKS: Go for it. 

MS. FORDHAM: Yeah. Thank you. 

Thank you for your presentation. I'm a 

little bit dismayed that -- I looked back at my 

comments with Wildlife Conservation Society on 
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Amendment 16. I don't feel that our concerns 

were particularly well-reflected in that 

presentation. But generally we were concerned 

that, you know, the focus was -- the attention 

was on increasing exploitation without balance 

about the challenges that we have left for a lot 

of overfishing species and those that don't have 

assessments. So that's just general. 

I am still digesting the proposals that 

you're about to present next, so I'm going to 

look forward to greater analysis and comment 

into the fall and beyond. For this 

presentation, I just wanted to highlight just a 

couple things. I wanted to reiterate the 

environmental community's strong support for the 

current risk policy that's applied to sharks. I 

think that's very well-founded. 

And then highlight, perhaps as you go 

forward, if you could do some analysis of what 

the relaxation of sandbar safeguards, what --

the effect on dusky sharks and their rebuilding. 

So I think the lack of mention of dusky sharks 
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so far is a bit concerning, so we'd like to have 

greater analysis there. 

And then just in general, based on the 

last three days it's been a bit personally 

brutal for me. I think it's clear that NMFS 

is -- it's keen on increasing exploitation of 

sharks and relaxing the safeguards. I 

personally am concerned that these are -- many 

of the actions are risk-prone and distressing to 

me. But given this priority, I just want to 

urge, again, the Agency to get a bit more 

serious if this is the way you're going to go to 

get more serious about investing in much greater 

capacity for shark stock assessment, if it's 

going to have hope of this sort of flexible 

approach being successful and not taking us 

backward on shark status. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks very much, Sonja. 

Austin? 

MR. LANGLEY: So understanding that, 

you know, the executive orders were meant to, 

you know, possibly roll back the shark finning 
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act or things like that, should Congress come 

and ask for a recommendation from NOAA, are you 

all prepared to provide comment and what would 

that comment be? 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: The Agency has 

continued providing comment whenever Congress 

asks about various shark actions. I don't know 

what the current administration would choose. 

But in the past, including under the first Trump 

administration, the Agency provided a lot of 

comment and congressional testimony against the 

Shark Fin Sales Elimination Act. And again, I 

don't know what the Agency administration would 

choose to provide this time. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Karyl. 

Let's go to Scott, Christine, and then 

we'll pick up the first measure. Scott? 

MR. VAETH: Yeah, I'd like to agree 

with Jason's comment on the Gulf there. I think 

it should stay status quo on the split between 

the Eastern and Western. And then for speaking, 

probably for the few of us that are left in here 
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on the retention limits and everything, I'm 

just -- we're at the point that we'll take 

anything we can get extra. And I do mean 

anything. It's very hard to make it in this 

business and any little bit will help. And 

that's it. Thanks. 

MR. BROOKS: Christine? 

MS. KITTLE: My question is, I guess, 

about data collection and to go back to John 

Walter's presentation on utilizing assessments 

that are not strictly the standard CDR 

assessments, right? I see that we're doing an 

MSE for sandbar, which the timeline seems very 

aggressive to me considering the current MSEs 

that we have for dolphin fish and black grouper, 

they have taken multiple years. I can't imagine 

sandbar being done in a year and a half. Just 

my opinion. 

But sandbar is one that we have a fair 

amount of research for. And I feel like if we 

can't do a standard assessment for sandbar, I 

would like to see options to look at assessments 
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for other species that are not part of the 

standard assessment. Like, I don't want to try 

a standard assessment, realizing most likely 

it's going to fail, waste three years, and then 

try and come up with another alternative. 

So John Walter mentioned you guys are 

working on, like, a matching process for 

identifying which species would and would not 

fit in a standard assessment and alternative 

options. How does this -- how does that 

exercise, I guess, feed into this amendment or I 

guess, future amendments for the species that 

are not listed in here and the time frame that 

goes along with that? 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yeah. So that was 

a big question with a lot of mini questions in 

between. The team working on the stock 

assessment right now is confident on their 

timing. Of course, I've been pushing for them 

to finish it faster, so maybe they would want to 

go slower, but the -- we recognize how much we 

need this assessment to move forward with 
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anything. I don't -- I think John is on. I 

don't know if he wants to speak more on that. 

The matching exercise is more of -- well, let me 

take a step back. So for -- with sandbar, we're 

going to be doing both the standard assessments. 

So we're going to get what we can on stock 

status and then they're also moving forward with 

the MSE. So there are two teams working on the 

assessment and working with the data to make 

that happen. 

In terms of the matching exercise, it 

is more of what species do we think we have 

enough data to go forward with a standard versus 

what species are more data limited that we might 

need to do more trends analyses. And the more 

the fishery continues to decline, the more even 

species like sandbar, which are, as John pointed 

out, relatively data rich, we're going to get 

less and less data because we're not going to 

have any of that fishery-dependent data. All 

we're going to be left with are those indices. 

So it's more that data matching 
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exercise, what species do we think we still have 

enough data for to do the standard and what can 

we get done before we're basically just relying 

on those indices? And a lot of the prohibited 

species that I know people are interested in 

finding out more about we're in that state now. 

We don't have the data to do a standard 

assessment. Does that help, Christine? 

MS. KITTLE: I guess it just makes me 

more cautious of utilizing this data approach to 

manage sharks when data can be so limited and 

uncertain. So that's just my caution. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Let's -- John 

Walter, I see your hand up, so let's get you off 

mute. I think you should be able to weigh in 

now. And then we'll go to Jimmy Hull after 

John. 

MR. WALTER: Hey, good morning, 

everyone. Thanks for the question there. One 

of the positives for many sharks is that we 

still have a lot of fishery-independent indices 

for many of them, and so we do have data on what 
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the trends in the stocks are. And I think 

that's really what we're going to -- what we're 

looking for in terms of leaning on in terms of 

being able to inform where the population is 

going. It's exactly what the stock assessments 

would be using anyway to determine the trends. 

And so I think that's what's going to 

probably be our bridge to the future is what 

those trends are saying. And for sandbar, the 

trend is pretty clear in terms of a pretty 

substantial increase in abundance. So I think 

that's going to help us. Whatever comes out of 

the stock assessment and management procedure, 

it's going to probably reflect the trends in 

those indices and that's probably going to be 

reflected in catch limit increases relative to 

those trends. 

Now, as I mentioned yesterday, getting 

biomass status is going to be challenging for a 

lot of our species where we just don't know what 

the absolute removals were over time and now a 

lot of those removals have dropped to near zero 
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because the fisheries dropped. So it's going to 

be using those fishery-independent indices as 

best we can, using the fishery-dependent data 

that we've got that we're still collecting as 

part of the Research Fishery and some other 

efforts. And in terms of the timing on the MSE, 

yeah, I spent many -- a good many years of my 

life on the bluefin MSC. I don't intend to 

spend the remaining -- my remaining career on 

the sandbar MSE. 

And I think what we've learned from 

that experience is how to do these in a more 

condensed fashion where it doesn't need to take 

as long and a lot of the aspects of the MSC can 

be done really as part of SEDAR process and 

that's where we're trying to bridge those two so 

that we can develop a management procedure on a 

much more condensed timescale. This will be one 

of those experiments to see whether we can do 

that. I'm hopeful that we can. And, you know, 

as far as the other ones taking a long time, 

well, when -- the management objectives are --
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still need to be developed, a lot of the time 

frame for an MSE is that full stakeholder back 

and forth conversation on what the management 

objectives are. 

For bluefin, they had to be developed. 

For dolphin fish, they had to be substantively 

considered and refined. But here for sharks, I 

think the managing objectives are pretty clear, 

so we don't have to go back to the drawing board 

on that. And so I think that's where we --

we're going to be able to get some fairly 

substantial time savings. Anyway, thanks. I'll 

be here further and listening in. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, John. Let's open 

up Jimmy Hull's line. 

Jimmy, it should be open. 

MR. HULL: And in response to Karyl's 

request, I fully am supportive and very happy to 

see many Amendment 16 progressing along. You 

know, we started working on trying to identify 

ways to rebuild, reinvent the commercial shark 

fishery many years ago and here it is coming 
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into fruition for me. I'm a commercial shark 

fisherman in Northeast Florida and I can tell 

you that many of the measures that are going to 

be in Amendment 16 are going to help increase 

the success of my fishery and possibly bring in 

some new entrants. 

I mean, it was mentioned that if you 

made a separate management and quota for 

blacktips, which have a very reliable stock 

assessment, I think you said that you may be 

able to increase the quota by 40 percent. Well, 

if you did that, you may get some bigger boats 

back into the picture. So in my area, small 

coastals, blacktips, they could drive a fishery. 

And so I'm very supportive of the way this is 

going. I just -- hopefully we get it over the 

finish line as soon as possible. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy. 

Jackson, I think your card is up. And 

Matt, is your card left over there? 

MR. DAVIS: Yeah. 

MR. BROOKS: Okay. 
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MR. MARTINEZ: Cool. Thanks. Just had 

another quick question regarding the Carolina 

hammerheads. I'm sure we'll get more info as 

this movement moves forward, but I did want to 

ask, you know, to my knowledge, they are wholly 

unassessed. You know, there's a lot of science 

coming out pretty regularly now in their life 

history, movements, and things like that. But 

given that they're virtually indistinguishable 

to scallopeds, I guess I just kind of want to 

ask now, you know, what are you all thinking for 

not enforcement, but maybe species ID, would 

that come with, like, a genetic assay along with 

OLE who would, you know, identify a dominant 

species and things like that? Yeah. What are 

you all thinking? 

MR. DUBECK: So based on what was in 

stock assessment, they actually assessed 

Carolina and scalloped hammer as a complex 

because they're -- more likely a lot of the 

catch was overlapping in both species. So we 

envision that we'd probably continue managing 
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them as a complex in the future for that 

species. 

MR. BROOKS: All right. We -- Nadya, 

go ahead. 

MS. MAMOOZADEH: Can I ask a quick 

follow-up question? Nadya Mamoozadeh, North 

Carolina State University. I'm curious, yeah, 

just thinking more about this. So because 

Carolina and scalloped are virtually 

indistinguishable, effectively, Carolina are 

managed as scalloped are managed. So it seems 

as if this one option would just formalize what 

is maybe already happening on the water. Am 

I -- maybe there's something I'm 

misunderstanding about that? 

MR. DUBECK: You're not. It -- pretty 

much, yes. So I mean, they are caught together, 

managed together. Right now, it's just more 

Carolina hammerhead is a species that is not in 

our fishery management unit. So it's just more 

just kind of bringing in the fishery management 

unit and just ensuring those regulations are 
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comparable to scalloped hammerhead. 

MR. BROOKS: Okay. Well, we're sliding 

into specifics here, so let's get into specifics 

here. Again, we've got about seven or eight of 

these that we want to push through. So it'd be 

just great to, you know, see if there's any more 

kind of specifics on these that folks want to 

weigh in on. So first one up is Atlantic 

blacktip and aggregated LCS quotas. You know, 

the options here are status quo, establishing a 

separate OFL, EBC or maintaining or revising 

aggregated LCS commercial quotas. Thoughts on 

these? Go ahead. 

MR. VAETH: Like I said, on any of 

them, I mean, I thought I made it -- my comment 

pretty clear that --

MR. BROOKS: Yeah. 

MR. VAETH: -- we'll take anything 

actually --

MR. BROOKS: Anything to --

MR. VAETH: -- that we can get. 

MR. BROOKS: Yep. 
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MR. VAETH: So -- okay. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Anyone else have anything 

else to fold in here? 

Jimmy, please? 

MR. HULL: Yeah. Thank you, Bennett. 

Yeah. As I said on my first comment, bullet 

point 2 on considerations, I think that that 

would be very beneficial for us. The blacktip 

population is high. It has great meat quality 

and it would certainly help rebuild the fishery 

if we had more access to blacktips. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy. 

Christine? 

MS. KITTLE: Yeah. Mine is not 

specifically on this, but I guess back to the 

sector allocation option, I think, when I looked 

at the scoping, it was just based off of years. 

I know that sometimes the Gulf will manage a 

fishery with just a single ACL when there's not 

a concern that you need sector allocation. I 

would like to hear if the commercial fishery 

would like sector allocation. I think it's hard 
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to determine if they would like it or not, if 

they don't know what that percentage is going to 

be, but maybe something to also look at as 

you're developing the document. 

MR. DUBECK: Thank you. So as we said, 

Amendment 14 is that we would have the sector 

ACLs and any end or harvest of, say, the 

recreational sector ACL would be rolled over to 

the commercial sector every year. So it's not 

like there's, you know -- but again, we are --

as I mentioned, some of the analysis for this 

one, we could be increasing these quotas than 

they currently are. They're not currently being 

harvested, but based on the stock status and the 

health of some of these populations, they could 

be increased. 

MS. KITTLE: Thank you. I think 

Amendment 14 is earlier than I've sat on this 

board and it's been a while, so I appreciate, I 

mean, the rolling over and being -- making sure 

that all the quota is being used and nothing 

that could be harvested goes unharvested. 
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MR. BROOKS: All right. I don't see 

any other cards to weigh in on this one. Let's 

pop to the next one. All right. So this is 

shark quotas. Options are status quo or 

establish an OFL proxy, ABC proxy, and sector 

ACLs based on the procedures for a Tier 4 shark 

stock, any -- blacktip. 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Blacktip. 

MR. BROOKS: Blacktip. 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: In the gulf. 

MR. BROOKS: In the gulf. Hence, Gulf 

blacktip shark quotas. 

Any specific comments on this one, 

Jason? 

MR. ADRIANCE: Thanks, Bennett. Yeah. 

Just hard to say anything, not knowing what's 

going to come out of a Tier 4 --

MR. BROOKS: Yeah. 

MR. ADRIANCE: -- but obviously any 

increase, any more opportunity is great. 

However, they're the plenty of issues we've 

discussed already between regulatory issues, 
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keeping the --

MR. BROOKS: Yep. 

MR. ADRIANCE: -- the fishermen from 

harvesting that. 

MR. BROOKS: Yep. Thanks, Jason. 

Christine? 

MS. KITTLE: Apparently, I'm going to 

talk a lot today. I think what was unclear in 

the scoping and Amendment 16 was the scalar 

aspect that you mentioned in determining what 

the OFL, ABC, and the ACL were for Tier 4 and if 

that would be -- that scalar is applied to all 

the species in Tier 4, or if that's a 

specific -- if the data for the specific species 

that you know would change that scalar, right? 

Like, obviously for blacktip, even though it now 

is a Tier 4, I feel like we do know a lot more 

information about that species than maybe some 

of the other Tier 4 species. And I didn't know 

if that goes into determining what -- like, 

scaling what that quota would be? 

MR. DUBECK: Thanks, Christine. Yeah. 
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So for this example, Gulf blacktip, blacktips 

are the most caught shark species in all 

fisheries. It's been assessed twice. So we 

have pretty good data on blacktip sharks. So 

we'd probably use more of a higher scalar for 

the -- for this stock compared to ones that 

haven't been assessed. And again, you know, I'm 

just throwing a species out, say tiger sharks 

where we haven't had a stock assessment on 

those. Some of the landings are -- you know, 

it's not prized, not targeted in some of the 

fisheries. It's more of an incidental or a 

bycatch species. So some of the information 

might be a lot less for this species. 

So we'd be maybe more conservative of 

those scalars. And again, those scalars are 

like life history characteristics, fishing 

pressure, what information we have on post-

release mortality of -- from the -- for that 

species. So like I said, blacktip, we have a 

lot of information on. It's just unfortunately 

the assessment, it's Tier 4 compared to others. 
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MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Anyone else want 

to weigh in on this one? If -- I don't see any 

cards up. Let's push to -- okay. Next up is 

the Gulf subregional quota split here. And 

again, the options are status quo, creating a 

flexible subregional quota split, and removing 

the subregional quota split. We've heard a 

couple of comments sort of touching at this. 

Jason? 

MR. ADRIANCE: Thanks. I -- I'll just 

reiterate my comment that basing anything on 

recent landings, use caution, given the 

regulatory burdens on that fishery now. 

MR. BROOKS: Matt -- I mean, Scott? 

MR. VAETH: Yeah, I agree with Jason. 

I'd say just leave it the same, status quo. 

Thanks. 

MR. BROOKS: Anyone have a different 

perspective on this that you want HMS folks to 

hear? Okay. Let's pop to the next one. 

Commercial retention limits. Again, options 

here are status quo, establish flexible blacktip 
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and other LCS retention limits, or remove LCS 

commercial retention limits. And yes, we've 

heard the general comment of more, better, but 

folks want to weigh in with any specific 

thoughts on this. 

Jason. It's the Jason and Christine 

corners here, and Amy coming in. 

MR. ADRIANCE: Thanks, Bennett. 

Obviously, given what's happened in the fishery, 

I would argue that you could almost remove that 

retention limit. I don't think, in the Gulf 

anyway, the landings are going to come in fast 

enough that you'll have an issue if you do that. 

At least in Louisiana, it's a lot of smaller 

boats right now, so the odds are they're not 

going to be able to pile that many sharks on the 

boat anyway, but it might be a good 

consideration for just removing that daily limit 

or that truck limit. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jason. 

Christine? And then Amy. 

MS. KITTLE: Yeah. I mean, if you're 
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going to set the limit annually and we know we 

haven't been meeting the quota, then I think 

that you could have a much wider range and then, 

if people begin to come into the fishery, you 

can reevaluate that without going through an 

amendment. So I think a much wider range with a 

higher trip limit, considering the current 

climate is a -- is acceptable, right? 

And unless we see a switch in the shark 

fishery where we have concern, then we still 

have that option. But for right now, let's give 

what we can to those that are trying to make 

this a market and make this -- make a living off 

of it. And if 55 is not -- you know, they could 

harvest more and still meet that and still 

have -- and, you know, still stay within the 

quota, let's have -- let's let them do that. 

MR. BROOKS: Christine, just so I'm 

clear, is that then suggesting a higher 

retention limit or going to where Jason is 

saying and just removing it? 

MS. KITTLE: I'm saying we can do a 
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higher retention limit. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks for clarifying. 

Let's go to Amy and then Bob. 

MS. DUKES: Ditto. So definitely not 

status quo. I see the idea of the removal of 

the commercial retention limits being a great, 

sort of, avenue, but I'm -- I guess the idea of 

having those flexible limits just seems a little 

bit more in line with what you want to do with 

some of your other actions. I think the big 

thing is no matter what position you guys move 

forward with, status quo is off the table, but 

either the flexibility or the removal, please 

consider that we have to couple this increased 

shark landings with a marketability campaign in 

order to get this having a better shark is good, 

eat it, campaign. So something out there that's 

going to be coupled with that from your agency 

is going to be respectful and helpful for the 

commercial fishermen, please. 

MR. BROOKS: Great. Appreciate that. 

And clearly, again, a theme we keep hearing of, 
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right? It -- need to be able to harvest it and 

also market it. It comes in a pair. 

Bob? And then we'll pop over here. 

MR. ZALES: And I agree with what Amy 

just said about the markets. Clearly, that's a 

critical issue here. 

MR. BROOKS: Bob, get a drop closer to 

you, Mike. Thanks. 

MR. ZALES: I agree with what Amy just 

said about the market conditions because that's 

critical. But is it possible, yesterday we 

discussed about being able to potentially keep 

the fish on long lines or whatever with bluefins 

or whatever the fish was that came in dead 

rather than discarding them as a waste. So as 

an example, with the blacknose, I know from 

discussions with Jimmy Hull, when he's fishing, 

he catches blacknose and in a lot of cases 

they're dead so he has to throw them back. 

They're useless. 

So is it possible to add something in 

here so that you could retain the fish that 
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you're -- that are on your line, even though 

normally they're not kept, but because they're 

dead, rather than wasting them, to be able to 

keep them and bring them in to market, is 

there -- can -- is that a possibility to add to 

this or no? 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: As you said, 

anything is possible. Whether we would go that 

direction, I don't know. There are differences 

between the shark fishery, which is 

traditionally bottom long line and pelagic long 

line where, pelagic long line, we do have the 

electronic monitoring on board to verify that 

those bluefin were dead at haul-back. That 

said, it could be something we consider. I just 

wanted to point that difference out. 

MR. ZALES: Yeah. I just wanted to put 

that out there because clearly a dead fish is a 

dead fish, right? So why leave it in the water 

for something else to eat when you could bring 

it in to market and work along with trying to 

help create the market and maintain that market 
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so you have consistent product on the market to 

be able to maintain it? 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. 

And, Kevin, if I'm reading your chat 

right online, you're seconding that comment. So 

thanks for weighing in on that. And if I didn't 

get that right, raise your hand. 

Scott, you want back in? 

MR. VAETH: One quick thing. Yeah. If 

the retention limits were removed or highly 

increased, I would like to see, like, an in-

season adjust -- where you could adjust it just 

in case there is an influx in boats in the 

fishery where you could adjust it back to 

normal. Thanks. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. All right. I 

think we've hit everyone. Amy, did you want to 

get back in? Nope. Okay. All right. Great. 

This is helpful. Let's jump to, I think -- who 

does? Jimmy does. Oh, great. 

Jimmy, come on in. No, hang on a 

second. Actually, line is not open yet. Okay. 
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You're good. 

MR. HULL: The -- considering on the 

second bullet point, establish flexible blacktip 

and other LCL -- LCS retention limits. And in 

the Mini 16, there's options to have a separate 

blacktip quota and trip limit. And if that was 

done, then the -- would basically increase the 

other LCS shark retention limits because the 

blacktips wouldn't be included in the LCS total. 

So I think that that shows that that could be 

very helpful. 

Again, in my area, you know, we have 

developed a market for shark meat and blacktips 

are a preferred species for meat, so we need 

to -- we need to get more blacktips and 

establishing a separate and flexible blacktip 

quota. And to answer what Bob had said, yes. 

And I think in -- and I know you have options in 

Mini 16 to increase the blacknose trip limit, 

which will really help reduce wasting that 

resource with dead discard. So that's why I'm 

so happy to see that happen. So that's it. 
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Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy. Let's jump 

to sandbar. I think we've got now four topics 

left to cover in about 15 minutes, so I think 

we'll be good. Just need to stay focused on 

that. Sandbar shark fishery quotas. Again, 

we've got three options here, status quo. 

Second is: and establish an OFL ABC and sector 

ACLs based on assessment results. That will be 

a management procedure and then be changed based 

on MSE. And then the third is establish OFL 

proxy, ABC proxy, and sector ACLs based on 

procedures for a Tier 4 shark stock. So 

perspectives on this would be helpful to hear. 

Charles? 

MR. WITEK: Yeah. Charles Witek. I 

suspect from what I see locally and from what I 

hear that we're going to get a pretty favorable 

stock assessment when it comes in. Even so, I 

would be very reluctant to set up a recreational 

fishery here. Most recreational anglers that I 

know cannot reliably tell a difference between a 
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sandbar and a dusky. Sandbars aren't kept that 

often by recreational anglers. They weren't 

even when they weren't regulated back in the 

'80s. And I think the need to protect the 

dusky, which is still in pretty rough shape, is 

more important than opening up a recreational 

sandbar fishery. I'm not going to make any 

comments on commercials because I'm going to 

trust that a long liner who handles a lot of 

sharks every day is a little better at telling 

them apart. But in a recreational fishery, I 

think killing duskies is a real risk. 

MR. BROOKS: All right. Thanks, 

Charles. Appreciate that. Any other 

perspectives around the table on this one? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Jimmy wants --

MR. BROOKS: Jimmy wants in again? 

Jimmy, please? 

MR. HULL: Yeah. Again, off of 

Northeast Florida, the sandbar shark population 

is immense and it's causing big problems in our 

reef fish fisheries with depredation. The 
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opportunity should be there in the Research 

Fishery, which definitely we need to maintain, 

but if we're -- the quota that's set aside for 

the Research Fishery, if it's not being utilized 

in that, then other shark fishermen need to be 

able to harvest that available quota. That 

would be one thing. And I think maybe that's a 

whole nother -- a whole nother page. But the --

you know, in your current situation, only Shark 

Research Fishery participants are authorized to 

land sandbars. I think that that -- if we're 

not catching the SRF quota, then other permitted 

shark fishermen need to be allowed to harvest 

that quota that's not being utilized there. 

MR. BROOKS: Sure. 

MR. HULL: And of course, when we get 

the results of the stock assessment, we can look 

at everything again. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Sorry, Jimmy, just before 

you go back on mute, so when you look at the 

options here, what is there is there one that 

makes more sense to you? 
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MR. HULL: Well, it would be after we 

get a stock assessment. 

MR. BROOKS: Okay. So it would be 

option -- the second option there? 

MR. HULL: Again, in the second two 

bullet points. 

MR. BROOKS: Yeah. 

MR. HULL: The third one, procedures 

for a Tier 4 shark stock assessment. So --

MR. BROOKS: Okay. 

MR. HULL: -- you know, I would rely on 

the stock assessment to guide me further. You 

may have to go status quo until we get the 

results of the stock assessment. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Appreciate that. 

Okay. Mike? 

MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you, Bennett. 

Mike Pierdinock. My comments are specific to 

the Massachusetts Cape Cod. You know, on the 

islands, there's a dedicated group of 

individuals that catch sandbar sharks from the 

shore, can identify the difference between that 
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and other species. And up in that neck of the 

woods, you typically have to go farther offshore 

to -- if you are to encounter dusky sharks. So 

I would just say that I would not necessarily 

recommend that it would be -- such would be 

prohibited and would recommend continued 

outreach and education of the anglers to 

differentiate between that or other species. 

But, you know, from a nearshore standpoint from 

the beach, I said there's a dedicated group of 

individuals and should be able to identify the 

difference between two each. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Mike. Okay. 

Let's push to the next piece, which is, I think, 

management. Is there another line? 

Oh, sorry. Sorry, Kesley. Thank you. 

MS. BANKS: Thanks, Bennett. I just 

want to echo kind of what Mike was saying. In 

our side of the Gulf, there is a dedicated shore 

fishery and we have looked at the identification 

rates and they're pretty high on sandbars, so I 

would not be concerned about them being 
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misidentified for duskies. And our fleet would 

definitely enjoy the chance of at least some 

limited harvest of sandbars if the assessment 

were to demonstrate that they could be reopened. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Kesley. 

Bob, your card is back up. 

MR. ZALES: Yeah. And I agree with 

everything that's been said here. And if I 

could, I'd just like to try to make a general 

comment and kind of a history lesson for people 

that may or may not know. My question --

MR. BROOKS: Just make it a short 

history lesson. 

MR. ZALES: It -- I'll try to speed it 

up. When I first got involved in all this years 

ago, I used to talk about how the old timers 

would pass information on to me. All these old 

timers now, they're fishing in the clouds. I'm 

the old timer now, right? In the shark fishery 

back in the '80s, especially in the Gulf, the 

Fishery Service back then in the re-fish 

fishery, especially in the red sniper fishery, 
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which was going downhill, people were having a 

hard time maintaining their business, the 

Fishery Service came in and said, there's an 

underutilized species called sharks. You all 

need to get into that fishery. 

A lot of the red snapper guys jumped 

into it, did really well, so well that 

eventually it started bringing the shark 

population down. The downside to that is --

and -- well, the upside was, when they did that, 

the market for sharks -- and it's my 

understanding from the people who are now dead 

that used to tell me this all the time, pretty 

much every part of that shark was worth money. 

It was sold in some -- anything from medical 

research to food to whatever. 

What happened, those people that got 

into the shark fishery that got out of the red 

snapper fishery, when the fishery -- the Gulf 

Council came in and started establishing a 

period of time to develop catch records to 

create the IFQ for red snapper for the three-
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year period in the '90s, a lot of those people 

that fish sharks got out of red snapper got 

screwed because they didn't qualify for any red 

snapper quota. 

So that's just kind of the history of 

where this thing has been. When people talk 

about a market, the market is there if you build 

it and you have consistent production that keeps 

supply on the table. So that's why we're really 

pushing hard to try to get this fishery put back 

and become a viable fishery again. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Thanks, Bob. I 

want to note there are a couple of comments in 

the chat from members of the public. Just to 

reiterate what we said at the outset, and maybe 

folks didn't hear that, at the advisory panel 

meetings, this portion of the meeting is focused 

just among advisory panel members and we will 

have public comments starting at 11:45. So 

Hannah, Lew, please hang in there. We 

definitely want to hear what you have to say, 

but we'll pick that up at 11:45. So thanks for 
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throwing something in the chat and we will come 

back to that. Okay. Let's -- one more time. 

MR. DUBECK: Do you want to look at the 

sharks as bait? 

MR. BROOKS: Yep. 

MR. DUBECK: Because --

MR. BROOKS: Yeah. So management 

measures here, sandbag -- sandbar shark 

management measures of shark is bait. Sharks as 

bait. So we've got two options there. We have 

status quo or allow the use of sharks as bait. 

That could be whole sharks or certain parts of 

sharks, obviously no fins. Perspectives on this 

that you'd like, folks, please. 

Scott? 

MR. VAETH: I think we should allow it 

just because of the fact that use -- you know, 

utilize the whole entire fish. Once again, like 

Bob was saying, that it's stupid to have to 

throw back something that's very useful in other 

fisheries. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Scott. 
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Anyone else want to weigh in on this? 

Okay. And I think our last topic is off --

Carolina hammerhead, right? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: (inaudible). 

MR. BROOKS: Am I missing someone 

again? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Stephen Rhodes. 

MR. BROOKS: Stephen Rhodes, please 

come in. Stephen, you should be open. Stephen, 

you should be open. 

MR. RHODES: Okay. I'm trying to 

unmute my mic. Am I loud and clear now? 

MR. BROOKS: Yep. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes, you're 

good. 

MR. BROOKS: You're good. 

MR. RHODES: Can you hear me, Bennett? 

MR. BROOKS: Yes, we can. 

MR. RHODES: Okay. Just wanted to 

comment that in my 45-plus years of fishing from 

North Carolina up to Cape Cod, that there is 

really a growing mass of sandbar sharks. Just 
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about any pass you go from, whether it's --

fishermen kayak fishing in Long Island Sound are 

getting striped bass predated by brown sharks. 

The inshore bluefin tuna recreational 

boats that are fishing with bait during the 

summer off New Jersey and New York can have a 

really tough time trying to keep bait in the 

water. Going out to 30 fathoms for the 

recreational yellowfin fishermen from Cape Cod 

down to Maryland -- Ocean City, Maryland, if you 

use chum in the water now in, say, the August, 

September time frame to try to chum up yellowfin 

tuna, some days it's almost impossible to get a 

bait past the sandbar sharks that we're seeing. 

So from an inshore to offshore range, we're 

seeing sandbars at a rate that we've never seen 

before, making some recreational fishing 

activities for other species more difficult. In 

some cases, where you can't land yellowfins 

because of the actual baits being all eaten by 

sandbars. 

On the inshore side of things, when 
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you're fishing for bluefins, say in the two to 

ten-mile range, if you're using live menhaden 

for bait or live pogies for bait, many days it's 

very difficult to get one of those live baits 

past the black tip sharks, the spinner sharks, 

or the sandbar sharks that have really exploded 

on the menhaden schools and the nearshore 

fisheries. And as Mike Pierdinock mentioned 

before and several other speakers, you know, 

there's definitely a growing beach fishery, 

catch and release fishery for the sandbars. But 

even the people that are fishing from the beach 

now are seeing very easy-to-catch sandbars in 

say the late July, August time frame up here in 

the Northeast. 

So you know, echoing concerns that with 

an overabundance of that species, if the species 

was opened up for commercial interests, you 

know, I think that would be looked favorably 

upon by the recreational community if some of 

those sharks were removed, if they were sold. 

You know, if they were utilized completely and 
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there was a market for that, that would 

certainly benefit the commercial fishermen and 

would have an ancillary benefit for the 

recreational fishermen having a tough time 

targeting tuna, whether it's bluefin or 

yellowfin because of the inundation of sharks in 

the last, say, five to ten years. 

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you so much. 

Appreciate it. All right. Now let's jump 

again. Last topic, Carolina hammerheads. There 

we go. Two options here. Status quo or adding 

Carolina hammerhead sharks to the fishery 

management unit and establishing management 

measures to match scalloped hammerhead sharks. 

I think we already had one comment on that 

previously, but other folks want to weigh in. 

And I see, Charles, your card is back up? 

MR. WITEK: Yeah. Charles Witek. I 

would add them to the management plan as quickly 

as possible. My reason is for enforcement 

purposes. I look at this, and I -- I'm thinking 

if I ever had to defend a violator in a 
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prosecution based on, you know, hammerheads, or 

scalloped hammerheads in particular, my first 

thought would be did they prove this was not a 

Carolina hammerhead? Because it's not a 

regulated species, and that creates a loophole 

for enforcement. And for that reason alone, I 

think they should be part of a management plan. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Charles. Anyone 

else want to weigh in on this? Jimmy. Jimmy? 

MR. HULL: Yeah. Thanks, Bennett. 

Jimmy Hull, commercial short fisherman, 

Northeast Florida. We catch lots of scalloped 

hammerheads. And I'm going to have to assume 

that I can't tell the difference between a 

Carolina hammerhead and a scalloped, so I would 

say status quo, and we're just managing them 

together as one species. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy. Anybody 

else? Okay. 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: We have 

miscellaneous. Sorry. 

MR. BROOKS: Oh, we do have 
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miscellaneous. Yes. Let's get -- last slide. 

That's it. 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: I think we already 

covered this? All right. 

MR. BROOKS: Okay. I think we have 

covered this, yes? Do we agree? Yep. Okay. 

We've got everything covered here, so thank you 

all. That was super helpful. A lot of feedback 

for the team up here. We are at break, so let's 

take a 15-minute break. Just a reminder to 

folks, if you haven't checked out of your rooms 

yet, this would be the moment to do that. And 

again, reminder to members of the public, we'll 

have -- come back, we'll have another topic, and 

then we'll go to public comment at 11:45. 

Thanks, everybody. 

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter 

went off the record at 10:44 a.m. and resumed at 

11:01 a.m.) 

MR. BROOKS: Okay. Let's jump in here. 

Ask the folks who are still standing up and 

talking in the back there, Marty and Rick, to 
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find your seats. Thanks. All right. So we 

want to pick up our last topic for this session. 

And we'll be talking about blacknose shark and 

recreational shark management measures, proposed 

rule. This is out for comment. There's several 

pieces to this. 

I think let's just sort of walk through 

it, and then we'll actually take it section by 

section. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Okay. 

MR. BROOKS: Yeah. 

MR. DUBECK: All right. So this is the 

double feature here. So this is what we kind of 

internally have called Mini A16. So as I said 

earlier, and in the past -- in the Amendment 16 

presentation, we took parts based on the scoping 

document out of Amendment 16 and did a smaller 

rulemaking and a faster -- you know, to put it 

out faster. So the result of that is we're 

doing a -- we put out a proposed rule to revise 

the commercial blacknose and recreational 

management measures. 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

103 

So here's kind of the outline of 

presentation, but let's kind of jump right into 

it. As you can see, the purpose of this 

rulemaking pretty much matches what Amendment 

16's were. So we are trying to increase 

management flexibility to react to the 

additional factors affecting the shark fishery 

and optimize the ability of commercial 

recreational fishermen to harvest the quotas. 

This is, again, kind of needed to be responsive 

to the framework for -- that we implemented for 

Amendment 14, which I was mentioning previously. 

The findings from the share document, shark 

fisher review, the scoping comments from 

Amendment 16, and then the recent domestic and 

international agreements. 

So going into some background about 

blacknose sharks. So we assessed this species 

in 2010. The results from the assessment 

determined that the Atlantic stock is overfished 

with overfishing occurring, and then the Gulf 

stock is unknown status. Based on that, 
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Amendment 5(a), we created a regional -- so 

Atlantic and Gulf, blacknose and non-blacknose 

small coastal quotas. And then we also 

established regional quota linkages for the 

management group, shark management group. So 

what we mean by that is that when one quota was 

reached, both fisheries would close. So 

examples, we linked the blacknose quota in the 

Atlantic, which was a smaller quota, to -- with 

the non-blacknose small coastal quota, which was 

a larger quota. And once either quota, and it 

was really the blacknose quota was reached, it 

was closing down the non-blacknose small coastal 

fishery. 

Because of that, we did some more 

management measures a couple years later, 

Amendment 6, where we established this 

regerent -- regery -- mange -- too much talking, 

right? I -- I've been up there so long. So 

this boundary line off -- goes by -- around 

North Carolina. So the tip of North Carolina. 

So what we determined in Amendment 6 was that 
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blacknose sharks weren't really migrating north 

of this line. So what we did was we prohibited 

blacknose sharks for commercial landings north 

of this line. So in -- north of that line, we 

removed the quota linkage so the non-blacknose 

small coastal quota would stay open until it was 

reached. But south of that line, we kept the 

quota linkage and allowed blacknose sharks to be 

retained. 

Because blacknose sharks were being 

retained at such a high level, a couple of years 

later we established a commercial retention 

limit of eight blacknose sharks. And that was a 

way to slow down the blacknose shark landings. 

I got one. 

MR. REDD: Oh, you got one. 

MR. DUBECK: I came prepared. Sorry, 

Larry. But -- no problem. Yeah. I see you 

back there. Yeah. So yeah. 

So we established the commercial 

retention of eight blacknose sharks, and that 

kind of slowed down the blacknose landings to 
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ensure that the -- both quotas stay open longer. 

But more importantly, that the non-blacknose 

small coastal fishery wasn't closed down early 

in the fishing season. 

So moving on to the recreational 

fishery. So in the '99 F&P, we established a 

minimum size limit for most shark species of 54 

inches. And that 54 inches was based on the 

size and maturity of sandbar sharks. And then 

we reduced the recreational retention limit for 

all sharks to one shark per vessel per trip. 

And then in 2008, we expanded the shark species 

authorized for recreational retention, and then 

modified the retention limits where we allowed 

one sharpnose and one bonnethead per person per 

trip with no minimum size. 

And then we did one vessel -- one per 

vessel per trip for all the other authorized 

shark species. In Amendment 5(a), based on the 

scalloped hammerhead assessment, we revised the 

recreational minimum size limit for all 

hammerhead shark species, because you 
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couldn't -- most fishermen couldn't tell the 

difference, to 78 inches. And then based on the 

smooth hammerhead -- not smooth hammer --

smooth-hound shark assessment, and so Amendment 

9, we established no recreational minimum size 

limit or bag limit for that species. 

So let's jump into what the different 

alternatives are for each one of these. So as I 

spoiled earlier, the boundary line we -- for 

blacknose sharks, we are preferring to remove. 

We're finding that due to the changing water 

temperatures, the migration pattern of blacknose 

sharks, fishermen are interacting with blacknose 

sharks at a higher level north of that line. So 

right now, they're just having to discard those 

sharks. So we're preferring to remove that line 

so then fishermen throughout the Atlantic can 

harvest blacknose sharks. 

In addition, we're going to be revising 

retention limits for blacknose sharks. So we 

looked at three different alternatives here 

besides the status quo, which I mentioned was 
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eight. We're preferring to establish a flexible 

retention limit, similar to what we have for the 

large coastal, where we have a range from zero 

to 60 blacknose sharks with a default limit of 

25 blacknose sharks that would start the fishing 

season. So it's something that -- the beginning 

of the fishing year, it'd be 25. And based on 

catch rates, we can adjust that up or down 

depending on how the landings are going for 

blacknose sharks and interactions. The other 

alternative we looked at for this rulemaking was 

to remove the commercial retention limit for 

blacknose sharks. 

So those were the kind of commercial 

measures for this rulemaking. And the rest of 

this, and kind of the -- figured a lot more 

comments for this one are mostly around the 

recreational shark fishery. As I mentioned, you 

know, all the shark species that are authorized 

are pretty much 54 inches. Hammerhead sharks is 

78 inches for the minimum size limit. And then 

there is none for sharpnose, bonnethead, and 
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smooth-hound sharks. I wanted to -- I wanted to 

show this table here. This is the female size 

and maturity of all the authorized shark 

species. So there's 17 authorized shark species 

to be harvested recreationally. As you can see, 

the female size maturity is different for each 

one of those. They range from very small one, 

size maturity, for the sharpnose to very large 

female size maturity for tiger sharks. So 

there's no one size fits all for all these shark 

species. And it kind of runs the gamut of the 

sizes and everything. 

So we have a couple alternatives we 

analyzed in this rule making. Besides the 

status quo, we looked at a couple of other ones. 

Alternative C2 is to establish a recreational 

minimum size limit for each one of the shark --

authorized shark species. So that means that --

I'll go back to the figure there. That means 

recreational fishermen have to remember 17 

different limits when they go out shark fishing, 

and try to remember the size limits for each one 
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of those species. And actually identify each 

species correctly, too. The other alternative 

we looked at was to establish a recreational 

minimum size limit based on shark groups. And 

they would be based on the -- and then that size 

limit would be based on the female size 

maturity. So what we mean by that is we decided 

that we're going to group some shark species 

together based on certain factors. First one 

is, like, whether they look very similar. Do 

they have similar female size maturity? Do they 

get caught in the same areas? Are they caught 

with the same gear type by certain fishermen 

similar? And kind of grouping those together to 

kind of simplify the regulations for 

recreational fishermen. 

The preferred alternative is to do the 

same thing, but also create a flexible 

recreational minimum size limit for these 

species, for each one of these shark groups that 

I'll show in a second, to allow for more 

flexibility in the management measures. And 
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then the other thing we looked at was to remove 

recreational minimum size limits. And also, I 

want to point out for this presentation and this 

rulemaking, we are not making any changes to the 

primitive shark species or shortfin mako sharks. 

But let me go into more detail about 

the preferred measure here for the minimum size 

limit. So as you can see on the left-hand side, 

we have the different shark groups. And then on 

the right-hand side we have the minimum size 

limit with a range. And then the default limit, 

which would be what the fishing season would be 

at the beginning -- the limit would be at the 

beginning of every fishing season. We do not 

plan on adjusting the size limits in-season at 

this time. We would always just start with the 

limit and end the fishing season with that size 

limit. But let me go to the groupings here. So 

the first one here is the Atlantic sharpnose, 

bonnethead, and smooth-hound sharks. We grouped 

those together because currently there is no 

minimum size limit for those species. So we're 
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keeping it status quo. But we are creating a 

range that we could adjust that based on some of 

the, you know, stock information in the future. 

For blacktip and finetooth sharks, we're, again, 

they have similar ranges of female size 

maturity. Currently, right now, they fall under 

the 54 inches. And you can see the default 

limit we're going to reduce it to 38 inches is 

that right now under 54 inches, most of those 

species should not be caught and retained 

recreationally in federal waters. So what we're 

doing is based on the size of female maturity, 

we're going to lower that to a default limit of 

38 inches. 

Blacktip and spinner, obviously while 

we group those species together, most fishermen 

can't tell the difference of which one is which, 

right? So what we did was we created a larger 

range for the species because of the spinner 

shark size maturity, but we're going to have a 

group -- the shark group with default of 48 

inches for the fishing season. 
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Again, that's much smaller than 

currently it's 54 inches for those species. So 

we'll be lowering down to 48 based on the size 

of the female maturity. For the hammerhead 

sharks, as I showed earlier, they have such a 

higher range of female size maturity, but we're 

going to default and keep it at status quo of 78 

inches right now. 

For the other large coastals, the bull, 

lemon, nurse, and tiger sharks, again, such a --

we -- we're establishing such a range of minimum 

size limit, but we're going to default of what 

it currently is right now at 54 inches. And 

same thing for the other pelagic species. We 

would establish a range up to 94 inches or no 

limit, but default at 54 inches, which is just 

status quo for the -- those species. 

Moving on to the retention limits for 

this one, as of right now, you can only keep one 

of the following shark species per trip and 

there's a list there of the different blacktips, 

hammerhead sharks, spinner, tigers, porbeagles, 
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and such. You can only keep one of those per 

trip. You can keep one sharpnose and one 

bonnethead per person per trip and then there is 

no limit for smoothhound sharks. 

So in this rule-making, we looked at 

different alternatives besides the status quo. 

The preferred alternative is to establish a 

flexible retention limit for the shark species, 

and I'll go into that in the next slide, where 

we have established a range where we can go up 

to certain number or no limit and then put --

the beginning of the fishing season, we would 

default to a certain limit. And then the other 

alternative we looked at was kind of to remove 

retention limits for sharks recreationally. 

But let me go into more detail of what 

the preferred alternative is. So here's another 

slide where we kind of have the different shark 

species. On the left-hand side, we are 

proposing to change all of the species 

retentional -- potential -- retention limit to 

number of sharks per vessel per trip for all the 
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shark species to kind of simplify the 

regulations. 

We would have a range for some of these 

up to a certain number or no limit. And then 

again, the default is what the fishing season 

would start with. And like I mentioned with the 

minimum size limit, we don't intend to change 

that in season-wise. It would just be more the 

fishing season would start with that number or 

name of that number. But if we would be able to 

change it prior to that and we would give 

notification of that. So let me go into this a 

little bit more. 

So as you can see, the groupings are --

it's not really groupings for this one. What we 

decided to do is kind of stay with some of the 

species where you can only keep one, so we're 

defaulting a one, but for some of these species 

where for the blacknose, bull, thresher, 

hammerheads, porbeagles, and such, for that 

group there or the list of species there, we 

would establish a range of up to three or no 
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limit, but default to one of those have a 

default number so it wouldn't stay at one for 

those species. And then we've pulled someone's 

out -- some of the species out separately 

because some of them are, but also because of 

some of the stock information. 

So for sharpnose and bonnethead, we 

will -- we're creating a range for those 

species, so up to four or no limit for those. 

And then have a default of one shark per, you 

know, per vessel per trip. 

So it's one shark, not per person, for 

each of the species. Blacktip, we pulled that 

one out because as I talked about in the M16, we 

have two assessments for blacktip sharks. All 

indications is that we can increase catch for 

these species. So we're establishing a range of 

up to five for that species or no limit. But 

setting a default of one at the start of the 

fishing season. 

And then smoothhound, we have a range 

that we establish, but we're going to default at 
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no limit. And some of those ranges that we came 

up with kind of mirror some of the states 

already have. Like example, the blacktip limit 

of up to five, I believe Alabama or Mississippi 

already have that in state waters. So this 

is -- kind of mirrors what some of the states 

already have. That's where some of these limits 

came from. 

Let's move on to some other 

miscellaneous regulatory changes we have in this 

rulemaking. So as I mentioned about the 

commercial quota linkages, we in Amendment 14 

finalized that we plan to remove the commercial 

management quota linkages where we plan to 

continue to monitor the ACLs and then close 

those fisheries down when they're -- when the 

quotas are reached, but we are going to be 

removing those quota linkages. 

And then the -- here on the right-hand 

side, you can see what the linkages are. And as 

I mentioned in the Atlantic, we have the 

blacknose and non-blacknose small coastal 
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linkages that we're going to remove. But then 

in the -- for the large coastal fishery and the 

Gulf and the Atlantic, we have the hammerhead 

and aggregate large coastal. So we're going to 

remove that -- the linkages. So once one of 

those quotas is reached, the other one can stay 

open. 

Other things we proposed in this 

rulemaking is to kind of clarify some of our 

regulations regarding thresher sharks in our --

so sometimes in our regulations, we just call --

say thresher shark, not two species. So we're 

just kind of clarifying some of those 

regulations and call out what species we're 

referring to. 

Another one is to change the pelagic 

shark and one of the management groups, right? 

So right now management groups says pelagic 

sharks other than blue and porbeagle sharks. 

Pretty much that is common thresher and then 

shortfin mako when it's authorized. So we 

decided to just change the manager group to 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

119 

those species to know, you know, what -- no --

people would know what we're talking about. So 

it would be common thresher and then shortfin 

mako when authorized sharks. 

And then another thing we have in here 

is kind of remove some oceanic whitetip 

regulations, you know, some of the references to 

in our commercial regulations. 

So we've we had this rulemaking release 

earlier this year. We've had a number of public 

hearings. I've given this presentation many 

times already. We've had requests to extend the 

comment period for this from the Atlantic States 

Commission, Gulf Council, State of Florida to 

extend the comment period for us to talk to the 

Gulf Council, the Atlantic States Commission 

about this rulemaking. So we did that and we 

extend the comment period to May 29th. And also 

since we extended the comment period, we wanted 

to talk to you about this rulemaking here, too, 

so it overlap with the AP. 

So here at FDM, we have the 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

120 

regulations.gov here. We've had a number of 

comments for this rulemaking come in already. 

We've got close to 90 so far. So a lot of 

people have interest in this rulemaking, mostly 

around the recreational fishery measures. And 

then we hope to have this out by the end of this 

year. But I also want to give people kind of an 

update of some of the comments we've been 

getting from the different public hearings, the 

council commission meetings, but also through, 

you know, the public and FDMS, kind of give you 

a quicker review of what we've heard so far. 

So right now for the Atlantic blacknose 

shark, pretty much is overall support for the 

preferred management measures to kind of help 

optimize the quotas and reduce the regulatory 

discards. 

So a majority of our comments I 

mentioned is coming for the recreational shark 

fishery management measures. So there's general 

support for creating management flexibility and 

establishing the size limits based on the female 

https://regulations.gov
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size maturity, but there's also concern that, 

you know, NOAA Fisheries would be able to adjust 

minimum size or retention limits without prior 

notification or frequency or the frequency. And 

then concern that the states may not be able to 

make those parallel changes in time. 

There's also been questions regarding 

the proposed shark groupings, like why do we 

group some of those together, you know, with the 

scientific basis for the proposed changes and 

how the proposed changes would work. And then 

we get a lot of comments to pretty much stay 

status quo of the per person for sharpnose and 

bonnethead retention limits. 

So those are kind of a quicker review 

of the comments we heard so far. And that's 

everything I have and we'll take comments. 

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks. So we've 

got about 20, 25 minutes for comments on this. 

What I'd like to do is first turn to the 

commercial measures that are being proposed. 

Well played. Had a feeling that might 
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happen, but let's just sort of see what comments 

are on commercial and then we'll open it up to 

rec. So commercial. Jimmy, did you want to 

talk to the commercial piece here? 

MR. HULL: Thank you, Bennett. And 

thank you, Guy, for the presentation. It was 

very thorough. And of course I support all of 

the measures in this proposed measures for the 

commercial sector. They're exactly right on 

target. It's what we need. It will help the 

fishery. It will turn discards into landings 

and, you know, it's what's been needed for some 

time, so fully support it. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks so much. Let's go 

to Willy then Sonja. 

MR. GOLDSMITH: Thanks, Bennett. And 

thanks, Guy, for the presentation. I'm not at 

all really familiar with the blacknose fishery 

and just had a question for you and maybe for 

some commercial shark harvesters in the room as 

well. So you mentioned the SEDAR 21 from 2010. 

That -- is that -- that's the most recent 
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assessment for South Atlantic blacknose and that 

found the shark was -- the species was 

overfish -- overfishing occurring. And so I'm 

just wondering, it looks like this proposal is 

to increase the default from eight to 25. Is 

there additional information since that 

assessment, whether that's fishery-dependent 

data, fishery-independent data, other 

information just on kind of what's going on with 

that resource to inform that decision? Thanks. 

MR. DUBECK: Yeah. I mean, the quota 

has been under harvested for a number of years 

and really the factor was the eight retention 

limit. So it's kind of a -- the eight retention 

limit is kind of a de facto barrier for 

fishermen to actually harvest the quota that's 

available to that. And so that quota has been, 

I think, maybe 50 percent under harvested every 

year. 

So this is kind of just allowing 

fishermen to, instead of throwing back the 

discards, to be able to land those and go 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

124 

towards the quota. 

MR. BROOKS: Jimmy, did you want to run 

it -- weigh in on that question in particular? 

MR. HULL: Just to reinforce what Guy 

said, the eight per vessel trip limit on 

blacknose wasn't put in as a biological limit. 

It was put in as a management limit because it 

was linked to all the other small coastals and 

we were we were closing down all the other small 

coastals with that small trip limit and then it 

morphed into, well, the black -- the population 

is very large now and we're interacting with 

them and sometimes there'll be one on every 

hook. And so you immediately catch your eight 

and then you're wasting the rest of the resource 

and we're not catching the quota. So just to 

echo on what Guy just said, it wasn't a 

biological trip limit was put in there for 

biological reasons to rebuild the stock. It was 

put there as a management to keep the stocks 

open. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy. Let's go 
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to Sonja and then over to Christine and then 

we'll probably shift over to rec. But Bob will 

bring him up. Go ahead, Sonja. 

MS. FORDHAM: Thank you. Sonja 

Fordham, Shark Advocates International. So you 

want just commercial blacknose now; is that 

right? Okay. 

Thank you for your presentation. I 

think I'm okay with the proposal for the 

blacknose line to even up access to the quota 

and reduce discards as it seems the climate is 

changing. The blacknose limit, I understand 

that there's quota underage and you think that 

you're looking at the trends here, but I do have 

to say that I think going for, like, more than 

tripling is a bit of a jump for my -- in my 

mind. I would prefer that it not be so 

dramatic, considering, as we've talked about, 

the assessment is 16 years old. And I think 

that's all I have for blacknose sharks. Thanks. 

MR. BROOKS: So some increase, just not 

tripling? 
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MS. FORDHAM: Well, I'm not going to 

push for an increase. 

MR. BROOKS: Understood, but --

somewhat implied in your comment there, but I 

understood. Christine? 

MS. KITTLE: Yeah. I just want to say 

thank you for pulling this out of Amendment 16. 

I know that this is critical for Jimmy to 

continue to promote his meat market and his 

restaurants and considering they're not 

optimizing the quota, we're supportive of the 

increase. 

I really appreciated the math that was 

in the Amendment 16 and how you be -- came up 

with the 25 default. I would say to make sure 

that you work with the commercial fisheries and 

reevaluate that every year, that if that 25 is 

still not meeting the quota, to discuss that 

with the commercial fishermen and reevaluate 

that so that they are going to meet the quota in 

future years. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Let's take one 
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more or two more comments in order to make sure 

we have plenty of time for the rec. Bob. 

MR. ZALES: Yeah. And I just want to 

point out, I mean, all these definitions 

required overfishing and overfished through 

management and scientific work that's done. 

When you look at them, they're all in what I 

would consider a virtual world of the science, 

right? And I've made this statement several 

times here and in other places. The best source 

of information that you have for any of the 

fishery information and data that's there are 

the people in this room and the people that 

prosecute these fisheries. And it's pretty 

clear from what you have heard across the board, 

rec and commercial, about a lot of these, and 

I'll just do it with this one species of 

blacknose it, and you just heard Jimmy. They're 

abundant, right? 

So the real world is not matching the 

scientific advice that's there, and we need to 

consider that. And it's like I've stressed 
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before the comments from the people on the water 

every day need to be better weighted in the 

fishery management process. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. Is there a 

card left over here? Al, Willy? Leftover. 

Okay. Okay. 

Jimmy, your hand is back up. Do you 

have a question on this or point on this, or can 

we shift to rec fishing? 

MR. HULL: I think I just dropped my 

hand. 

MR. BROOKS: Okay, cool. Okay. It --

it's back up, but we'll just ignore it for now. 

All right. Let's turn to recreational 

here and we've got minimum size limits and 

retention limits. We'll open it up however to 

wherever people want to go. Kesley. 

MS. BANKS: Thank you. I have a flight 

to catch, so I just want to say see Council 

letter. We have a lot of comments on the rec 

side of it. One thing we did discuss after you 

guys came and graciously gave the presentation 
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was if you're going to drop the bonnethead and 

Atlantic sharpnose from one per person to one 

per vessel, we recommend maybe doing a scaling 

vessel limit rather than one per, or one per 

vessel. 

We do have a fleet that is targeting 

those as part of their business. And so while 

we understand the need maybe not to bring in 50 

on a trip, maybe go down to like 15. I think 

there's some -- this is done in the swordfish 

fishery for them already. So there's some 

precedent support. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Have a good 

flight. Martha. 

MS. GUYAS: Thanks. Ditto a lot of 

that and the comments that you all have received 

to date. One additional thing that I will 

raise, and I mean, I get it. I know that you 

all don't manage state waters, but just keeping 

in mind that there is a significant, especially 

shore-based component to this fishery and 

especially on the -- when Atlantic States gets 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

130 

involved on the Atlantic Coast. So you've got 

vessel limits. You know, those are going to go 

to Atlantic States. Atlantic States is going to 

say, okay, states, here's the rule for you to 

implement. And it's unclear to me what vessel 

limits, what that means for shore-based 

fishermen operating in those states. 

Some states are nimble and they can 

make changes through their process. Like 

Florida has a commission. Other states work 

through legislatures and making changes is 

significantly more difficult. And so this is a 

little bit of a different situation than, like, 

tunas or something like that where it's, you 

know, you're just -- if you're thinking about 

what you all manage, you're mostly covering 

everything. 

But this -- because sharks is so 

inclusive and it's so many additional people 

that are operating outside of federal permits 

and federal waters, this one's a little bit more 

complex. So thank you. 
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MR. BROOKS: Thank you. I've got seven 

folks in the queue. We will be getting to 

public comment at 11:45. If we haven't gotten 

through everybody, maybe we can just dip back in 

after public comment. But let's -- let me go 

work our way around and then we'll get over to 

you, Mike. Bob. 

MR. HUMPHREY: Thank you. And thanks 

for the presentation. I'd like to offer comment 

from the perspective of somebody in New England, 

Northern New England, particularly. And just 

say that again, I would like to see a smaller 

minimum length limit on porbeagle sharks 

specifically for the following reasons. 

Anecdotally, at least our shark fisheries, 

recreational shark fisheries, largely catch and 

release. And certainly if you have numbers that 

oppose that, I'd love to see them. 

Porbeagle sharks right now are, as far 

as depredation, are number one with a bullet in 

our region. And I use that term intentionally 

because most of the HMS tuna vessels that are 
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fishing right now carry a home protection hole 

punching device to deter depredation from 

porbeagle sharks. I don't want to keep a 54-

inch fish. It's too big. I can only take so 

much myself and have to give the rest away and I 

don't have that many friends. 

It's a breeding age fish. I'd rather 

keep -- see people keep a smaller fish and let 

the breeding age fish go out and reproduce and 

make more little sharks. And to that end, I 

would also say if you do decide to keep with 

that 54-inch minimum, then I would encourage you 

not to go to more than one fish per boat per 

day. Thanks. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. Sonja. 

MS. FORDHAM: Thank you. Sonja 

Fordham, Shark Advocates. So taking 

recreational species groups, size limits and 

retention limits, or just size limits? 

MR. BROOKS: Whatever. Anything. Yep. 

MS. FORDHAM: Oh, okay. Okay. Just a 

note before I get to my comments about the 
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species groups. I wanted to flag that my 

colleagues at Oceana who are here and will speak 

in public comment, but obviously we'll have a 

just a little bit of time. They do have some 

concerns that I share about questioning how the 

Agency can ensure that overfishing is prevented 

in line with the Magnuson Act if the species in 

the group, if some of them are overfished or 

being overfished or unknown. So I think they'll 

speak more to that. I think overall, I've seen 

this presentation several times and I think 

there is some general confusion with this in the 

recreational bits because I don't see the range 

as a range, you know, up to a number and then 

maybe no number. I -- that doesn't seem like a 

range to me. It seems like we can do whatever. 

So it's just a bit confusing. I don't 

know if it's the end of the world. And similar 

with the default, I finally figured out that 

means that that's what's going to happen upon 

the final rule. That's what we're going. So I 

think it's a little bit confusing as, like, the 
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proposed new measure. Default means that's 

happening. Okay. 

So you know, I appreciate the approach 

and the rationale, but do have those concerns 

about the groups. And then I note that it says 

that the size limits will be based on the 

grouped female sizes at maturity, which seems to 

make sense, but then and some of them look okay, 

but the blacktip spinner seems to be, you know, 

set with a lower number. So with the blacktip 

number instead of the spinner number. So that 

doesn't seem like it's quite fair to the 

spinner. 

So I would prefer an average or 

something closer to the spinner length to 

provide protection for that species. But then 

more concerning is the blue, common thresher 

porbeagle limit at 54. So it seems that that's 

20 to 30 inches high -- lower than those species 

that you have listed. So that doesn't seem like 

it's grouped based on the female sizes. 

So I would, given all the reasons we've 
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talked about, particular concern for common 

threshers, but also continuing concern of the 

status of porbeagle, I would urge that to be 

raised significantly towards common threshers. 

I think that's --

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 

MS. FORDHAM: -- all I have on that. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Let me keep 

working the queue. And again, we are getting 

tight on time, so ask people to be as focused as 

possible. Charles. 

MR. WITEK: Yeah. I look at the 

recreational regs and proposed, and I both like 

what's going on very much and am somewhat afraid 

of what's going on. I believe in science-based 

fisheries management, breaking it down into 

species groups allows us to have that. 

But if we do it, we ought to actually 

apply the science in a 54-inch minimum size for 

blues, common threshers and porbeagles, for 

example, just doesn't do it. 

I am very concerned with common 
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threshers. I've expressed this probably at 

every meeting that I've attended. They are now 

the focus of any tournaments in the Upper Mid-

Atlantic, Southern New England because they're 

one of the last, and I'll put this in quotes, 

edible sharks out there so people think it's 

ethical to fish for them because they don't end 

up in a dumpster. They are the focus of 

fisheries where people want to bring a shark 

home to eat. 

And so I'm concerned about the 

additional pressure on them. They're frequently 

retained. They're not an assessed stock -- not 

an assessed stock. 

You know, I -- and people are keeping a 

little fish. We just had last summer a small 

tournament out of Moriches Inlet on New York. 

The first place fish was fine, 420 pounds. The 

second place fish was 108. And if you put that 

on a weight length chart, it's just about 54 

inches. And as Sonja pointed out that -- that's 

a couple of feet underage at first, or length at 
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first maturity for a thresher. We can do better 

than that. We need to do better than that. 

Blue sharks we don't need to worry 

about because they're not retained. There's 

very few tournaments that still allow blue shark 

entries and, you know, maybe a new fisherman 

will take one to eat, but they'll only do that 

once. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 

MR. WITEK: But my other comment is 

that I really don't like the no limit option. 

Like I said, I believe in science-based 

management. I've been following shark 

management at least since the huge document came 

out in the late '90s, the consolidated HMS plan, 

and I trust the people in this room to do the 

right thing. They really always have. 

However --

MR. BROOKS: Charles, I got to ask you 

to really clip it --

MR. WITEK: Okay. 

MR. BROOKS: -- so we can get to other 
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people. 

MR. WITEK: Bottom line is we know that 

the decisions aren't always made here and no 

limit can be a little bit of a temptation for 

people who aren't in the room to make the wrong 

decisions, and I'd like to see that removed. 

Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Charles. 

Angel. 

MS. WILLEY: All right. I'm going to 

try and be brief since some of what I have has 

already been said. I really appreciate the 

comment extension. I do support flexibility and 

the establishing the size limits based on size 

of maturity, but I agree with previous comments 

where some of the defaults are low and like with 

tiger sharks, really low. So I'm concerned 

about that. And then I'm also concerned about 

how you're going to be able to make adjustments 

without having a way to accurately monitor the 

landings and what's being caught. Because when 

I write my compliance report for the Atlantic 
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States Marine Fisheries Commission, when I go in 

to pull numbers out, they're not good for 

sharks. And then I just wanted to ditto 

Martha's comments about ASMFC and the 

complimentary management. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Angel. 

Greg. 

MR. HINKS: Thanks. First question on 

the size limit section. I want to go on record 

as I don't see a benefit of doing by species 

size limits. I can't imagine that not being an 

enforcement nightmare. 

But that's a second -- a clarification 

question. Under what circumstances would a 

minimum size limit change under the flexible 

size option? 

MR. DUBECK: That would be based on 

stock assessments, some updated information kind 

of thing that we would do based on that 

information. 

MR. HINKS: Okay. I figured as much. 

Just wanted to double check. And then finally, 
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I just want to clarify that this absolutely does 

move sharpnose, bonnethead, and smoothhounds 

from a shark per person per trip model to a 

shark per vessel per trip model. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Jeff. 

MR. KNEEBONE: Great. Thanks, Guy, for 

the presentation. Guy, I'll start with a 

clarifying question. So in the presentation for 

the -- on Page 12, the female size and maturity, 

for common thresher, it's listed as 236.2 

centimeters fork length with an 83-inch 

equivalent, I'm guessing. That's 93 inches if 

you divide 236 divided by 2.54. So I don't know 

if that's oversight, an error. 

And the reason I ask is if you go back 

into the environmental assessment document, the 

size that's listed for threshers is 210, which 

is 83 inches. So I'm just really confused about 

what female size or maturity you are using for 

that species. And I have further questions once 

that point is clarified. Thanks. 

MR. DUBECK: So it is 83 inches. So 
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it's just a typo here. It's 83 inches. It's in 

the document. 

MR. KNEEBONE: Okay. So in the past, 

I've asked in these comments about maximum size 

limits. I think that I'm in the minority and 

perhaps Bob agrees that I think the opportunity 

should be given to harvest smaller sharks, like 

having worked at shark tournaments and seen and 

tasted 400 pound porbeagle and thresher. It's 

not the best eating meat and those fish are -- I 

would just hate to see a incentivization --

to -- I don't want to see an incentive to target 

large mature females. 

Also, it's creating for threshers, 

example, like, a female-only fishery because 

you're approaching the maximum size for males. 

So it just seems a little bit counterintuitive 

to me and it will reduce fishing opportunities 

wearing my recreational fisherman hat. 

So just hearing -- curious to hear a 

little bit of comment back about whether maximum 

size limits were ever considered and how that 
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was done, acknowledging that you would still be 

able to control landings by, you know, releasing 

all fish larger than a size. 

So you'd be providing opportunity for 

harvest while at the same time controlling for 

overharvest. So maybe we can talk about that 

offline if that's too much. 

MR. BROOKS: That's probably a good 

idea if that's okay with you. Okay. I have 

still in the queue Austin, Mike, Amy, and I've 

got Becky online and it is time for public 

comment. So I do want to sort of respect the 

public comment time since folks have been 

waiting. I think we'll have time after public 

comment to come back and finish this up. So if 

I can just ask the folks who have their cards 

up, just leave them up and we will come back to 

it. I'm getting stink eye from Amy in the 

corner. 

MS. DUKES: I think we can do this in 

five minutes. Public can wait five minutes to 

go. I'm just saying. 
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MR. BROOKS: Duly noted. I'm still 

going to go to the public who's been sitting 

around and waiting for hours, but I understand. 

All right. Let's go to public comment. Anyone 

in the room or online who would like to make a 

public comment, please raise your hand. I see 

two folks online. I see one person in the room. 

What we do is just ask you, for the 

person in the room, if you come up to an empty 

mic and just if you could start with your name 

and affiliation. And then we ask folks to limit 

their remarks to no more than two minutes. 

So I've got four folks online. We'll 

start with the person in the room and then we'll 

go online. And again, start with name and 

affiliation, please. 

MS. AINES: Sure. Thank you. Hi. I'm 

Alex Aines from Oceana. I'm speaking in 

opposition to the changes that NMFS has proposed 

for the recreational shark fishery. These 

changes would impact many vulnerable shark 

species, meaning those that are already 
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overfished or subject to overfishing and those 

whose current status is unknown. 

The management of Atlantic HMS shark 

species has long been challenged by the limited 

data, delayed assessments, and insufficient 

monitoring. As a result, 12 of the 17 Atlantic 

shark species affected by the proposed rule are 

vulnerable with three known to be overfished 

and/or subject to overfishing and nine more 

having an unknown status due to information 

gaps. 

The proposed rule does not indicate 

that NMFS considered the stock status of these 

vulnerable species and the proposed changes 

exacerbate the risks to them. 

First, the proposed rule would combine 

the species into shark groups in setting 

recreational minimum size limits and retention 

limits. The use of group level management 

approaches in the context of the data-poor 

Atlantic Shark Fishery presents several 

challenges. 
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First, the proposed shark groups 

contain species with very different stock 

statuses. A retention or size limit that is 

sustainable for a more productive species may 

contribute to overfishing of a vulnerable 

species in that group. 

Second, the proposed rule sets limits 

that are unreasonable for these mixed status 

groups because they are based on group-wide 

averages That creates the potential for 

overfished or data-poor stocks to be managed 

based on the status of healthier or data-rich 

stocks. In addition, the proposed rule makes 

these limited -- these limits flexible and 

allows them to be adjusted or eliminated under 

vague, certain conditions. 

Management measures must ensure that 

increased flexibility within a management group 

does not undermine conservation outcomes for 

species with greater vulnerability or 

uncertainty. It is unclear how NMFS could 

adjust limits for these mixed status groups 
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without species-specific safeguards that avoid 

disproportionate impacts on the most vulnerable 

or least understood species in the group. 

If NMFS wants to manage Atlantic HMS 

sharks in mixed status groups, it must set 

management measures that are protective of the 

most vulnerable species within each group. 

Oceana calls on the Fishery Service to 

consider alternatives that account for 

vulnerable species and unknown stock statuses 

and propose measures that will advance the 

Agency's conservation obligations for these 

species. 

Thank you for your attention and for 

allowing me to comment. 

MR. BROOKS: That was exactly two 

minutes. Thank you so much. Well done. All 

right. Let me hop online here. I've got five 

folks. Again, if folks could start with name, 

affiliation, limit your comments to no more than 

two minutes. And again, just a reminder, this 

is not an opportunity for back and forth. Just 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

  

  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

147 

for the Agency to hear your perspectives. 

Let's open up Lew's line and then we'll 

go to Hannah after that. 

Lew, you should be able to unmute 

yourself and talk. 

MR. CHILDRE: Hello. My name is Lew 

Childre. I am a permit holder here in Alabama. 

We fish permits all along the Alabama Gulf Coast 

and down towards Louisiana in the winter times. 

I just got real quick rundown on three 

of them. One is the LCS limit. We gillnet 

fish, which we're one of the last gillnetters of 

sharks that I know of, especially in the Gulf. 

And this LCS limit is very tough because if 

we're targeting small coastals which have a --

do not have a trip limit and we are -- we 

mistakenly get in the wrong water column, we get 

into the small black tips and spinners, it's 

very difficult for us to make a trip out of this 

without having to repetitively make short sets 

and trying to find specific fish species that 

are open to more than this 55 head limit. 
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So an opening up of that limit would be 

huge to allow for a -- actually a more, I would 

say, conservation-based fishery and also a --

just an -- environmentally. We're not chasing 

around and doing all those other things, wasting 

time, effort, money, and expense, especially 

fuel now that it's $4.50 a gallon at a minimum. 

The next one is that like an incidental 

catch on sandbars. During certain times of our 

fishery we have incidental sandbar catches 

nearshore that I would say we've never had a 

dusky in those nearshore areas. So in opening 

up the sandbar, even if it was in an incidental 

catch rate, like a small number of trip limit, 

would be very helpful. Help open up and build 

those markets over long periods of time. 

The last comment I have is based on the 

blacknose. So I saw, you know, there was 

efforts within the Atlantic. We have yet to see 

anything to be -- come about for the Gulf of 

Mexico blacknose. You know, it was determined 

it was unknown years ago. And I would hope that 
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we would one day be able to open it up past 

unknown. 

We see plenty of blacknoses and we 

don't see that there is a -- that there's a 

shortage. And we would love to see a stock 

assessment if that's what's needed to do so. If 

not, let us know what we can do. Or is there 

anything you all can do to help let us be able 

to harvest these fish? That's it. 

MR. BROOKS: All right. Thanks so 

much. Appreciate it. All right. 

Let's go to Hannah. Again, name, 

affiliation. Thanks. It should be open. 

MS. MEDD: Hi. Can you hear me okay? 

MR. BROOKS: Yes, we can. 

MS. MEDD: Hi. I'm Hannah. I'm a 

researcher with American Shark Conservancy. I 

work down here in Florida quite a bit with the 

shore based shark fishermen, and that's been 

over the past six years and obviously getting to 

know a lot about recreational fishing. I know 

more about eels than I ever thought I would, but 
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it's cool. It's good to know. 

So based on that, I think my main 

question or comment has to do with if there are 

adjustments to anything to do with recreational 

fishing, is there a plan for communication? 

Because one of the biggest stumbling blocks we 

have here in Florida and just again, being kind 

of between the regulators and the anglers 

themselves, is just inconsistent communication 

and -- you know, which leads to a lot of 

confusion. 

So I think that would be where I would 

be concerned about any big changes or changes on 

a short-term basis, like within a season or 

within a year. 

And then just some concerns over in 

general, the thresher shark. I really hope that 

we can get a push for an assessment. Including 

it in some of these groups is a little cause for 

concern because of the considerable fishing 

pressure given that, you know, there's been bans 

on other pelagic sharks. I know other people 
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have spoken on that. 

So I really hope that we can get an 

assessment pushed for that. That would make, I 

think, all of us who rely on science-based 

management a little happier. 

And I think my other question was in 

the chat, and I apologize for misunderstanding 

earlier. And so it's kind of a question about 

commercial retention limit. If those numbers 

were based on something biological or had to do 

with accessibility before, you know, whether it 

was favoring larger vessel sizes or, you know, 

regional differences in accessibility, do those 

still stand? Because then if you're changing 

them, should they -- should those things still 

be considered? 

And we definitely have considered --

concerns over removing the limit just in general 

because that takes away the ability to adjust as 

things change. And we know it all changes. So 

just a blanket statement of removing retention 

limits seems very concerning to us, so --
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MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks so much. 

Appreciate your hanging in here with the 

comments. 

Next person up, Haley Stephens. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Should be open. 

MR. BROOKS: You should be open. 

MS. STEPHENS: Awesome. Can you hear 

me? 

MR. BROOKS: Yes. 

MS. STEPHENS: Yes? Okay. Wonderful. 

Good morning. My name is Haley Michelle 

Stephens. It's easy to remember because it's 

the same initials as HMS. I'm the 

owner/operator of a federally permitted charter 

headboat in Northeast Florida, and we've been in 

business for 49 years. 

I'd like to respectfully request that 

HMS maintain the current status quo of 

recreational Atlantic sharpnose shark at one per 

person and remove the consideration of the 

proposed four-fish recreational vessel limit. 

Vessel limits simply do not work well 
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for headboats. It creates inequitable access 

and disproportionately impacts our sector. It's 

an extremely important species in the Southeast 

headboat fleet. From a safety standpoint, 

they're one of the only practical shark species 

to land and handle aboard a crowded multi-

passenger vessel. They're also very good food 

quality. So for many of our guests, the species 

provides a positive, accessible, and sustainable 

harvest opportunity. 

The proposed trade-off is not worth it 

or workable. Please do not move forward with 

any type of vessel limit for the sharpnose. 

I also want to briefly touch on sandbar 

sharks. I can tell you directly from my 

wheelhouse, and I suspect this aligns with what 

many fishers and managers have been hearing 

across our region, we're seeing very strong 

numbers of the sandbar sharks on the water. 

They're doing really, really well, lots of 

sandbar sharks. So because of that, I would 

support increasing access for commercial fishers 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

154 

and the consideration of utilizing the 

management strategy evaluation to help advise 

some of these numbers.I also believe the 

incidental retention should be considered. 

And finally, I -- I'd really like to 

see, you know, whenever possible, better 

collaboration between HMS, the councils, the 

Agency, and industry to take a closer look at 

how management of sharks may be affecting the 

other fisheries and stocks, including billfish 

and even snap or grouper species. 

And just to close out here, you know, 

right now, the process can feel very 

disconnected from a stakeholder perspective. 

You know, these species are co-occurring. Their 

ecosystems are all connected. And the 

management decisions in one fishery can and is 

impacting another. So it's something we need to 

be thinking about not just for today, but for 

the future generations of recreational anglers, 

sports people, commercial fishers, and the 

communities that all depend on sustainable 
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access. 

Thank you so much for your time. I 

really appreciate it. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks so much. 

And we will pick up our next comment, 

John Sanchez. John, are you there? You're 

still on mute. 

Let me hop to Ray Bogan (phonetic). 

Your hand was up before. Did you want to come 

in? You should be able to open yourself up now, 

Ray. You look like you're still on mute. 

MR. BOGAN: Yes. I won't make a 

comment. 

MR. BROOKS: All right. Let's go back 

to John Sanchez. You need to take yourself off 

mute, John, for us to hear you. We're not 

picking you up, John. Maybe I can invite you to 

put your comment in the chat. Okay. 

All right. Let's -- I'm not seeing any 

other -- nobody else in the room, right? Okay. 

Then thank you public for joining in and sharing 

your comments. And again, if there -- if I'm 
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missing anybody, please just throw it into the 

chat and we will capture it that way. 

So it is just a couple of minutes 

before 12:00. We've got until 12:15. We've got 

a couple of people in the queue, so let's go 

back to that. Obviously ask folks to be fairly 

clipped in their comments. Austin, go to you 

first. 

MR. LANGLEY: Yeah. My -- I appreciate 

the presentation earlier. And my only comment, 

I -- not against or I guess I support the 

flexible limits. I just want to, I guess, issue 

some caution or ask that there be some 

consideration given for ensuring that it's 

communicated properly out to recreational 

fishermen and to states. You know, have a 

dead -- you know, a set plan for communication 

and a timeline, you know, minimum notification 

before a change were to happen. 

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you. 

Becky, your hand was up before and it 

is back up again. So let's bring you in, and 
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then we'll pop to the other side of the room. 

MS. SCOTT: All right. Thank you. You 

got to mute it. Sorry. Esther and I are in the 

room together, so we're just getting that sorted 

out. All right. I think we're all set. Thank 

you very much for this presentation. 

First, I'd like to second Charlie's and 

Angel's comments from a little bit ago, so 

hopefully those are in the reporter notes 

somewhere. 

And then I also have a clarifying 

question on the proposed changes to the 

recreational retention limits. This could just 

be a factor of me being a new AP member and not 

being present for some of these previous 

discussions, but I was just wondering if you 

could comment on what the scientific basis was 

for those new proposed limits, as well as if 

there's any analysis or projection type modeling 

done on how this four to five times increase in 

recreational retention might impact population 

sizes? 
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 Thank you. 

MR. DUBECK: Yeah. I'll take that real 

quick. So yeah. So here, prone slide is kind 

of what we have in the proposed rule. So right 

now, we're proposing to stay status quo for the 

retention of majority of the shark species here 

in the group -- the top one here, so like -- but 

we're keeping kind of the other things. We 

pulled things out, right? 

So one of the examples, I mentioned, 

blacktip sharks, right? So as I talked earlier, 

we have the Atlantic stock and the Gulf stock. 

And I mentioned how in Amendment 16, we're 

probably going to increase the ACLs for those 

species, and to do that -- to allow recreational 

landings to fully harvest their ACL. And the 

idea is to put in like a range up there. Up to 

five we have. And again, that matches what some 

of the Gulf states already have, but only have 

like the beginning right now starting with a 

default of one because those are stocks, 

especially in Atlantic, of a stock that's not 
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overfished with no overfishing occurring. 

And then the other species with 

sharpnose, bonnethead and -- for those would be 

pretty much staying status quo. I know we'd be 

changing to a more one shark per species -- I 

mean, sorry, one shark per vessel limits. So it 

would be kind of changed to make more consistent 

with the other species. But smooth-hounds, we 

default to no limit based on the stock 

assessment that recommended no limit for those 

species and has a large ACL already for those 

species, so --

MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 

Becky, did that answer that for you? 

MS. SCOTT: Yeah. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Great. Okay. Let's come 

back into the room. Mike, Amy, and Greg. Mike. 

MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you. I like the 

flexibility of C4 and D2 with -- but with some 

questions or some comments. The flexibility of 

the bag limits, I like to see, especially if 

that can be passed on to the floor hire or the 
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party boats to provide, you know, greater bag 

limits for them. 

I understand the rationale behind the 

female threshold, what time -- what it -- what 

size they reach maturity, but I do question why 

then did you not look at males and whether you 

would just specifically take males or females or 

so on, but specifically males, and whether the 

outcome would be different if it was specific 

for that -- to that. So I wish that was looked 

at and maybe it still can be. 

I would like to note, you know, up in 

New England, I was -- I've been fishing for 

years and I participated in a number of shark 

tournaments for a number of years, which has 

basically disappeared. And that -- all that 

science that used to be generated as result of 

that is gone and all that effort is gone, and 

many have not returned and fished for sharks 

like they did in the old days. 

I -- my opinion, I believe between that 

and the conservation measures for porbeagles, 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

161 

threshers, and makos as such, that we have 

tremendous numbers in our waters more than we've 

seen. So the concern with thresher is there's a 

lot more of them out there. So you're 

encountering them more. It's a chicken or the 

egg type of situation. When the stock comes 

back, now there's more being caught and then 

that's being caught because there's a lot of 

them out there. 

So that -- the same can be said with 

porbeagles. I remember when ICCAT put 

restrictions in porbeagles way back then. And 

we all questioned, when that happened, why that 

even did happen, but there's more porbeagles now 

than ever. And I do agree with the -- looking 

at a potential smaller threshold to address 

that. 

One -- two last things. I sit here as 

one that also sits at ICCAT and look at the fact 

that with many of these species that --

recreationally that they really just look at 

commercially and commercially they're looking at 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

162 

quotas with -- I don't believe there's any size 

thresholds for any of these species, which there 

may be. And I always am concerned with that, 

that once again, the United States is taking on 

more conservative measures than the rest of the 

world and that then bites us in the butt later. 

Lastly, you know, we talked about a 

lot -- about predation. We also had some 

examples of shifting or expanding stocks due to 

increased temperatures. So with this, with the 

management of each one of these, as you look at 

each one of these species, you know, consistent 

with National Standard 1 to achieve optimum 

yield, that does include the stock complex and 

ecosystem based principles or predator-prey 

relationships. 

So I sit here and scratch my head when 

we talk about depredation, why it doesn't fall 

within that definition because that's having a 

detrimental impact on the ecosystem and the 

stock complex. So I also ask that that be 

looked at and get a decision on that. 
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That's it. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Mike. 

Amy. 

MS. DUKES: Thank you, Bennett. And I 

apologize for trying to keep that really good 

conversation going earlier. By no means did I 

want to derail public comment. I encourage 

public comment and I think we all around this 

table utilize those comments. So I appreciate 

everybody that has provided comment today, both 

in the room and online. I will try to be 

concise. 

A lot of the comments that HMS has 

already received, the State of South Carolina 

agrees with. The two Council comments were very 

much in line with where we are. The flexibility 

within management is great, but there needs to 

be some level of stability. Perhaps, you know, 

maybe changing things every three year time 

period, which was mentioned earlier. South 

Carolina is one of those states that has to go 

to the general assembly anytime we're going to 
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make regulatory changes regarding any fish, 

measurements, size limits, bag limits, any 

regulations. 

Two, the blacknose. I am glad to see 

that the minimum size limit is being considered 

to be reduced because at 54 inches, it's 

essentially a prohibited species, but they 

just -- they don't get that big. So reducing 

that minimum size limit is something that we 

really do need to see for the blacknose sharks. 

Also talking about blacktip sharks, I 

could see a measure there that could eliminate 

the size limit just because, again, one, smaller 

blacktips are tasty, but the idea of bringing in 

a 54-inch blacktip shark into a boat to be 

harvested is significantly dangerous. We're not 

seeing our anglers wanting to do it because of a 

lot of those safety issues that are happening. 

And if there is a concern with the 

blacktip being coupled with the spinner sharks 

from a size limit, you decoupled them when it 

came to retention limits. So perhaps maybe 
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keeping those two sharks separate if you want to 

change the -- like a no size limit on the 

blacktip, but maybe maintain a size limit on the 

spinner because then you can then do that for 

your retention limits as well. 

Vessel limits. All vessels are 

absolutely not created equally. And I think 

that this is yet another opportunity for HMS to 

consider different size limits for headboats. 

You just heard from Haley how important 

sharpnose sharks are to the headboat fleet. To 

go to a one sharpnose per vessel on a headboat 

is going to be yet another giant punch in the 

stomach for them that cannot happen. 

If they're the no -- you know, one fish 

per person is fine. However, if there does need 

to be some sort of trip limit imposed on these, 

just please be considerate of those larger 

headboats and party boats and ensure that they 

are being adequately provided enough catch to be 

able to continue to operate on our waters 

because they serve a very important role for a 
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subset of our fishermen who don't have access to 

their own boat. 

Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you, Amy. 

Greg, you're going to get the last word 

here. 

MR. HINKS: Yeah. Ditto on the remarks 

regarding the headboats. That was my concern 

with my question previously. I just want to 

emphasize that it's a little late to the game, 

but if there's any opportunity to kind of 

underline and underscore, and bold that 

statement to the public. I think that could be 

very easily overlooked, at least in the 

presentation that I'm looking at. 

The words are there, but I think it has 

some pretty -- some potential pretty heavy 

repercussions that could easily be missed just 

because it doesn't have that extra emphasis on 

it. 

MR. BROOKS: All right. I think we 

have grabbed everybody and I don't see anybody 
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left online. Any final thoughts from you, Guy, 

or you, Karyl, up here? Okay. Great. Thank 

you. That was -- oh. Sonja. 

MS. FORDHAM: Sorry. We still had a 

second and we didn't do the Miscellaneous. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Everything. 

MR. BROOKS: Everything was in play, 

but go ahead. 

MS. FORDHAM: Oh, everything is in play? 

MR. BROOKS: Yeah. 

MS. FORDHAM: Okay. 

MR. BROOKS: Yeah. Please go ahead. 

MS. FORDHAM: I'll just be really quick. 

Yeah. I just wanted to say the removing the 

linkages makes me a bit nervous just because I 

know there was a lot of reason and work that 

went into those linkages, but it's not really 

clear to me. I just wanted to thank you for the 

measures that are going to clarify the situation 

specific to thresher sharks to really support 

that. 

And I just wanted to get in that 
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appreciate over these three days that the 

pressures the Agency is facing from the 

administration and from a wide variety of 

stakeholder interests. But just want to say 

that, you know, sharks are still sharks are 

still inherently vulnerable with this history of 

serious overfishing, and they're still a 

priority for my community and a lot of the 

American public. 

So I just urge NMFS to implement any 

relaxation of safeguards slowly and carefully 

with precautionary approach wherever possible, 

and balance the relaxation with some additional 

enhanced protection for the most vulnerable 

species that are overfished or unknown and 

particularly the threshers that we -- I 

appreciate the -- all the conversation and 

support for threshers this week. 

Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks so much, Sonja. 

Appreciate it. 

Okay. We should get you all out the 
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door here. It is almost 12:15. I just want to 

thank everybody for a really good conversation 

over the last couple of days. I really 

appreciate the way this group engages. 

I imagine we will be getting back 

together in the fall, usually Labor Day week, 

but I'm going to hand it off to Karyl for any 

final remarks. And Pete, I don't know if 

there's any logistics you need to hit. 

MR. COOPER: Oh, just -- can I get the 

mic? 

MR. BROOKS: Yes. 

MR. COOPER: Hi, everybody. AP 

members, just leave your name tags and table 

tents. And for everybody that was traveling 

under government travel orders, I just sent out 

an email with all the instructions to get you 

reimbursed. Thank you. 

MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Thank you. And 

thank you everybody around the room, everybody 

who was online, all the public who provided 

comment. We could not do what we do without 
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you. You've all provided so many comments. I 

need time to take it all in. And I appreciate 

each and every one of you. 

And I also want to give a huge round of 

applause to the entire HMS staff, whether they 

are here in the room or watching online. You 

are also people we cannot do what we do without. 

And I love each and every one of you. Thank you. 

MR. BROOKS: Great. I think we can let 

you all almost go. Walt. 

MR. GOLET: I'm not keeping you there. 

I just wanted to say thank you to yourself for 

always keeping us on track and doing a great 

job. I know what you go through, so thank you so 

much for your efforts, Bennett. Have a great 

one. 

MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Walt. All right. 

Everybody, safe travels. See you all in some 

numbers of months. 

MR. GOLET: Take care. Bye. 

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter 

went off the record at 12:12 p.m.) 
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	P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S 
	(9:00 a.m.) 
	MR. BROOKS: All right. Let's get everyone to the table, and we'll get going here. Thank you all for coming back yet again. Good morning to everybody. It is day 3, in case you have lost track, and we are only meeting for three days, and we're going to be done by about 
	12:15. So short day today. Thank you, for all the contributions and comments. Today, we will shortly start up with a conversation on indicator species. That is a proposed rule that's out for comment. After we get a little bit of a conversation on that, we will shift to a discussion on A16. Guy will be leading us on that for about an hour. We'll take a break at 10:45, and then we'll have Guy part two, talking about blacknose shark and rec shark management measures proposed rule. Again, also out for comment. 
	not before, we'll shift to wrapping up, and then we will adjourn at 12:15. 
	I'm getting a little feedback from mine. Okay. Maybe not anymore. Good. Just in terms of our ground rules, I think everyone around the table is really clear. I'm not going to repeat any of that, but just for any members of the public who may be in the room or online, and for whom this is your first AP meeting, the conversations are at the table with the advisory panel members and HMS staff. But again, public comment, we will take at 11:45, so that would be your opportunity to weigh in on anything under disc
	But before I do that, just want to see, Karyl, if you have anything to add or any 
	questions around the table from anybody. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Just good morning, and thank you again for everybody being around the room. It has been a pleasure seeing all of you, if I miss you before you leave this afternoon. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, Karyl. 
	Then Brad, over to you. 
	MR. MCHALE: Thanks, Bennett. 
	Yeah. I just wanted to take this opportunity, because I think either during the recreational roundtable or the bluefin tuna discussion, there were a number of questions that were posed, and I just wanted to get back and respond to some of those. 
	So Jeff, you had pointed out in a couple slides some differences in numbers between Slide 22 and Slide 25. The numbers on Slide 25 are the Large Pelagic Survey body count solo, while the Slide on 22 is more inclusive of the number of fish who -- the Large Pelagic Survey, as well as the self-reported data on the 
	tag ends of the survey and the catch card program, hence why that difference. 
	As it relates to Martha, you were speaking to the years that were helping inform our projections for 2025. We used 2020 through 2024, and obviously, we'd be updating that as we continue to move forward in time. We're looking for comparable years based upon the conditions we're seeing. 
	As it related to John, who isn't here, he was just inquiring whether or not we could do some comparisons of our census data to the MRIP surveys. We don't really collect bluefin tuna data through the MRIP. We use the Large Pelagic Survey. We also then recognize the Large Pelagic Survey doesn't necessarily do a -- an excellent job of intersecting marlin or sailfish, but that is something that we could do a side-by-side comparison with swordfish. So I could follow up with him or others that are interested on t
	And then the last item kind of coming 
	through the public comment, just to kind of clarify, I know that there was some reactions around the room on some of the quota numbers that were being thrown out. Just to clarify around this room, the numbers were an adjusted quota for 2024 versus a baseline quota for 2026. So I will follow up with that individual and make sure he's got apples to apples. And so as we embark in those conversations, we're at least -- work from the same starting point. That's it. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. 
	Any quick questions for Brad on any of that? Okay, great. 
	Thanks, Brad. 
	And just any reflections from anyone around the table from yesterday, before we jump into today? Okay. 
	You're good, Brad. 
	In that case, let's jump in, and let me hand this off to Larry to talk to us about the proposed rule on indicator species. 
	 Larry, and Carrie. 
	MR. REDD: The dynamic duo. That's right. All right. So first, welcome, everybody, to the most significant rule of 2026. I'm not saying that really to be funny. I'm telling the truth. This action was deemed significant. You all will probably wonder, well, for a significant action, why is it so short? I don't know, is the answer. Also, for you all to know, Brad took some time away from what I wanted to really get out there. This morning, I decided to dress up. Wanted to be a little bit like Randy (phonetic). 
	So let's get into indicator species, because everyone has been talking about this, at least since I was a fellow in 2016. So indicator species, we are going to be talking today about the proposed rule that published 
	earlier in May. Or April, sorry. So just a little background. In 2006, we implemented regulations to enforce gear restrictions in areas in the Atlantic and the Gulf of America that restrict or prohibit pelagic longline or bottom longline fishing in -- well, for highly migratory species. And the intent of these regulations were to assist enforcement in differentiating between the use of pelagic and bottom longline gear in restricted areas based on the species composition of catch, onboard, or landed. And jus
	A little bit more background into the indicator species' 5 percent threshold. Currently, we have this 5 percent limit, by weight, on species possessed or landed in pelagic and bottom longline restricted areas. So there's a lot of text here. I'm going to try to give you a quick summary of what I am saying, because there's a lot, and it can be a little 
	confusing, and I have not had much water to drink this morning, and I feel as though my throat is already parched. So to be considered a pelagic longline vessel, fishing in a bottom longline restricted area, no more than 5 percent, by weight, of the species possessed or landed may be demersal indicator species. And I looked over and immediately saw Mike Pierdinock do like this. It is a lot. So to break it down -- thank you, Bennett. Thank you very much, my good sir. Thank you very much. 
	To break this down, if the total catch -- if your total catch and you are pelagic longline vessel in this bottom longline restricted area and your total catch includes demersal species exceeding 5 percent, we are assuming that you are using bottom longline gear, and the same can be said if you are a bottom longline vessel fishing in a pelagic longline restricted area. If the total catch for that vessel includes pelagic species, which exceeds this 5 percent limit, we are assuming 
	that you are using pelagic longline gear. That is the current regulations. And really, I want to take my time and give this lovely note and announcement to those in the room and around the world that may be watching. When we use the term "indicator species" in this rule, this context refers to indicating the type of fishing gear used. This action is not related to ecosystem or environmental indicators. Just want everyone to know that. 
	Here is a lovely picture that we put together that shows the Table 2 and our Table 3. So these are the current species on our pelagic and demersal indicator species list. As you can see, the demersal species consists of sharks, groupers, snappers. Oh my. And for the pelagic species, you're talking about your mako sharks, your tunas, and your porebeagle sharks, as well as wahoo. So over the years, we have heard a lot of public input on this topic. We -- I know Karyl said it the first day, we refer to this as
	the Jeff Oden, Dewey Francis Hemilright, as well as the Matt Huth rule, because they have all let us know how they feel about indicator species over time. And -- we can even throw Marty in there, too. 
	So we have heard over time that, you know, remove both of the demersal indicator species regulations in the list. We've heard that these regulations hinder the ability for HMS, pelagic, and bottom longline fishermen to catch non-HMS while fishing with appropriate gear in restricted areas. We've also received suggestions that the indicator species list may be outdated. Some pelagic and demersal indicator species may no longer be retained under HMS regulations or federal regulations for Fishery Management Cou
	So moving on to the purpose and the objective of this rule. The purpose really is 
	to increase fishing flexibilities, to remove regulatory inefficiencies, and to optimize the ability of pelagic and bottom longline fisheries to harvest the available quotas to the extent practical, while still achieving fishery management. And the objective of this action is to modify or remove these inefficient and outdated regulations to allow additional fishing opportunities in our HMS, pelagic, and bottom longline fisheries. So in this specific action, we have three alternatives. Really, what we wanted 
	restricted areas. Vessels would deploy gear that has already been analyzed and authorized. And lastly, regulations regarding HMS gear use in restricted areas would still be in effect and monitored via VMS. 
	Again, we had three alternatives. The other non-preferred alternatives would be our status quo, so keep the current regulations and the indicator species list, as well as alternative 2, which was to maintain the current indicator species' 5 percent threshold, but to update the pelagic and demersal indicator species list. Lastly, we are looking for comments on this. The proposed rule published April 17th, the public comment period for this action closes on May 29th. We are going to be having a public webinar
	have the action page, and if you would like more information, you can feel free to contact me or Carrie, and we will help you as best as we can, right? That's right. 
	And with that being said, I will take comments. Thank you very much. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you, Larry. 
	Let's see what questions or comments folks have. 
	Bob, I see your card up. I'll start with you. 
	MR. Zales: Yeah. 
	Thank you, and I appreciate this, and clearly we would support alternative 3, and Amy can sure speak better about this than I can. But currently, the South Atlantic Council is considering a proposed rule to be able to allow the people that fish there, that fish multiple species under multiple permits, to be able to harvest fish from all of them on one trip, rather than going and have to catch a red snapper, come back to the dock, go back and 
	catch whatever you're fishing for. So this would allow, I think, that to improve that activity. And I don't know where it will play with the South Atlantic things that they're working on now, but clearly this is something that they're considering on that council. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks, Bob. 
	Let's go down to you, Amy. 
	MS. DUKES: Thanks, Bennett. 
	And Bob, thank you. You kind of took the words right out of my mouth, but my comment would be, and I'm going to take my SCDNR hat and put my South Atlantic Fishery Management Council hat on, would be to try to have HMS staff coordinate with South Atlantic Council staff to try to alleviate the -- perhaps the burden on the administration to try to correlate and coordinate these efforts to change the CFRs. I understand that there'll be two separate code sections that'll have to be changed, but it would be real
	then actually streamline to make sure that this is efficient. So just to be clear, it's Amendment 60. It's currently still in the developing process, but action two under Amendment 60 is to revise that bottom longline gear storage requirement in species that may be harvested while that gear is onboard and properly stowed. And we were talking about gangions and hooks stored below deck. So just coordinate as much as you possibly can to make sure that this is an efficient effort when it does go up to the Depar
	Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Great advice. 
	Let's go to Matt, then Marty. 
	MR. HUTH: Thanks, Larry. Great presentation, man. You got a gift there for speaking, unlike me. But no, thank you. I mean, I wish Jeff was here to see this and he --you're right. He's been hammering in this home for a long time, and we do. We -- if there's ever a time we need flexibility, it's now. And 
	just like what Bob said, we need to be -- the ability to fish different species of fish that we're permitted for and bring them through the dock. So thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. 
	Marty? 
	MR. SCANLON: Yeah. No, same thing here. You know, alternative 3 here, you know, it's a -- it's neutral ecological impacts. You know, it's just a benefit to the fishermen. It's a benefit to the seafood consumer. It's a benefit. You know, it's -- the benefits certainly outweigh the -- any negative that would be of it, you know? I mean, these guys already got the permits. Let them utilize them to the best of their abilities, you know, like Matt says, I mean -- you know, the cost of producing these fish has gon
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Marty. 
	Let's go back to Bob. 
	And then Amy, did you want to come back in? 
	MS. DUKES: (inaudible). 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. 
	Bob? 
	MR. ZALES: Yeah. I mean, just one other thing, and this would just be an edit. In the comment here where it talks about resulting in minor economic benefits, I would remove the word "minor", because in some cases, it may be a significant economic -- clearly, it's going to be an economic benefit, but putting in here "minor", that would, I think, show other people it may not be a major thing, and clearly it is. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thank you. 
	Looking online, not seeing any cards, and I don't think I'm seeing any more cards around the table. Clearly getting support from those that have spoken, and the need to coordinate with the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council. 
	Any more conversation you want to hear? Will you divulge who writes your material for you? 
	MR. REDD: No. It's only me. 
	MR. BROOKS: It's just you? 
	MR. REDD: Straight from go. 
	MR. BROOKS: Straight from go. Good. All right. I think we're good. We're four minutes beyond when this would've started, and we're done. Good. Great. Okay. Let's go to another easy conversation, Amendment 16. 
	Guy, you want to come on up here? Are you ready, or were you counting on 34 minutes to prep your stuff? 
	All right. So this is, you know, a chance for HMS staff to kind of update you on where Amendment 16 is, ideas being considered, seeking counsel from you all. 
	So Guy, over to you. 
	MR. DUBECK: All right. So let's get this started here. So I'll be here for the next two presentations talking about sharks 
	management. First one here is about Amendment 
	16. I will warn you, since this presentation and the next one are very connected, I will be spoiling what's in both. If you have not looked at it, I will release what's going to be in both. So I'll be that person. You know, everyone has that friend who spoils movies and shows. That's me for this -- these presentations. So we'll get started with Amendment 16. Here is kind of outline the presentation, but let's kind of jump into it so we have more time for discussion. So the purpose of rulemaking is to increa
	The goal of this presentation is to kind of share the new direction of focus for Amendment 16, and also get everyone's feedback on potential management measures. But before we 
	start that, we got to lay the groundwork for some of the background of why we're here, and things like that. So a couple years ago, we finished our shark fishery review document that kind of gave a wholehearted look of the entire fishery, looking at all aspects. And then we had some kind of takeaways and main results from that one where, you know, the commercial fishery, we saw the decline in the available --use of available quota, the number of participants in the markets. Recreational fishery is mostly ki
	Shark depredation, which came up a number of times so far in the meeting, interactions between fishermen and sharks have increased. You know, they're -- in the share document, we talked about needing the -- for more research projects, like we've mentioned 
	here, and then some potential mitigation techniques. And then another topic that has also been mentioned a number of times is the recent domestic laws between the Shark Sales Fin Elimination Act, and then the international agreements with CITES have had direct and indirect effects on the shark fisheries. 
	So moving on to kind of the rulemaking. So first up is Amendment 14. So we finished that one a couple years ago. It was more like a framework amendment that kind of sets the stage for us to make changes in the future. In that, we had a tiered ABC control rule, and then we had measures to actively manage all the sector ACLs. And then the figure here is the new ACL framework we plan to implement in the future of all our shark stocks, and how you could follow around -- follow through and show what the mortalit
	Three? Man, time flies. 
	So -- okay. Caught me off guard. So in that scope and document, we had -- we looked at calculating the OFLs, and ABCs, and ACLs for the non-prohibited shark species, and we gave examples where we had -- we put the shark species in different tiers, and put what the OFLs and ABCs would be there -- be them for that. So like we had an Atlantic blacktip in that, we had a Gulf blacktip in Tier 2, and then we had example of bull sharks as a Tier 4, you know, unassessed stock. We looked at the number of years of da
	We also looked at revisions to the management group structure, regional, subregional quotas, exempt the fishing permit 
	and Shark Research Fishery program, commercial retention limits, and recreational fishery changes. So we had 34 written comments. We had a number of public hearings. We also had --went to the councils and commission meetings and talked to everyone about this rulemaking. 
	And now, we're going to jump into kind of like the comments we received on this and kind of the takeaways. So overall, we got a lot of support for doing this to making changes to the fishery, create more management flexibility, but we got a lot of concern about the overall size of this rulemaking, and recommend us splitting into multiple actions, or otherwise streamlining. Spoiler: that's what we plan to do. 
	So -- and then the -- for the OFL, ABC, and ACL calculations, we received kind of a mixed comments on this on the different sharks being placed in the different tiers, the years of data used, and also the -- about the --changing the risk policy. And then there was 
	concern -- in the example, we used the Tier 4 with bull sharks. There was concern that previous management measures have impacted the calculation and the methodology. And just to remind folks, for Tier 4 stock, it's kind of a bottom-up approach where we add all the sources of mortality together, and then multiply it by a scaler based on life history characteristics and other factors to create a OFL proxy, and then figure out the ABC and the ACL from there, so --for the manager group structure, we -- again, 
	And then for the -- then moving on to regional and subregional quotas, I received mixed comments about adjusting large coastal quota due to the current state of the fishery. Some fishermen feel that it should be updated, but others felt like the historical split is appropriate, even though the fishery has changed. There was support to remove the 
	Atlantic blacknose shark management boundary line. Spoiler: its preferred alternative in the next presentation. There was support to maintain the Gulf sub-regional quota, and then -- but also maybe to look at that split and update it based on the current state of the fishery. And then we received such a variety of comments on the creation of the Caribbean shark regional quota, but the biggest takeaway for this one was, a lot of constituents felt that we should pull this out of Amendment 16, do it separately
	For the EFP and Shark Research Fishery programs, pretty much all the comments were about the Shark Research Fishery structure and regulations, and primarily to allow sandbar sharks outside the Research Fishery, or update the structure, allow more opportunity for fishermen to be in -- to catch sandbar sharks. For the commercial retention limits, we got 
	support to update the limits to allow fishermen to harvest the quotas -- harvest all the quotas, and then -- but again, as opposition that since some of the shark stocks are overfished or unknown status, they need more protection. And we did receive support to revise the Atlantic blacknose shark limit. Again, spoiler: preferred alternative in the next presentation. And then also to create a separate blacktip shark retention limit, especially since we've had both shark stocks been assessed already. 
	And then the recreational fishery changes. Received mixed comments on any changes in the recreational fishery, support for updating it, the measures based on the size and maturity, but then opposition due to potential misidentification issues and enforceability. Again, some of those things, we'll be talking about in the next presentation. 
	So now let's get to some of the revisions here. So as John talked yesterday about the science center, the update with the 
	stock assessments, he told everyone that there's concerns with the results of management advice for the Gulf blacktip assessment, and then the hammerhead assessments. And then also, we talked about how sandbar assessment is ongoing, and we anticipate to have that one done roughly around April of next year. So with all that, on top of some of the staffing changes we've had, we are making changes and, you know, most people already know is that we had a separate rulemaking, we call it Mini A16, because we pull
	So let's kind of jump into the topics for this. So the first thing up is the Atlantic 
	blacktip and aggregated large coastal quotas. So as you might know, that the blacktip shark is managed within the aggregated large coastal quota in the Atlantic. There's not -- it's not pulled out or separate. So -- but we have an assessment, accepted assessment, and it's a Tier 1 data-rich assessment for Atlantic blacktip sharks. So we are considering some options here. Besides the status quo, could establish a separate blacktip OFL, ABC, and sector ACLs based on these -- the stock assessment results. Base
	So moving on to the Gulf. So originally, we established the Gulf blacktip quota in 2013. The current base quota is a 
	little over 250 metric tons, based on the under-harvest of this quota. Every year, we pretty much give out about 50 percent more of this to the commercial fishery that's not harvested. And then as John mentioned, you know, there's concerns with this assessment. They're reviewing the -- reviewing everything, but based on what he said, we're leaning towards placing this stock in a Tier 4, so an unknown stock status, where he mentioned it would be unknown overfishing status, but overfishing is not occurring. 
	So we have a couple options we're considering. The first one is status quo. We'll keep everything the same, and not make any changes, and wait for the next time it's assessed, which the first opportunity would be after bull shark. So we're looking at 2029 --2029 or 2030 at the earliest to assess the species again. Or we already have procedures put in place. Do we -- or do we use those procedures for Amendment 14, so the Tier 4 
	bottom-up approach I explained, and establish an OFL proxy, ABC proxy, and sector ACLs for Gulf blacktip sharks? If we did that alternative, we've kind of looked at some preliminary numbers where we could potentially increase commercial quotas and recreational quotas by roughly 60 percent. 
	So moving on to the subregional quota splits. So this is something we put in place a number of years ago to ensure, kind of, equitable fishing opportunities between different user groups. But recently it just hasn't been needed. You know, the -- because of the current state of the fishery, landings have declined. It seems more just like a arbitrary management measure that is not needed at this point. So we decided to look at this one and see if it needs to be updated. So we looked at, again, a couple altern
	We're looking at -- between status quo, keeping everything the same and not making any changes, or do we create kind of a flexible one 
	where the fishery may open with no sub-regional quotas, but once a certain amount of the quotas is reached, we would implement a sub-regional quota to ensure equatable fishing opportunities for the rest of the fishing season or availability of that quota. Or do we just remove it at this point? And you know, if we're talking about revising the Gulf blacktip quota, you know, we'd have larger quotas available potentially for commercial fishermen. 
	All right. So moving on to commercial retention limits, this is the number one thing I get called about all the time, is that we need to adjust our commercial retention limits based on the current markets and what's going on in the fishery right now. So right now, the directed retention limit has a default of 55 large coastal per trip, and that's the max number it can go to. It can only go lower based on the ranges. Incidental, it's three large coastal per trip. But as I mentioned, the markets and boat size
	what fisherman can land for large coastals per trip. If the market can't sustain large quantities, they're not going to go out fishing and landing and targeting sharks. 
	And then the next presentation, we'll be talking about the blacknose commercial retention limit, so. So we looked at a couple options here were, you know, between staying the status quo or creating a flexible blacktip and other large coastal retention limit. So some of the ideas we're thinking about, this one is having, you know, separate blacktip limit, having a larger range for that species, but then also having a larger range for the other large coastals for the species including the aggregate large coas
	So let's move on to sandbar sharks. This is the second most thing I get called about 
	all the time, is the sandbar sharks are everywhere and we'd love to catch them outside the Research Fishery. But right now only the Shark Research Fishery participants are allowed to retain them. We have one here -- person --in the room. 
	The current commercial quota is 90 metric tons. The poundage is wrong on this one. And then right now we have the current fishery, I mean, current stock assessment is ongoing right now. Like I said, hoping to have it completed in April of 2027. But as John mentioned, the assessment is going to include the creation of a management procedure evaluation or MSE to allow for more real-time guidance in the future. 
	So as assessments going on, we have a couple options here that we're considering is --first one is status quo. So with -- under this option, we would wait until the assessment is completed and then be it -- let it analyze and put out a separate rulemaking for sandbar sharks 
	after it's all done and looked at. So probably the earliest something could be put out is probably later in 2027, and then implementation in 2028, 2029. So that's option one. 
	The other option is, what if we move forward and have, in this Amendment 16, that we would establish the OFL, ABC, and ACLs based on the assessment results, and then the option would include management procedures and allow for the ABC and ACLs to be changed based on the MSE. This is something we've done in the past too, where -- when we had -- for Amendment 9. I believe 9, right? Yes. For Amendment 9, we actually went out with a proposed rulemaking for smoothhound sharks without a completed assessment, and 
	That's something we can do here. And then another option we put in here as considering is, what if the assessment comes 
	back with an unknown stock status and it's Tier 
	4. Like I explained for, you know, the Gulf blacktip, we have procedures in place that could allow us to still establish a OFL proxy and a ABC proxy. 
	Moving on to management measures for sandbar sharks. So the Shark Research Fishery, you know, the participation landings have declined in a number of years. And as you see here, we're catching roughly 42 percent of the sandbar shark quota right now, and then the rest of it is just -- it's not rolled over and is just kind of lost and no one else can fish forward other than the Shark Research Fishery. And as it was mentioned many times throughout this meeting here, sandbar sharks is one of the most common spe
	So some options we're considering with Amendment 16 is to, again, stay status quo, wait for the assessment be done and do something in a 
	separate rule-making. Or do we maintain the Shark Research Fishery, the objectives, the intent, and the priority of the Research Fishery, because it goes above and beyond just for sandbar sharks, you know. This -- the Research Fishery gathers important data that we are using for all our stock assessments. So we maintain that, but also allow incidental retention of sandbar sharks outside the Research Fishery. 
	So allow, for example, directed permit holders to land a few, like, maybe three sandbar sharks per trip as an incidental number. That they're not targeting them. They just interact with them. Instead of discarding them, they could be able to be retained. So that's some of the things we're considering for sandbar sharks. 
	The other thing is the sharks as bait restrictions. So right now you can't use sharks, whole or parts, as bait in HMS fisheries. Based on our, you know, the last AP meeting we had and also what was discussed at 
	the EO discussion yesterday, we've had a request to use scraps, shark scraps, you know, belly flaps and such, as baits in our fisheries. So in Amendment 16, we're considering a couple things. You know, first one is, you know, not do this, don't move forward with this -- with adding this to it. 
	Or do we allow the use of sharks as bait, whether it's whole sharks, being that you could use, like, say, smaller sharks, like small coastals or smoothhound as baits, you know, just the whole species? Or do we allow certain parts of sharks? You know, no fins, but what if we allow the belly flaps, the heads, or the guts to be used as bait on, you know, on HMS fisheries, so. 
	And then the last thing here is about Carolina hammerhead sharks. So during the assessment for hammerhead sharks here at 77, scientists noted that scalloped and Carolina hammerhead sharks are visibly indistinguishable from each other and much of the catch data is 
	pretty much both species. So pretty much, you know, Carolina hammerhead sharks are not in our fishery management unit, but we are considering in Amendment 16 whether we should wait to include them until we do something with hammerhead sharks and the results from the --well, the information from the science center based on the CR77, or do we just add Carolina hammerhead sharks now and establish a management measures to match the scalloped hammerhead shark measures? 
	So I know this is not -- I know some people noted this to me and were not too pleased about the potential timing of this rulemaking, but we hope to have something out this fall or winter where we will identify all the preferred actions, analyze everything. We plan to hold many public hearings and requests to the councils and commissions on presenting at their meetings. But again, this might have a long comment period to overlap with some of the timing of those things so we can get everyone 
	briefed up of what we may do. 
	So that's what a lot of people came up to me and didn't care for in this presentation was the long comment period, but we'll wait and see once it comes out and go from there. So --and then all of our actions here are on the webpage, but right now we'll take some questions, comments, and discussion. 
	MR. BROOKS: Yeah. And what I would like to do, since we've got about eight different topics here, is take it topic by topic just so we keep this a little bit focused, if we might. So maybe we can -- if there's just, sort of, any general questions, high, high level questions, open up for that. And then we'll sort of run it back, I think, to the presentation, just take it up topic by topic. So let's go over to Fly and Nadya. Again, high level general questions right now. 
	MR. NAVARRO: Good morning, Guy. Thank you very much for your presentation. In your Slide 4, you're showing a decline in the use of 
	available quota. Two-part question: do you guys have a reason why there is a decline in the use of the general quota, and do you have a plan of action to be able to achieve the full quota? 
	MR. DUBECK: Well, as was mentioned here multiple times, a lot of fishermen have said that the main reasons for the decline in user use quota has been the Shark Fin Sales Elimination Act and also some of the hurdles they have to jump through to get the study's permits, as some of the folks have mentioned. So those are two of the things that were pinpointed in the share and also has been said about the fishermen for trying to utilize those quotas. 
	I think it really depends on the market. I know that, you know, we're still trying to figure out some of those things. And some of the fishermen and the markets are still trying to get around the current change of the fishery and get within the certain regulations to allow them to fully harvest the quotas. But 
	us removing some of these management measures could be the first step. I mean, not removing management measures, but adjusting the management measures could be the first step to help them do that. 
	MR. NAVARRO: Is there any plan --being that you brought up the shark fin ban act as probably the most influential of all of them, does the Agency have any plans to address that at all? 
	MR. DUBECK: That's an act of Congress. So if -- that is, you know, all to work with your representatives to make some changes. 
	MR. NAVARRO: Again, I understand that's an act of Congress. Does the Agency plan on making a statement to Congress about this issue? 
	MR. BROOKS: I think Karyl might jump in on this one. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yeah. So the Agency does not tell Congress what to do. 
	MR. NAVARRO: Do you recommend anything 
	to Congress? 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: We do not recommend things to Congress unless Congress specifically asks us to recommend things to them. 
	MR. NAVARRO: Okay. 
	MR. BROOKS: Nadya, then over to Christine. 
	MS. MAMOOZADEH: Thanks. 
	This is a clarifying question maybe just for me, but perhaps it'll benefit others in the room, too. I'm curious, you mentioned for the Carolina hammerhead sharks considerations on the table and one of the options is to potentially match the measures for scalloped hammerheads. Can you give just a high level quick refresher on what things look like for scalloped? 
	MR. DUBECK: Yeah. So scalloped is managed within the hammerhead shark management group. So there is a commercial quota already in place for -- regionally for the Atlantic and 
	Gulf, and then they fall within the retention limit of 55 large coastal per trip. And then recreationally, there's a minimum size limit of 78 inches for hammerhead sharks and then you can only keep one of a variety of shark species per trip recreationally. So it's -- there are measures in place. Scalloped is within the other -- you know, between smooth and great, too. So it's kind of, there are measures in place. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	Christine, then over to Bob, then we'll go in this corner. 
	MS. KITTLE: Thank you. 
	Hey, Guy, can you just clarify when you say sector or sector ACLs, or is that both commercial and recreational sector ACLs that you're setting in Amendment 16? It's just unclear on what applies to commercial and what applies to recreational in these changes in the PowerPoint? 
	MR. DUBECK: Yeah. So when we 
	establish the OFLs and ABCs, the sector ACLs, so we'll be establishing a recreational sector ACL. As we said in Amendment 14, we'll be actively managing those on a -- kind of a three-year rolling average. So we will have a recreational sector ACL that we'll be monitoring, and we'll be talking about some of that stuff in the next presentation. And then we'll have a commercial sector ACL that will be just the commercial quota, but also the dead discards off the top. 
	And what we mean by actively managing, we'll be looking at it more frequently. Because right now, when we establish our commercial quotas, we are pretty much just taking everything off the top. We're taking a recreational flat number every year and not looking at it or in the commercial dead discards kind of thing. But as we know, landings and fishery has changed in the recent years and fluctuates. So we'll be fluctuating that over time based on a three-year rolling average. 
	MS. KITTLE: So when Amendment 16 comes 
	out, the actual draft for public comment, will you have what those ACLs will be set at in the amendment -- in the amendment? Because right now it's hard to comment on if I feel like a Tier 4 ACL is appropriate if I don't know the numbers and how it's going to impact the current harvest. 
	MR. DUBECK: Yeah. So do you want to go, Karyl? Okay. So yeah. So in Amendment 16, we plan to put out what those ACLs would be under the different alternatives. And then a Tier 4, since it's a bottom-up approach, we have different scalers and we plan in that amendment to show a variety of examples of what the potential commercial quota and recreational ACLs would be for each one of the -- those shark stocks. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: And then I just wanted to clarify. So at this time, we know we don't have any numbers for you to directly comment on. We're looking for ideas from all of you on, what do you think of this approach? Do 
	you like the idea of moving in this direction for these species? And if you do, then we will continue moving in that direction. If you do not, then we will go back to the drawing board and see what else we can come up with. So recognizing there aren't specific numbers for you to comment on. It really is more of the approach, and those are the type of comments we're looking for. 
	MR. BROOKS: Christine? 
	MS. KITTLE: Yeah. I think the numbers are important because I feel like most of the shark species are going to fall in this Tier 4 category where there's going to be a lot of additional uncertainty and risk being applied to when you develop these OFLs, ABCs, and ACLs, to where we are not supportive of anything that would reduce shark harvest. And if putting that species in a Tier 4 would ultimately result in a lower quota or apply a quota to a recreational fisherman that would restrict access or harvest, we
	knowing how it's actually going to be impacted based off of those numbers, I can't tell you if I want to go through with this approach. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Thank you. And that type of feedback is perfect and exactly what we're looking for. 
	MR. ZALES: And in reference to Fly's comments, and I think pretty much everybody around this table that's involved with the shark fishery, and for somebody like me who represents these shark fishermen, when you know or assume why quotas are not being met, it's pretty clear. A lot of it has to do with the shark fin ban. A lot of it has to do with the fact that in order to fish and establish a market for the product that you're trying to sell, you have to have a consistent supply in order to maintain that mar
	And so anything we can do to enhance that and relax the regulations that are there so that more people could be encouraged to try to 
	get into the fishery. But when we talk about the shark fin ban, I think it's incumbent upon us as the industry representatives to work together to work with congressional people to try to get this shark fin ban undone. 
	And to Karyl's point to say that if a representative requests information from the Fishery Service about shark fins, then it would be up to us, for me in Florida to get Senator Scott to make that request to you. Then you can comply with that request and say, there's no reason to have that shark fin ban. And then we can move forward with that. Because clearly it's an issue, and I've talked to some other people about this. The problem with the shark fin ban is the perception by animal rights people about, thi
	And as a politician, I mean, I've seen for-hire charter people who have brought sharks to the dock. They post on social media. The animal rights people go crazy. They have to 
	take their social media stuff off. In some cases, it's almost put these people out of business because of the backlash that they received. As a politician, you get a politician to say he wants to eliminate the shark fin ban. I can imagine that these people are going to go crazy. And this politician depends on votes, depends on money, and all this stuff, which these animal rights people are going to destroy. 
	It's going to be hard to get that together, but I think it's something that we can work on. And I'm the type of person, I think people that know me, when you tell me that something can't be done, I work hard to get it done. And I'll go to the Starlink thing that I've been working on since last August. People say, you can't do that. Well, I'm still working on it and we're getting close to getting that done. 
	So I think as an industry, and I know at least on the east side of this country, there's a lot of interest in eliminating that 
	shark ban. I suspect it's on a national level. But I think that's something that we're going to have to work together as industry representatives and industry participants to work together to get this done. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. 
	Let me hop over to this side of the room. I think I've got about five cards. We'll take some general comments and then we'll take it, sort of, topic by topic and just see if there's specific comments people have. So let's go Matt and then Greg, and then we'll pick up the others. 
	MR. HUTH: Thank you. 
	You know, on Fly's comment and your comment back to Fly, you know, it is -- the reason why it's disappointing is because, you know, we're set here on task to manage HMS species and I have a hard time believing that the shark population is not adversely affecting billfish, for example, potentially bluefins. And maybe not today, but when we -- ten years 
	from now, you know, Dewey always says the black hole theory. Well, the black hole theory could be sharks. And I just think we're being amiss by not trying, as Bob says, to convey that, you know. And I think it's very important. 
	And anyway, to shift gears here, you know, I'm for a -- an increase in the shark quota. And you know, to Christine's comments yesterday, you know, we -- the selling of sharks is a hard task, but we got to be able to have the volume of sharks to sell and create markets again, you know? And I think if we're ever going to have an increase in the sale of sharks, we need the volume and we're just not going to get it because it's cheap and guys can't fish for it. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	Greg? 
	MR. HINKS: Thanks. 
	First a clarifying question and a couple follow-ups. I just want to confirm that I'm understanding that the sandbar actions do 
	not eliminate the Research Fishery, correct? 
	MR. DUBECK: Correct. We're going to maintain the Research Fishery. One of the options is to maintain the Research Fishery. Well, actually both options are because status quo would be waiting, but we maintain the Research Fishery, the objectives, and the goals of it, and then potentially allow incidental outside the Research Fishery. 
	MR. HINKS: Okay. Then a follow-up to that. So is the -- would the incidental catch for sandbars apply to commercial only, or would that include recreational? 
	MR. DUBECK: Well, the -- right now we're still evaluating. It also depends on what the quotas look like. I mean, if we're staying, say -- if the assessment says status quo, then I'm not sure how much could be given around to everything. But right now we're -- you know, things are all on the table. We're just -- we have to really, kind of, wait to see what all the quotas look like. 
	MR. HINKS: Okay, great. And then just finally, if you wouldn't mind explaining to me, if you can, what -- what's the purpose and intention of continuing to maintain the Research Fishery as opposed to eliminating it altogether? 
	MR. DUBECK: Well, as I mentioned, there's a lot of great things that happens in the Research Fishery. Because when we know when certain species are being assessed -- like example, bull shark is after sandbar. Some of the work that Scott does is -- and that -- on --they take samples from bull sharks. They maybe prioritize certain things they normally don't do, like taking genetic samples, you know, maybe searching in certain areas for bull sharks, but also many other species. You know, we also look at, you k
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: And I just want to continue on with Guy's thoughts and just 
	emphasize how important the Shark Research Fishery has been for the Agency to continue collecting data for these various stock assessments on sharks, but then also for us to collect information about how the fishery continues. Right now, the Shark Research Fishery is really the only fishery-dependent data we are getting about the Shark Research Fishery. That is how, I'm going to use the word decimated, the shark -- commercial shark fleet is, that we are relying on the Shark Research Fishery to get critical 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	Let me go to Jason, then Sonja, and then we'll come back up here. And then again, I want to take this topic by topic. Jason? 
	MR. ADRIANCE: Thanks. 
	I'll try to keep this high level. It kind of goes to Christine's comment of not seeing any numbers. Because there were some thrown out initially. Then we had this pivot to 
	Tier 4 in the assessment. So not seeing that, that's an issue. But also I would use caution when you are approaching the Gulf regional quotas or anything that deals with allocation in that sense. Because it's not a lack of desire to harvest those sharks that have driven landings down, nor is it a lack of availability. It is a regulatory burden, and adjusting based -- adjusting those allocations based on a management or regulatory dynamic I think needs to be approached with some caution. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jason. 
	Sonja? 
	MS. FORDHAM: Thank you. Sonja Fordham, Shark Advocates International. I have two specific and two general. Can I just put them all --
	MR. BROOKS: Go for it. 
	MS. FORDHAM: Yeah. Thank you. 
	Thank you for your presentation. I'm a little bit dismayed that -- I looked back at my comments with Wildlife Conservation Society on 
	Amendment 16. I don't feel that our concerns were particularly well-reflected in that presentation. But generally we were concerned that, you know, the focus was -- the attention was on increasing exploitation without balance about the challenges that we have left for a lot of overfishing species and those that don't have assessments. So that's just general. 
	I am still digesting the proposals that you're about to present next, so I'm going to look forward to greater analysis and comment into the fall and beyond. For this presentation, I just wanted to highlight just a couple things. I wanted to reiterate the environmental community's strong support for the current risk policy that's applied to sharks. I think that's very well-founded. 
	And then highlight, perhaps as you go forward, if you could do some analysis of what the relaxation of sandbar safeguards, what --the effect on dusky sharks and their rebuilding. So I think the lack of mention of dusky sharks 
	so far is a bit concerning, so we'd like to have greater analysis there. 
	And then just in general, based on the last three days it's been a bit personally brutal for me. I think it's clear that NMFS is -- it's keen on increasing exploitation of sharks and relaxing the safeguards. I personally am concerned that these are -- many of the actions are risk-prone and distressing to me. But given this priority, I just want to urge, again, the Agency to get a bit more serious if this is the way you're going to go to get more serious about investing in much greater capacity for shark sto
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks very much, Sonja. 
	Austin? 
	MR. LANGLEY: So understanding that, you know, the executive orders were meant to, you know, possibly roll back the shark finning 
	act or things like that, should Congress come and ask for a recommendation from NOAA, are you all prepared to provide comment and what would that comment be? 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: The Agency has continued providing comment whenever Congress asks about various shark actions. I don't know what the current administration would choose. But in the past, including under the first Trump administration, the Agency provided a lot of comment and congressional testimony against the Shark Fin Sales Elimination Act. And again, I don't know what the Agency administration would choose to provide this time. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Karyl. 
	Let's go to Scott, Christine, and then we'll pick up the first measure. Scott? 
	MR. VAETH: Yeah, I'd like to agree with Jason's comment on the Gulf there. I think it should stay status quo on the split between the Eastern and Western. And then for speaking, probably for the few of us that are left in here 
	on the retention limits and everything, I'm just -- we're at the point that we'll take anything we can get extra. And I do mean anything. It's very hard to make it in this business and any little bit will help. And that's it. Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Christine? 
	MS. KITTLE: My question is, I guess, about data collection and to go back to John Walter's presentation on utilizing assessments that are not strictly the standard CDR assessments, right? I see that we're doing an MSE for sandbar, which the timeline seems very aggressive to me considering the current MSEs that we have for dolphin fish and black grouper, they have taken multiple years. I can't imagine sandbar being done in a year and a half. Just my opinion. 
	But sandbar is one that we have a fair amount of research for. And I feel like if we can't do a standard assessment for sandbar, I would like to see options to look at assessments 
	for other species that are not part of the standard assessment. Like, I don't want to try a standard assessment, realizing most likely it's going to fail, waste three years, and then try and come up with another alternative. 
	So John Walter mentioned you guys are working on, like, a matching process for identifying which species would and would not fit in a standard assessment and alternative options. How does this -- how does that exercise, I guess, feed into this amendment or I guess, future amendments for the species that are not listed in here and the time frame that goes along with that? 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Yeah. So that was a big question with a lot of mini questions in between. The team working on the stock assessment right now is confident on their timing. Of course, I've been pushing for them to finish it faster, so maybe they would want to go slower, but the -- we recognize how much we need this assessment to move forward with 
	anything. I don't -- I think John is on. I don't know if he wants to speak more on that. The matching exercise is more of -- well, let me take a step back. So for -- with sandbar, we're going to be doing both the standard assessments. So we're going to get what we can on stock status and then they're also moving forward with the MSE. So there are two teams working on the assessment and working with the data to make that happen. 
	In terms of the matching exercise, it is more of what species do we think we have enough data to go forward with a standard versus what species are more data limited that we might need to do more trends analyses. And the more the fishery continues to decline, the more even species like sandbar, which are, as John pointed out, relatively data rich, we're going to get less and less data because we're not going to have any of that fishery-dependent data. All we're going to be left with are those indices. 
	So it's more that data matching 
	exercise, what species do we think we still have enough data for to do the standard and what can we get done before we're basically just relying on those indices? And a lot of the prohibited species that I know people are interested in finding out more about we're in that state now. We don't have the data to do a standard assessment. Does that help, Christine? 
	MS. KITTLE: I guess it just makes me more cautious of utilizing this data approach to manage sharks when data can be so limited and uncertain. So that's just my caution. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Let's -- John Walter, I see your hand up, so let's get you off mute. I think you should be able to weigh in now. And then we'll go to Jimmy Hull after John. 
	MR. WALTER: Hey, good morning, everyone. Thanks for the question there. One of the positives for many sharks is that we still have a lot of fishery-independent indices for many of them, and so we do have data on what 
	the trends in the stocks are. And I think that's really what we're going to -- what we're looking for in terms of leaning on in terms of being able to inform where the population is going. It's exactly what the stock assessments would be using anyway to determine the trends. 
	And so I think that's what's going to probably be our bridge to the future is what those trends are saying. And for sandbar, the trend is pretty clear in terms of a pretty substantial increase in abundance. So I think that's going to help us. Whatever comes out of the stock assessment and management procedure, it's going to probably reflect the trends in those indices and that's probably going to be reflected in catch limit increases relative to those trends. 
	Now, as I mentioned yesterday, getting biomass status is going to be challenging for a lot of our species where we just don't know what the absolute removals were over time and now a lot of those removals have dropped to near zero 
	because the fisheries dropped. So it's going to be using those fishery-independent indices as best we can, using the fishery-dependent data that we've got that we're still collecting as part of the Research Fishery and some other efforts. And in terms of the timing on the MSE, yeah, I spent many -- a good many years of my life on the bluefin MSC. I don't intend to spend the remaining -- my remaining career on the sandbar MSE. 
	And I think what we've learned from that experience is how to do these in a more condensed fashion where it doesn't need to take as long and a lot of the aspects of the MSC can be done really as part of SEDAR process and that's where we're trying to bridge those two so that we can develop a management procedure on a much more condensed timescale. This will be one of those experiments to see whether we can do that. I'm hopeful that we can. And, you know, as far as the other ones taking a long time, well, whe
	still need to be developed, a lot of the time frame for an MSE is that full stakeholder back and forth conversation on what the management objectives are. 
	For bluefin, they had to be developed. For dolphin fish, they had to be substantively considered and refined. But here for sharks, I think the managing objectives are pretty clear, so we don't have to go back to the drawing board on that. And so I think that's where we --we're going to be able to get some fairly substantial time savings. Anyway, thanks. I'll be here further and listening in. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, John. Let's open up Jimmy Hull's line. 
	Jimmy, it should be open. 
	MR. HULL: And in response to Karyl's request, I fully am supportive and very happy to see many Amendment 16 progressing along. You know, we started working on trying to identify ways to rebuild, reinvent the commercial shark fishery many years ago and here it is coming 
	into fruition for me. I'm a commercial shark fisherman in Northeast Florida and I can tell you that many of the measures that are going to be in Amendment 16 are going to help increase the success of my fishery and possibly bring in some new entrants. 
	I mean, it was mentioned that if you made a separate management and quota for blacktips, which have a very reliable stock assessment, I think you said that you may be able to increase the quota by 40 percent. Well, if you did that, you may get some bigger boats back into the picture. So in my area, small coastals, blacktips, they could drive a fishery. And so I'm very supportive of the way this is going. I just -- hopefully we get it over the finish line as soon as possible. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy. 
	Jackson, I think your card is up. And Matt, is your card left over there? 
	MR. DAVIS: Yeah. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. 
	MR. MARTINEZ: Cool. Thanks. Just had 
	another quick question regarding the Carolina hammerheads. I'm sure we'll get more info as this movement moves forward, but I did want to ask, you know, to my knowledge, they are wholly unassessed. You know, there's a lot of science coming out pretty regularly now in their life history, movements, and things like that. But given that they're virtually indistinguishable to scallopeds, I guess I just kind of want to ask now, you know, what are you all thinking for not enforcement, but maybe species ID, would 
	MR. DUBECK: So based on what was in stock assessment, they actually assessed Carolina and scalloped hammer as a complex because they're -- more likely a lot of the catch was overlapping in both species. So we envision that we'd probably continue managing 
	them as a complex in the future for that species. 
	MR. BROOKS: All right. We -- Nadya, go ahead. 
	MS. MAMOOZADEH: Can I ask a quick follow-up question? Nadya Mamoozadeh, North Carolina State University. I'm curious, yeah, just thinking more about this. So because Carolina and scalloped are virtually indistinguishable, effectively, Carolina are managed as scalloped are managed. So it seems as if this one option would just formalize what is maybe already happening on the water. Am I -- maybe there's something I'm misunderstanding about that? 
	MR. DUBECK: You're not. It -- pretty much, yes. So I mean, they are caught together, managed together. Right now, it's just more Carolina hammerhead is a species that is not in our fishery management unit. So it's just more just kind of bringing in the fishery management unit and just ensuring those regulations are 
	comparable to scalloped hammerhead. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. Well, we're sliding into specifics here, so let's get into specifics here. Again, we've got about seven or eight of these that we want to push through. So it'd be just great to, you know, see if there's any more kind of specifics on these that folks want to weigh in on. So first one up is Atlantic blacktip and aggregated LCS quotas. You know, the options here are status quo, establishing a separate OFL, EBC or maintaining or revising aggregated LCS commercial quotas. Thoughts on these? Go 
	MR. VAETH: Like I said, on any of them, I mean, I thought I made it -- my comment pretty clear that --
	MR. BROOKS: Yeah. 
	MR. VAETH: -- we'll take anything actually --
	MR. BROOKS: Anything to --
	MR. VAETH: -- that we can get. 
	MR. BROOKS: Yep. 
	MR. VAETH: So -- okay. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Anyone else have anything else to fold in here? 
	Jimmy, please? 
	MR. HULL: Yeah. Thank you, Bennett. Yeah. As I said on my first comment, bullet point 2 on considerations, I think that that would be very beneficial for us. The blacktip population is high. It has great meat quality and it would certainly help rebuild the fishery if we had more access to blacktips. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy. 
	Christine? 
	MS. KITTLE: Yeah. Mine is not specifically on this, but I guess back to the sector allocation option, I think, when I looked at the scoping, it was just based off of years. I know that sometimes the Gulf will manage a fishery with just a single ACL when there's not a concern that you need sector allocation. I would like to hear if the commercial fishery would like sector allocation. I think it's hard 
	to determine if they would like it or not, if they don't know what that percentage is going to be, but maybe something to also look at as you're developing the document. 
	MR. DUBECK: Thank you. So as we said, Amendment 14 is that we would have the sector ACLs and any end or harvest of, say, the recreational sector ACL would be rolled over to the commercial sector every year. So it's not like there's, you know -- but again, we are --as I mentioned, some of the analysis for this one, we could be increasing these quotas than they currently are. They're not currently being harvested, but based on the stock status and the health of some of these populations, they could be increas
	MS. KITTLE: Thank you. I think Amendment 14 is earlier than I've sat on this board and it's been a while, so I appreciate, I mean, the rolling over and being -- making sure that all the quota is being used and nothing that could be harvested goes unharvested. 
	MR. BROOKS: All right. I don't see any other cards to weigh in on this one. Let's pop to the next one. All right. So this is shark quotas. Options are status quo or establish an OFL proxy, ABC proxy, and sector ACLs based on the procedures for a Tier 4 shark stock, any -- blacktip. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Blacktip. 
	MR. BROOKS: Blacktip. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: In the gulf. 
	MR. BROOKS: In the gulf. Hence, Gulf blacktip shark quotas. 
	Any specific comments on this one, Jason? 
	MR. ADRIANCE: Thanks, Bennett. Yeah. Just hard to say anything, not knowing what's going to come out of a Tier 4 --
	MR. BROOKS: Yeah. 
	MR. ADRIANCE: -- but obviously any increase, any more opportunity is great. However, they're the plenty of issues we've discussed already between regulatory issues, 
	keeping the --
	MR. BROOKS: Yep. 
	MR. ADRIANCE: -- the fishermen from harvesting that. 
	MR. BROOKS: Yep. Thanks, Jason. 
	Christine? 
	MS. KITTLE: Apparently, I'm going to talk a lot today. I think what was unclear in the scoping and Amendment 16 was the scalar aspect that you mentioned in determining what the OFL, ABC, and the ACL were for Tier 4 and if that would be -- that scalar is applied to all the species in Tier 4, or if that's a specific -- if the data for the specific species that you know would change that scalar, right? Like, obviously for blacktip, even though it now is a Tier 4, I feel like we do know a lot more information a
	MR. DUBECK: Thanks, Christine. Yeah. 
	So for this example, Gulf blacktip, blacktips are the most caught shark species in all fisheries. It's been assessed twice. So we have pretty good data on blacktip sharks. So we'd probably use more of a higher scalar for the -- for this stock compared to ones that haven't been assessed. And again, you know, I'm just throwing a species out, say tiger sharks where we haven't had a stock assessment on those. Some of the landings are -- you know, it's not prized, not targeted in some of the fisheries. It's more
	So we'd be maybe more conservative of those scalars. And again, those scalars are like life history characteristics, fishing pressure, what information we have on post-release mortality of -- from the -- for that species. So like I said, blacktip, we have a lot of information on. It's just unfortunately the assessment, it's Tier 4 compared to others. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Anyone else want to weigh in on this one? If -- I don't see any cards up. Let's push to -- okay. Next up is the Gulf subregional quota split here. And again, the options are status quo, creating a flexible subregional quota split, and removing the subregional quota split. We've heard a couple of comments sort of touching at this. 
	Jason? 
	MR. ADRIANCE: Thanks. I -- I'll just reiterate my comment that basing anything on recent landings, use caution, given the regulatory burdens on that fishery now. 
	MR. BROOKS: Matt -- I mean, Scott? 
	MR. VAETH: Yeah, I agree with Jason. I'd say just leave it the same, status quo. Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Anyone have a different perspective on this that you want HMS folks to hear? Okay. Let's pop to the next one. Commercial retention limits. Again, options here are status quo, establish flexible blacktip 
	and other LCS retention limits, or remove LCS commercial retention limits. And yes, we've heard the general comment of more, better, but folks want to weigh in with any specific thoughts on this. 
	Jason. It's the Jason and Christine corners here, and Amy coming in. 
	MR. ADRIANCE: Thanks, Bennett. Obviously, given what's happened in the fishery, I would argue that you could almost remove that retention limit. I don't think, in the Gulf anyway, the landings are going to come in fast enough that you'll have an issue if you do that. At least in Louisiana, it's a lot of smaller boats right now, so the odds are they're not going to be able to pile that many sharks on the boat anyway, but it might be a good consideration for just removing that daily limit or that truck limit.
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jason. 
	Christine? And then Amy. 
	MS. KITTLE: Yeah. I mean, if you're 
	going to set the limit annually and we know we haven't been meeting the quota, then I think that you could have a much wider range and then, if people begin to come into the fishery, you can reevaluate that without going through an amendment. So I think a much wider range with a higher trip limit, considering the current climate is a -- is acceptable, right? 
	And unless we see a switch in the shark fishery where we have concern, then we still have that option. But for right now, let's give what we can to those that are trying to make this a market and make this -- make a living off of it. And if 55 is not -- you know, they could harvest more and still meet that and still have -- and, you know, still stay within the quota, let's have -- let's let them do that. 
	MR. BROOKS: Christine, just so I'm clear, is that then suggesting a higher retention limit or going to where Jason is saying and just removing it? 
	MS. KITTLE: I'm saying we can do a 
	higher retention limit. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks for clarifying. 
	Let's go to Amy and then Bob. 
	MS. DUKES: Ditto. So definitely not status quo. I see the idea of the removal of the commercial retention limits being a great, sort of, avenue, but I'm -- I guess the idea of having those flexible limits just seems a little bit more in line with what you want to do with some of your other actions. I think the big thing is no matter what position you guys move forward with, status quo is off the table, but either the flexibility or the removal, please consider that we have to couple this increased shark lan
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Appreciate that. And clearly, again, a theme we keep hearing of, 
	right? It -- need to be able to harvest it and 
	also market it. It comes in a pair. 
	Bob? And then we'll pop over here. 
	MR. ZALES: And I agree with what Amy just said about the markets. Clearly, that's a critical issue here. 
	MR. BROOKS: Bob, get a drop closer to you, Mike. Thanks. 
	MR. ZALES: I agree with what Amy just said about the market conditions because that's critical. But is it possible, yesterday we discussed about being able to potentially keep the fish on long lines or whatever with bluefins or whatever the fish was that came in dead rather than discarding them as a waste. So as an example, with the blacknose, I know from discussions with Jimmy Hull, when he's fishing, he catches blacknose and in a lot of cases they're dead so he has to throw them back. They're useless. 
	So is it possible to add something in here so that you could retain the fish that 
	you're -- that are on your line, even though normally they're not kept, but because they're dead, rather than wasting them, to be able to keep them and bring them in to market, is there -- can -- is that a possibility to add to this or no? 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: As you said, anything is possible. Whether we would go that direction, I don't know. There are differences between the shark fishery, which is traditionally bottom long line and pelagic long line where, pelagic long line, we do have the electronic monitoring on board to verify that those bluefin were dead at haul-back. That said, it could be something we consider. I just wanted to point that difference out. 
	MR. ZALES: Yeah. I just wanted to put that out there because clearly a dead fish is a dead fish, right? So why leave it in the water for something else to eat when you could bring it in to market and work along with trying to help create the market and maintain that market 
	so you have consistent product on the market to 
	be able to maintain it? 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. 
	And, Kevin, if I'm reading your chat right online, you're seconding that comment. So thanks for weighing in on that. And if I didn't get that right, raise your hand. 
	Scott, you want back in? 
	MR. VAETH: One quick thing. Yeah. If the retention limits were removed or highly increased, I would like to see, like, an in-season adjust -- where you could adjust it just in case there is an influx in boats in the fishery where you could adjust it back to normal. Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. All right. I think we've hit everyone. Amy, did you want to get back in? Nope. Okay. All right. Great. This is helpful. Let's jump to, I think -- who does? Jimmy does. Oh, great. 
	Jimmy, come on in. No, hang on a second. Actually, line is not open yet. Okay. 
	You're good. 
	MR. HULL: The -- considering on the second bullet point, establish flexible blacktip and other LCL -- LCS retention limits. And in the Mini 16, there's options to have a separate blacktip quota and trip limit. And if that was done, then the -- would basically increase the other LCS shark retention limits because the blacktips wouldn't be included in the LCS total. So I think that that shows that that could be very helpful. 
	Again, in my area, you know, we have developed a market for shark meat and blacktips are a preferred species for meat, so we need to -- we need to get more blacktips and establishing a separate and flexible blacktip quota. And to answer what Bob had said, yes. And I think in -- and I know you have options in Mini 16 to increase the blacknose trip limit, which will really help reduce wasting that resource with dead discard. So that's why I'm so happy to see that happen. So that's it. 
	Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy. Let's jump to sandbar. I think we've got now four topics left to cover in about 15 minutes, so I think we'll be good. Just need to stay focused on that. Sandbar shark fishery quotas. Again, we've got three options here, status quo. Second is: and establish an OFL ABC and sector ACLs based on assessment results. That will be a management procedure and then be changed based on MSE. And then the third is establish OFL proxy, ABC proxy, and sector ACLs based on procedures for a Tier 4
	Charles? 
	MR. WITEK: Yeah. Charles Witek. I suspect from what I see locally and from what I hear that we're going to get a pretty favorable stock assessment when it comes in. Even so, I would be very reluctant to set up a recreational fishery here. Most recreational anglers that I know cannot reliably tell a difference between a 
	sandbar and a dusky. Sandbars aren't kept that often by recreational anglers. They weren't even when they weren't regulated back in the '80s. And I think the need to protect the dusky, which is still in pretty rough shape, is more important than opening up a recreational sandbar fishery. I'm not going to make any comments on commercials because I'm going to trust that a long liner who handles a lot of sharks every day is a little better at telling them apart. But in a recreational fishery, I think killing d
	MR. BROOKS: All right. Thanks, Charles. Appreciate that. Any other perspectives around the table on this one? 
	UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Jimmy wants --
	MR. BROOKS: Jimmy wants in again? 
	Jimmy, please? 
	MR. HULL: Yeah. Again, off of Northeast Florida, the sandbar shark population is immense and it's causing big problems in our reef fish fisheries with depredation. The 
	opportunity should be there in the Research Fishery, which definitely we need to maintain, but if we're -- the quota that's set aside for the Research Fishery, if it's not being utilized in that, then other shark fishermen need to be able to harvest that available quota. That would be one thing. And I think maybe that's a whole nother -- a whole nother page. But the --you know, in your current situation, only Shark Research Fishery participants are authorized to land sandbars. I think that that -- if we're 
	MR. BROOKS: Sure. 
	MR. HULL: And of course, when we get the results of the stock assessment, we can look at everything again. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Sorry, Jimmy, just before you go back on mute, so when you look at the options here, what is there is there one that makes more sense to you? 
	MR. HULL: Well, it would be after we get a stock assessment. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. So it would be option -- the second option there? 
	MR. HULL: Again, in the second two bullet points. 
	MR. BROOKS: Yeah. 
	MR. HULL: The third one, procedures for a Tier 4 shark stock assessment. So --
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. 
	MR. HULL: -- you know, I would rely on the stock assessment to guide me further. You may have to go status quo until we get the results of the stock assessment. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Appreciate that. 
	Okay. Mike? 
	MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you, Bennett. Mike Pierdinock. My comments are specific to the Massachusetts Cape Cod. You know, on the islands, there's a dedicated group of individuals that catch sandbar sharks from the shore, can identify the difference between that 
	and other species. And up in that neck of the woods, you typically have to go farther offshore to -- if you are to encounter dusky sharks. So I would just say that I would not necessarily recommend that it would be -- such would be prohibited and would recommend continued outreach and education of the anglers to differentiate between that or other species. But, you know, from a nearshore standpoint from the beach, I said there's a dedicated group of individuals and should be able to identify the difference 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Mike. Okay. Let's push to the next piece, which is, I think, management. Is there another line? 
	Oh, sorry. Sorry, Kesley. Thank you. 
	MS. BANKS: Thanks, Bennett. I just want to echo kind of what Mike was saying. In our side of the Gulf, there is a dedicated shore fishery and we have looked at the identification rates and they're pretty high on sandbars, so I would not be concerned about them being 
	misidentified for duskies. And our fleet would definitely enjoy the chance of at least some limited harvest of sandbars if the assessment were to demonstrate that they could be reopened. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Kesley. 
	Bob, your card is back up. 
	MR. ZALES: Yeah. And I agree with everything that's been said here. And if I could, I'd just like to try to make a general comment and kind of a history lesson for people that may or may not know. My question --
	MR. BROOKS: Just make it a short history lesson. 
	MR. ZALES: It -- I'll try to speed it up. When I first got involved in all this years ago, I used to talk about how the old timers would pass information on to me. All these old timers now, they're fishing in the clouds. I'm the old timer now, right? In the shark fishery back in the '80s, especially in the Gulf, the Fishery Service back then in the re-fish fishery, especially in the red sniper fishery, 
	which was going downhill, people were having a hard time maintaining their business, the Fishery Service came in and said, there's an underutilized species called sharks. You all need to get into that fishery. 
	A lot of the red snapper guys jumped into it, did really well, so well that eventually it started bringing the shark population down. The downside to that is --and -- well, the upside was, when they did that, the market for sharks -- and it's my understanding from the people who are now dead that used to tell me this all the time, pretty much every part of that shark was worth money. It was sold in some -- anything from medical research to food to whatever. 
	What happened, those people that got into the shark fishery that got out of the red snapper fishery, when the fishery -- the Gulf Council came in and started establishing a period of time to develop catch records to create the IFQ for red snapper for the three
	-

	year period in the '90s, a lot of those people that fish sharks got out of red snapper got screwed because they didn't qualify for any red snapper quota. 
	So that's just kind of the history of where this thing has been. When people talk about a market, the market is there if you build it and you have consistent production that keeps supply on the table. So that's why we're really pushing hard to try to get this fishery put back and become a viable fishery again. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Thanks, Bob. I want to note there are a couple of comments in the chat from members of the public. Just to reiterate what we said at the outset, and maybe folks didn't hear that, at the advisory panel meetings, this portion of the meeting is focused just among advisory panel members and we will have public comments starting at 11:45. So Hannah, Lew, please hang in there. We definitely want to hear what you have to say, but we'll pick that up at 11:45. So thanks for 
	throwing something in the chat and we will come back to that. Okay. Let's -- one more time. 
	MR. DUBECK: Do you want to look at the sharks as bait? 
	MR. BROOKS: Yep. 
	MR. DUBECK: Because --
	MR. BROOKS: Yeah. So management measures here, sandbag -- sandbar shark management measures of shark is bait. Sharks as bait. So we've got two options there. We have status quo or allow the use of sharks as bait. That could be whole sharks or certain parts of sharks, obviously no fins. Perspectives on this that you'd like, folks, please. 
	Scott? 
	MR. VAETH: I think we should allow it just because of the fact that use -- you know, utilize the whole entire fish. Once again, like Bob was saying, that it's stupid to have to throw back something that's very useful in other fisheries. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Scott. 
	Anyone else want to weigh in on this? Okay. And I think our last topic is off --Carolina hammerhead, right? 
	UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: (inaudible). MR. BROOKS: Am I missing someone 
	again? UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Stephen Rhodes. MR. BROOKS: Stephen Rhodes, please 
	come in. Stephen, you should be open. Stephen, you should be open. MR. RHODES: Okay. I'm trying to 
	unmute my mic. Am I loud and clear now? MR. BROOKS: Yep. UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes, you're 
	good. MR. BROOKS: You're good. MR. RHODES: Can you hear me, Bennett? MR. BROOKS: Yes, we can. MR. RHODES: Okay. Just wanted to 
	comment that in my 45-plus years of fishing from North Carolina up to Cape Cod, that there is really a growing mass of sandbar sharks. Just 
	about any pass you go from, whether it's --fishermen kayak fishing in Long Island Sound are getting striped bass predated by brown sharks. 
	The inshore bluefin tuna recreational boats that are fishing with bait during the summer off New Jersey and New York can have a really tough time trying to keep bait in the water. Going out to 30 fathoms for the recreational yellowfin fishermen from Cape Cod down to Maryland -- Ocean City, Maryland, if you use chum in the water now in, say, the August, September time frame to try to chum up yellowfin tuna, some days it's almost impossible to get a bait past the sandbar sharks that we're seeing. So from an i
	On the inshore side of things, when 
	you're fishing for bluefins, say in the two to ten-mile range, if you're using live menhaden for bait or live pogies for bait, many days it's very difficult to get one of those live baits past the black tip sharks, the spinner sharks, or the sandbar sharks that have really exploded on the menhaden schools and the nearshore fisheries. And as Mike Pierdinock mentioned before and several other speakers, you know, there's definitely a growing beach fishery, catch and release fishery for the sandbars. But even t
	So you know, echoing concerns that with an overabundance of that species, if the species was opened up for commercial interests, you know, I think that would be looked favorably upon by the recreational community if some of those sharks were removed, if they were sold. You know, if they were utilized completely and 
	there was a market for that, that would certainly benefit the commercial fishermen and would have an ancillary benefit for the recreational fishermen having a tough time targeting tuna, whether it's bluefin or yellowfin because of the inundation of sharks in the last, say, five to ten years. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you so much. Appreciate it. All right. Now let's jump again. Last topic, Carolina hammerheads. There we go. Two options here. Status quo or adding Carolina hammerhead sharks to the fishery management unit and establishing management measures to match scalloped hammerhead sharks. I think we already had one comment on that previously, but other folks want to weigh in. And I see, Charles, your card is back up? 
	MR. WITEK: Yeah. Charles Witek. I would add them to the management plan as quickly as possible. My reason is for enforcement purposes. I look at this, and I -- I'm thinking if I ever had to defend a violator in a 
	prosecution based on, you know, hammerheads, or scalloped hammerheads in particular, my first thought would be did they prove this was not a Carolina hammerhead? Because it's not a regulated species, and that creates a loophole for enforcement. And for that reason alone, I think they should be part of a management plan. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Charles. Anyone else want to weigh in on this? Jimmy. Jimmy? 
	MR. HULL: Yeah. Thanks, Bennett. Jimmy Hull, commercial short fisherman, Northeast Florida. We catch lots of scalloped hammerheads. And I'm going to have to assume that I can't tell the difference between a Carolina hammerhead and a scalloped, so I would say status quo, and we're just managing them together as one species. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy. Anybody else? Okay. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: We have miscellaneous. Sorry. 
	MR. BROOKS: Oh, we do have 
	miscellaneous. Yes. Let's get -- last slide. That's it. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: I think we already covered this? All right. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. I think we have covered this, yes? Do we agree? Yep. Okay. We've got everything covered here, so thank you all. That was super helpful. A lot of feedback for the team up here. We are at break, so let's take a 15-minute break. Just a reminder to folks, if you haven't checked out of your rooms yet, this would be the moment to do that. And again, reminder to members of the public, we'll have -- come back, we'll have another topic, and then we'll go to public comment at 11:45. Thanks, everybod
	(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter went off the record at 10:44 a.m. and resumed at 
	11:01 a.m.) 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay. Let's jump in here. Ask the folks who are still standing up and talking in the back there, Marty and Rick, to 
	find your seats. Thanks. All right. So we want to pick up our last topic for this session. And we'll be talking about blacknose shark and recreational shark management measures, proposed rule. This is out for comment. There's several pieces to this. 
	I think let's just sort of walk through it, and then we'll actually take it section by section. 
	UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Okay. 
	MR. BROOKS: Yeah. 
	MR. DUBECK: All right. So this is the double feature here. So this is what we kind of internally have called Mini A16. So as I said earlier, and in the past -- in the Amendment 16 presentation, we took parts based on the scoping document out of Amendment 16 and did a smaller rulemaking and a faster -- you know, to put it out faster. So the result of that is we're doing a -- we put out a proposed rule to revise the commercial blacknose and recreational management measures. 
	So here's kind of the outline of 
	presentation, but let's kind of jump right into it. As you can see, the purpose of this rulemaking pretty much matches what Amendment 16's were. So we are trying to increase management flexibility to react to the additional factors affecting the shark fishery and optimize the ability of commercial recreational fishermen to harvest the quotas. This is, again, kind of needed to be responsive to the framework for -- that we implemented for Amendment 14, which I was mentioning previously. The findings from the 
	So going into some background about blacknose sharks. So we assessed this species in 2010. The results from the assessment determined that the Atlantic stock is overfished with overfishing occurring, and then the Gulf stock is unknown status. Based on that, 
	Amendment 5(a), we created a regional -- so Atlantic and Gulf, blacknose and non-blacknose small coastal quotas. And then we also established regional quota linkages for the management group, shark management group. So what we mean by that is that when one quota was reached, both fisheries would close. So examples, we linked the blacknose quota in the Atlantic, which was a smaller quota, to -- with the non-blacknose small coastal quota, which was a larger quota. And once either quota, and it was really the 
	Because of that, we did some more management measures a couple years later, Amendment 6, where we established this regerent -- regery -- mange -- too much talking, right? I -- I've been up there so long. So this boundary line off -- goes by -- around North Carolina. So the tip of North Carolina. So what we determined in Amendment 6 was that 
	blacknose sharks weren't really migrating north of this line. So what we did was we prohibited blacknose sharks for commercial landings north of this line. So in -- north of that line, we removed the quota linkage so the non-blacknose small coastal quota would stay open until it was reached. But south of that line, we kept the quota linkage and allowed blacknose sharks to be retained. 
	Because blacknose sharks were being retained at such a high level, a couple of years later we established a commercial retention limit of eight blacknose sharks. And that was a way to slow down the blacknose shark landings. I got one. 
	MR. REDD: Oh, you got one. 
	MR. DUBECK: I came prepared. Sorry, Larry. But -- no problem. Yeah. I see you back there. Yeah. So yeah. 
	So we established the commercial retention of eight blacknose sharks, and that kind of slowed down the blacknose landings to 
	ensure that the -- both quotas stay open longer. But more importantly, that the non-blacknose small coastal fishery wasn't closed down early in the fishing season. 
	So moving on to the recreational fishery. So in the '99 F&P, we established a minimum size limit for most shark species of 54 inches. And that 54 inches was based on the size and maturity of sandbar sharks. And then we reduced the recreational retention limit for all sharks to one shark per vessel per trip. And then in 2008, we expanded the shark species authorized for recreational retention, and then modified the retention limits where we allowed one sharpnose and one bonnethead per person per trip with no
	And then we did one vessel -- one per vessel per trip for all the other authorized shark species. In Amendment 5(a), based on the scalloped hammerhead assessment, we revised the recreational minimum size limit for all hammerhead shark species, because you 
	couldn't -- most fishermen couldn't tell the difference, to 78 inches. And then based on the smooth hammerhead -- not smooth hammer --smooth-hound shark assessment, and so Amendment 9, we established no recreational minimum size limit or bag limit for that species. 
	So let's jump into what the different alternatives are for each one of these. So as I spoiled earlier, the boundary line we -- for blacknose sharks, we are preferring to remove. We're finding that due to the changing water temperatures, the migration pattern of blacknose sharks, fishermen are interacting with blacknose sharks at a higher level north of that line. So right now, they're just having to discard those sharks. So we're preferring to remove that line so then fishermen throughout the Atlantic can h
	In addition, we're going to be revising retention limits for blacknose sharks. So we looked at three different alternatives here besides the status quo, which I mentioned was 
	eight. We're preferring to establish a flexible retention limit, similar to what we have for the large coastal, where we have a range from zero to 60 blacknose sharks with a default limit of 25 blacknose sharks that would start the fishing season. So it's something that -- the beginning of the fishing year, it'd be 25. And based on catch rates, we can adjust that up or down depending on how the landings are going for blacknose sharks and interactions. The other alternative we looked at for this rulemaking w
	So those were the kind of commercial measures for this rulemaking. And the rest of this, and kind of the -- figured a lot more comments for this one are mostly around the recreational shark fishery. As I mentioned, you know, all the shark species that are authorized are pretty much 54 inches. Hammerhead sharks is 78 inches for the minimum size limit. And then there is none for sharpnose, bonnethead, and 
	smooth-hound sharks. I wanted to -- I wanted to show this table here. This is the female size and maturity of all the authorized shark species. So there's 17 authorized shark species to be harvested recreationally. As you can see, the female size maturity is different for each one of those. They range from very small one, size maturity, for the sharpnose to very large female size maturity for tiger sharks. So there's no one size fits all for all these shark species. And it kind of runs the gamut of the size
	So we have a couple alternatives we analyzed in this rule making. Besides the status quo, we looked at a couple of other ones. Alternative C2 is to establish a recreational minimum size limit for each one of the shark --authorized shark species. So that means that --I'll go back to the figure there. That means recreational fishermen have to remember 17 different limits when they go out shark fishing, and try to remember the size limits for each one 
	of those species. And actually identify each species correctly, too. The other alternative we looked at was to establish a recreational minimum size limit based on shark groups. And they would be based on the -- and then that size limit would be based on the female size maturity. So what we mean by that is we decided that we're going to group some shark species together based on certain factors. First one is, like, whether they look very similar. Do they have similar female size maturity? Do they get caught
	The preferred alternative is to do the same thing, but also create a flexible recreational minimum size limit for these species, for each one of these shark groups that I'll show in a second, to allow for more flexibility in the management measures. And 
	then the other thing we looked at was to remove recreational minimum size limits. And also, I want to point out for this presentation and this rulemaking, we are not making any changes to the primitive shark species or shortfin mako sharks. 
	But let me go into more detail about the preferred measure here for the minimum size limit. So as you can see on the left-hand side, we have the different shark groups. And then on the right-hand side we have the minimum size limit with a range. And then the default limit, which would be what the fishing season would be at the beginning -- the limit would be at the beginning of every fishing season. We do not plan on adjusting the size limits in-season at this time. We would always just start with the limit
	keeping it status quo. But we are creating a range that we could adjust that based on some of the, you know, stock information in the future. For blacktip and finetooth sharks, we're, again, they have similar ranges of female size maturity. Currently, right now, they fall under the 54 inches. And you can see the default limit we're going to reduce it to 38 inches is that right now under 54 inches, most of those species should not be caught and retained recreationally in federal waters. So what we're doing i
	Blacktip and spinner, obviously while we group those species together, most fishermen can't tell the difference of which one is which, right? So what we did was we created a larger range for the species because of the spinner shark size maturity, but we're going to have a group -- the shark group with default of 48 inches for the fishing season. 
	Again, that's much smaller than 
	currently it's 54 inches for those species. So we'll be lowering down to 48 based on the size of the female maturity. For the hammerhead sharks, as I showed earlier, they have such a higher range of female size maturity, but we're going to default and keep it at status quo of 78 inches right now. 
	For the other large coastals, the bull, lemon, nurse, and tiger sharks, again, such a --we -- we're establishing such a range of minimum size limit, but we're going to default of what it currently is right now at 54 inches. And same thing for the other pelagic species. We would establish a range up to 94 inches or no limit, but default at 54 inches, which is just status quo for the -- those species. 
	Moving on to the retention limits for this one, as of right now, you can only keep one of the following shark species per trip and there's a list there of the different blacktips, hammerhead sharks, spinner, tigers, porbeagles, 
	and such. You can only keep one of those per trip. You can keep one sharpnose and one bonnethead per person per trip and then there is no limit for smoothhound sharks. 
	So in this rule-making, we looked at different alternatives besides the status quo. The preferred alternative is to establish a flexible retention limit for the shark species, and I'll go into that in the next slide, where we have established a range where we can go up to certain number or no limit and then put --the beginning of the fishing season, we would default to a certain limit. And then the other alternative we looked at was kind of to remove retention limits for sharks recreationally. 
	But let me go into more detail of what the preferred alternative is. So here's another slide where we kind of have the different shark species. On the left-hand side, we are proposing to change all of the species retentional -- potential -- retention limit to number of sharks per vessel per trip for all the 
	shark species to kind of simplify the regulations. 
	We would have a range for some of these up to a certain number or no limit. And then again, the default is what the fishing season would start with. And like I mentioned with the minimum size limit, we don't intend to change that in season-wise. It would just be more the fishing season would start with that number or name of that number. But if we would be able to change it prior to that and we would give notification of that. So let me go into this a little bit more. 
	So as you can see, the groupings are --it's not really groupings for this one. What we decided to do is kind of stay with some of the species where you can only keep one, so we're defaulting a one, but for some of these species where for the blacknose, bull, thresher, hammerheads, porbeagles, and such, for that group there or the list of species there, we would establish a range of up to three or no 
	limit, but default to one of those have a default number so it wouldn't stay at one for those species. And then we've pulled someone's out -- some of the species out separately because some of them are, but also because of some of the stock information. 
	So for sharpnose and bonnethead, we will -- we're creating a range for those species, so up to four or no limit for those. And then have a default of one shark per, you know, per vessel per trip. 
	So it's one shark, not per person, for each of the species. Blacktip, we pulled that one out because as I talked about in the M16, we have two assessments for blacktip sharks. All indications is that we can increase catch for these species. So we're establishing a range of up to five for that species or no limit. But setting a default of one at the start of the fishing season. 
	And then smoothhound, we have a range that we establish, but we're going to default at 
	no limit. And some of those ranges that we came up with kind of mirror some of the states already have. Like example, the blacktip limit of up to five, I believe Alabama or Mississippi already have that in state waters. So this is -- kind of mirrors what some of the states already have. That's where some of these limits came from. 
	Let's move on to some other miscellaneous regulatory changes we have in this rulemaking. So as I mentioned about the commercial quota linkages, we in Amendment 14 finalized that we plan to remove the commercial management quota linkages where we plan to continue to monitor the ACLs and then close those fisheries down when they're -- when the quotas are reached, but we are going to be removing those quota linkages. 
	And then the -- here on the right-hand side, you can see what the linkages are. And as I mentioned in the Atlantic, we have the blacknose and non-blacknose small coastal 
	linkages that we're going to remove. But then in the -- for the large coastal fishery and the Gulf and the Atlantic, we have the hammerhead and aggregate large coastal. So we're going to remove that -- the linkages. So once one of those quotas is reached, the other one can stay open. 
	Other things we proposed in this rulemaking is to kind of clarify some of our regulations regarding thresher sharks in our --so sometimes in our regulations, we just call --say thresher shark, not two species. So we're just kind of clarifying some of those regulations and call out what species we're referring to. 
	Another one is to change the pelagic shark and one of the management groups, right? So right now management groups says pelagic sharks other than blue and porbeagle sharks. Pretty much that is common thresher and then shortfin mako when it's authorized. So we decided to just change the manager group to 
	those species to know, you know, what -- no --people would know what we're talking about. So it would be common thresher and then shortfin mako when authorized sharks. 
	And then another thing we have in here is kind of remove some oceanic whitetip regulations, you know, some of the references to in our commercial regulations. 
	So we've we had this rulemaking release earlier this year. We've had a number of public hearings. I've given this presentation many times already. We've had requests to extend the comment period for this from the Atlantic States Commission, Gulf Council, State of Florida to extend the comment period for us to talk to the Gulf Council, the Atlantic States Commission about this rulemaking. So we did that and we extend the comment period to May 29th. And also since we extended the comment period, we wanted to 
	So here at FDM, we have the 
	 here. We've had a number of comments for this rulemaking come in already. We've got close to 90 so far. So a lot of people have interest in this rulemaking, mostly around the recreational fishery measures. And then we hope to have this out by the end of this year. But I also want to give people kind of an update of some of the comments we've been getting from the different public hearings, the council commission meetings, but also through, you know, the public and FDMS, kind of give you a quicker review of
	regulations.gov

	So right now for the Atlantic blacknose shark, pretty much is overall support for the preferred management measures to kind of help optimize the quotas and reduce the regulatory discards. 
	So a majority of our comments I mentioned is coming for the recreational shark fishery management measures. So there's general support for creating management flexibility and establishing the size limits based on the female 
	size maturity, but there's also concern that, you know, NOAA Fisheries would be able to adjust minimum size or retention limits without prior notification or frequency or the frequency. And then concern that the states may not be able to make those parallel changes in time. 
	There's also been questions regarding the proposed shark groupings, like why do we group some of those together, you know, with the scientific basis for the proposed changes and how the proposed changes would work. And then we get a lot of comments to pretty much stay status quo of the per person for sharpnose and bonnethead retention limits. 
	So those are kind of a quicker review of the comments we heard so far. And that's everything I have and we'll take comments. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks. So we've got about 20, 25 minutes for comments on this. What I'd like to do is first turn to the commercial measures that are being proposed. 
	Well played. Had a feeling that might 
	happen, but let's just sort of see what comments are on commercial and then we'll open it up to rec. So commercial. Jimmy, did you want to talk to the commercial piece here? 
	MR. HULL: Thank you, Bennett. And thank you, Guy, for the presentation. It was very thorough. And of course I support all of the measures in this proposed measures for the commercial sector. They're exactly right on target. It's what we need. It will help the fishery. It will turn discards into landings and, you know, it's what's been needed for some time, so fully support it. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks so much. Let's go to Willy then Sonja. 
	MR. GOLDSMITH: Thanks, Bennett. And thanks, Guy, for the presentation. I'm not at all really familiar with the blacknose fishery and just had a question for you and maybe for some commercial shark harvesters in the room as well. So you mentioned the SEDAR 21 from 2010. That -- is that -- that's the most recent 
	assessment for South Atlantic blacknose and that found the shark was -- the species was overfish -- overfishing occurring. And so I'm just wondering, it looks like this proposal is to increase the default from eight to 25. Is there additional information since that assessment, whether that's fishery-dependent data, fishery-independent data, other information just on kind of what's going on with that resource to inform that decision? Thanks. 
	MR. DUBECK: Yeah. I mean, the quota has been under harvested for a number of years and really the factor was the eight retention limit. So it's kind of a -- the eight retention limit is kind of a de facto barrier for fishermen to actually harvest the quota that's available to that. And so that quota has been, I think, maybe 50 percent under harvested every year. 
	So this is kind of just allowing fishermen to, instead of throwing back the discards, to be able to land those and go 
	towards the quota. 
	MR. BROOKS: Jimmy, did you want to run it -- weigh in on that question in particular? 
	MR. HULL: Just to reinforce what Guy said, the eight per vessel trip limit on blacknose wasn't put in as a biological limit. It was put in as a management limit because it was linked to all the other small coastals and we were we were closing down all the other small coastals with that small trip limit and then it morphed into, well, the black -- the population is very large now and we're interacting with them and sometimes there'll be one on every hook. And so you immediately catch your eight and then you'
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Jimmy. Let's go 
	to Sonja and then over to Christine and then we'll probably shift over to rec. But Bob will bring him up. Go ahead, Sonja. 
	MS. FORDHAM: Thank you. Sonja Fordham, Shark Advocates International. So you want just commercial blacknose now; is that right? Okay. 
	Thank you for your presentation. I think I'm okay with the proposal for the blacknose line to even up access to the quota and reduce discards as it seems the climate is changing. The blacknose limit, I understand that there's quota underage and you think that you're looking at the trends here, but I do have to say that I think going for, like, more than tripling is a bit of a jump for my -- in my mind. I would prefer that it not be so dramatic, considering, as we've talked about, the assessment is 16 years 
	MR. BROOKS: So some increase, just not tripling? 
	MS. FORDHAM: Well, I'm not going to push for an increase. 
	MR. BROOKS: Understood, but --somewhat implied in your comment there, but I understood. Christine? 
	MS. KITTLE: Yeah. I just want to say thank you for pulling this out of Amendment 16. I know that this is critical for Jimmy to continue to promote his meat market and his restaurants and considering they're not optimizing the quota, we're supportive of the increase. 
	I really appreciated the math that was in the Amendment 16 and how you be -- came up with the 25 default. I would say to make sure that you work with the commercial fisheries and reevaluate that every year, that if that 25 is still not meeting the quota, to discuss that with the commercial fishermen and reevaluate that so that they are going to meet the quota in future years. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Let's take one 
	more or two more comments in order to make sure we have plenty of time for the rec. Bob. 
	MR. ZALES: Yeah. And I just want to point out, I mean, all these definitions required overfishing and overfished through management and scientific work that's done. When you look at them, they're all in what I would consider a virtual world of the science, right? And I've made this statement several times here and in other places. The best source of information that you have for any of the fishery information and data that's there are the people in this room and the people that prosecute these fisheries. An
	So the real world is not matching the scientific advice that's there, and we need to consider that. And it's like I've stressed 
	before the comments from the people on the water every day need to be better weighted in the fishery management process. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. Is there a card left over here? Al, Willy? Leftover. Okay. Okay. 
	Jimmy, your hand is back up. Do you have a question on this or point on this, or can we shift to rec fishing? 
	MR. HULL: I think I just dropped my hand. 
	MR. BROOKS: Okay, cool. Okay. It --it's back up, but we'll just ignore it for now. 
	All right. Let's turn to recreational here and we've got minimum size limits and retention limits. We'll open it up however to wherever people want to go. Kesley. 
	MS. BANKS: Thank you. I have a flight to catch, so I just want to say see Council letter. We have a lot of comments on the rec side of it. One thing we did discuss after you guys came and graciously gave the presentation 
	was if you're going to drop the bonnethead and Atlantic sharpnose from one per person to one per vessel, we recommend maybe doing a scaling vessel limit rather than one per, or one per vessel. 
	We do have a fleet that is targeting those as part of their business. And so while we understand the need maybe not to bring in 50 on a trip, maybe go down to like 15. I think there's some -- this is done in the swordfish fishery for them already. So there's some precedent support. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Have a good flight. Martha. 
	MS. GUYAS: Thanks. Ditto a lot of that and the comments that you all have received to date. One additional thing that I will raise, and I mean, I get it. I know that you all don't manage state waters, but just keeping in mind that there is a significant, especially shore-based component to this fishery and especially on the -- when Atlantic States gets 
	involved on the Atlantic Coast. So you've got vessel limits. You know, those are going to go to Atlantic States. Atlantic States is going to say, okay, states, here's the rule for you to implement. And it's unclear to me what vessel limits, what that means for shore-based fishermen operating in those states. 
	Some states are nimble and they can make changes through their process. Like Florida has a commission. Other states work through legislatures and making changes is significantly more difficult. And so this is a little bit of a different situation than, like, tunas or something like that where it's, you know, you're just -- if you're thinking about what you all manage, you're mostly covering everything. 
	But this -- because sharks is so inclusive and it's so many additional people that are operating outside of federal permits and federal waters, this one's a little bit more complex. So thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thank you. I've got seven folks in the queue. We will be getting to public comment at 11:45. If we haven't gotten through everybody, maybe we can just dip back in after public comment. But let's -- let me go work our way around and then we'll get over to you, Mike. Bob. 
	MR. HUMPHREY: Thank you. And thanks for the presentation. I'd like to offer comment from the perspective of somebody in New England, Northern New England, particularly. And just say that again, I would like to see a smaller minimum length limit on porbeagle sharks specifically for the following reasons. Anecdotally, at least our shark fisheries, recreational shark fisheries, largely catch and release. And certainly if you have numbers that oppose that, I'd love to see them. 
	Porbeagle sharks right now are, as far as depredation, are number one with a bullet in our region. And I use that term intentionally because most of the HMS tuna vessels that are 
	fishing right now carry a home protection hole punching device to deter depredation from porbeagle sharks. I don't want to keep a 54inch fish. It's too big. I can only take so much myself and have to give the rest away and I don't have that many friends. 
	-

	It's a breeding age fish. I'd rather keep -- see people keep a smaller fish and let the breeding age fish go out and reproduce and make more little sharks. And to that end, I would also say if you do decide to keep with that 54-inch minimum, then I would encourage you not to go to more than one fish per boat per day. Thanks. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Bob. Sonja. 
	MS. FORDHAM: Thank you. Sonja Fordham, Shark Advocates. So taking recreational species groups, size limits and retention limits, or just size limits? 
	MR. BROOKS: Whatever. Anything. Yep. 
	MS. FORDHAM: Oh, okay. Okay. Just a note before I get to my comments about the 
	species groups. I wanted to flag that my colleagues at Oceana who are here and will speak in public comment, but obviously we'll have a just a little bit of time. They do have some concerns that I share about questioning how the Agency can ensure that overfishing is prevented in line with the Magnuson Act if the species in the group, if some of them are overfished or being overfished or unknown. So I think they'll speak more to that. I think overall, I've seen this presentation several times and I think the
	So it's just a bit confusing. I don't know if it's the end of the world. And similar with the default, I finally figured out that means that that's what's going to happen upon the final rule. That's what we're going. So I think it's a little bit confusing as, like, the 
	proposed new measure. Default means that's happening. Okay. 
	So you know, I appreciate the approach and the rationale, but do have those concerns about the groups. And then I note that it says that the size limits will be based on the grouped female sizes at maturity, which seems to make sense, but then and some of them look okay, but the blacktip spinner seems to be, you know, set with a lower number. So with the blacktip number instead of the spinner number. So that doesn't seem like it's quite fair to the spinner. 
	So I would prefer an average or something closer to the spinner length to provide protection for that species. But then more concerning is the blue, common thresher porbeagle limit at 54. So it seems that that's 20 to 30 inches high -- lower than those species that you have listed. So that doesn't seem like it's grouped based on the female sizes. 
	So I would, given all the reasons we've 
	talked about, particular concern for common threshers, but also continuing concern of the status of porbeagle, I would urge that to be raised significantly towards common threshers. I think that's --
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	MS. FORDHAM: -- all I have on that. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. Let me keep working the queue. And again, we are getting tight on time, so ask people to be as focused as possible. Charles. 
	MR. WITEK: Yeah. I look at the recreational regs and proposed, and I both like what's going on very much and am somewhat afraid of what's going on. I believe in science-based fisheries management, breaking it down into species groups allows us to have that. 
	But if we do it, we ought to actually apply the science in a 54-inch minimum size for blues, common threshers and porbeagles, for example, just doesn't do it. 
	I am very concerned with common 
	threshers. I've expressed this probably at every meeting that I've attended. They are now the focus of any tournaments in the Upper Mid-Atlantic, Southern New England because they're one of the last, and I'll put this in quotes, edible sharks out there so people think it's ethical to fish for them because they don't end up in a dumpster. They are the focus of fisheries where people want to bring a shark home to eat. 
	And so I'm concerned about the additional pressure on them. They're frequently retained. They're not an assessed stock -- not an assessed stock. 
	You know, I -- and people are keeping a little fish. We just had last summer a small tournament out of Moriches Inlet on New York. The first place fish was fine, 420 pounds. The second place fish was 108. And if you put that on a weight length chart, it's just about 54 inches. And as Sonja pointed out that -- that's a couple of feet underage at first, or length at 
	first maturity for a thresher. We can do better than that. We need to do better than that. 
	Blue sharks we don't need to worry about because they're not retained. There's very few tournaments that still allow blue shark entries and, you know, maybe a new fisherman will take one to eat, but they'll only do that once. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	MR. WITEK: But my other comment is that I really don't like the no limit option. Like I said, I believe in science-based management. I've been following shark management at least since the huge document came out in the late '90s, the consolidated HMS plan, and I trust the people in this room to do the right thing. They really always have. However --
	MR. BROOKS: Charles, I got to ask you to really clip it --
	MR. WITEK: Okay. 
	MR. BROOKS: -- so we can get to other 
	people. 
	MR. WITEK: Bottom line is we know that the decisions aren't always made here and no limit can be a little bit of a temptation for people who aren't in the room to make the wrong decisions, and I'd like to see that removed. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Charles. 
	Angel. 
	MS. WILLEY: All right. I'm going to try and be brief since some of what I have has already been said. I really appreciate the comment extension. I do support flexibility and the establishing the size limits based on size of maturity, but I agree with previous comments where some of the defaults are low and like with tiger sharks, really low. So I'm concerned about that. And then I'm also concerned about how you're going to be able to make adjustments without having a way to accurately monitor the landings a
	States Marine Fisheries Commission, when I go in to pull numbers out, they're not good for sharks. And then I just wanted to ditto Martha's comments about ASMFC and the complimentary management. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Angel. 
	Greg. 
	MR. HINKS: Thanks. First question on the size limit section. I want to go on record as I don't see a benefit of doing by species size limits. I can't imagine that not being an enforcement nightmare. 
	But that's a second -- a clarification question. Under what circumstances would a minimum size limit change under the flexible size option? 
	MR. DUBECK: That would be based on stock assessments, some updated information kind of thing that we would do based on that information. 
	MR. HINKS: Okay. I figured as much. Just wanted to double check. And then finally, 
	I just want to clarify that this absolutely does move sharpnose, bonnethead, and smoothhounds from a shark per person per trip model to a shark per vessel per trip model. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Jeff. 
	MR. KNEEBONE: Great. Thanks, Guy, for the presentation. Guy, I'll start with a clarifying question. So in the presentation for the -- on Page 12, the female size and maturity, for common thresher, it's listed as 236.2 centimeters fork length with an 83-inch equivalent, I'm guessing. That's 93 inches if you divide 236 divided by 2.54. So I don't know if that's oversight, an error. 
	And the reason I ask is if you go back into the environmental assessment document, the size that's listed for threshers is 210, which is 83 inches. So I'm just really confused about what female size or maturity you are using for that species. And I have further questions once that point is clarified. Thanks. 
	MR. DUBECK: So it is 83 inches. So 
	it's just a typo here. It's 83 inches. It's in the document. 
	MR. KNEEBONE: Okay. So in the past, I've asked in these comments about maximum size limits. I think that I'm in the minority and perhaps Bob agrees that I think the opportunity should be given to harvest smaller sharks, like having worked at shark tournaments and seen and tasted 400 pound porbeagle and thresher. It's not the best eating meat and those fish are -- I would just hate to see a incentivization --to -- I don't want to see an incentive to target large mature females. 
	Also, it's creating for threshers, example, like, a female-only fishery because you're approaching the maximum size for males. So it just seems a little bit counterintuitive to me and it will reduce fishing opportunities wearing my recreational fisherman hat. 
	So just hearing -- curious to hear a little bit of comment back about whether maximum size limits were ever considered and how that 
	was done, acknowledging that you would still be able to control landings by, you know, releasing all fish larger than a size. 
	So you'd be providing opportunity for harvest while at the same time controlling for overharvest. So maybe we can talk about that offline if that's too much. 
	MR. BROOKS: That's probably a good idea if that's okay with you. Okay. I have still in the queue Austin, Mike, Amy, and I've got Becky online and it is time for public comment. So I do want to sort of respect the public comment time since folks have been waiting. I think we'll have time after public comment to come back and finish this up. So if I can just ask the folks who have their cards up, just leave them up and we will come back to it. I'm getting stink eye from Amy in the corner. 
	MS. DUKES: I think we can do this in five minutes. Public can wait five minutes to go. I'm just saying. 
	MR. BROOKS: Duly noted. I'm still going to go to the public who's been sitting around and waiting for hours, but I understand. All right. Let's go to public comment. Anyone in the room or online who would like to make a public comment, please raise your hand. I see two folks online. I see one person in the room. 
	What we do is just ask you, for the person in the room, if you come up to an empty mic and just if you could start with your name and affiliation. And then we ask folks to limit their remarks to no more than two minutes. 
	So I've got four folks online. We'll start with the person in the room and then we'll go online. And again, start with name and affiliation, please. 
	MS. AINES: Sure. Thank you. Hi. I'm Alex Aines from Oceana. I'm speaking in opposition to the changes that NMFS has proposed for the recreational shark fishery. These changes would impact many vulnerable shark species, meaning those that are already 
	overfished or subject to overfishing and those whose current status is unknown. 
	The management of Atlantic HMS shark species has long been challenged by the limited data, delayed assessments, and insufficient monitoring. As a result, 12 of the 17 Atlantic shark species affected by the proposed rule are vulnerable with three known to be overfished and/or subject to overfishing and nine more having an unknown status due to information gaps. 
	The proposed rule does not indicate that NMFS considered the stock status of these vulnerable species and the proposed changes exacerbate the risks to them. 
	First, the proposed rule would combine the species into shark groups in setting recreational minimum size limits and retention limits. The use of group level management approaches in the context of the data-poor Atlantic Shark Fishery presents several challenges. 
	First, the proposed shark groups contain species with very different stock statuses. A retention or size limit that is sustainable for a more productive species may contribute to overfishing of a vulnerable species in that group. 
	Second, the proposed rule sets limits that are unreasonable for these mixed status groups because they are based on group-wide averages That creates the potential for overfished or data-poor stocks to be managed based on the status of healthier or data-rich stocks. In addition, the proposed rule makes these limited -- these limits flexible and allows them to be adjusted or eliminated under vague, certain conditions. 
	Management measures must ensure that increased flexibility within a management group does not undermine conservation outcomes for species with greater vulnerability or uncertainty. It is unclear how NMFS could adjust limits for these mixed status groups 
	without species-specific safeguards that avoid disproportionate impacts on the most vulnerable or least understood species in the group. 
	If NMFS wants to manage Atlantic HMS sharks in mixed status groups, it must set management measures that are protective of the most vulnerable species within each group. 
	Oceana calls on the Fishery Service to consider alternatives that account for vulnerable species and unknown stock statuses and propose measures that will advance the Agency's conservation obligations for these species. 
	Thank you for your attention and for allowing me to comment. 
	MR. BROOKS: That was exactly two minutes. Thank you so much. Well done. All right. Let me hop online here. I've got five folks. Again, if folks could start with name, affiliation, limit your comments to no more than two minutes. And again, just a reminder, this is not an opportunity for back and forth. Just 
	for the Agency to hear your perspectives. 
	Let's open up Lew's line and then we'll go to Hannah after that. 
	Lew, you should be able to unmute yourself and talk. 
	MR. CHILDRE: Hello. My name is Lew Childre. I am a permit holder here in Alabama. We fish permits all along the Alabama Gulf Coast and down towards Louisiana in the winter times. 
	I just got real quick rundown on three of them. One is the LCS limit. We gillnet fish, which we're one of the last gillnetters of sharks that I know of, especially in the Gulf. And this LCS limit is very tough because if we're targeting small coastals which have a --do not have a trip limit and we are -- we mistakenly get in the wrong water column, we get into the small black tips and spinners, it's very difficult for us to make a trip out of this without having to repetitively make short sets and trying to
	So an opening up of that limit would be huge to allow for a -- actually a more, I would say, conservation-based fishery and also a --just an -- environmentally. We're not chasing around and doing all those other things, wasting time, effort, money, and expense, especially fuel now that it's $4.50 a gallon at a minimum. 
	The next one is that like an incidental catch on sandbars. During certain times of our fishery we have incidental sandbar catches nearshore that I would say we've never had a dusky in those nearshore areas. So in opening up the sandbar, even if it was in an incidental catch rate, like a small number of trip limit, would be very helpful. Help open up and build those markets over long periods of time. 
	The last comment I have is based on the blacknose. So I saw, you know, there was efforts within the Atlantic. We have yet to see anything to be -- come about for the Gulf of Mexico blacknose. You know, it was determined it was unknown years ago. And I would hope that 
	we would one day be able to open it up past unknown. 
	We see plenty of blacknoses and we don't see that there is a -- that there's a shortage. And we would love to see a stock assessment if that's what's needed to do so. If not, let us know what we can do. Or is there anything you all can do to help let us be able to harvest these fish? That's it. 
	MR. BROOKS: All right. Thanks so much. Appreciate it. All right. 
	Let's go to Hannah. Again, name, affiliation. Thanks. It should be open. 
	MS. MEDD: Hi. Can you hear me okay? 
	MR. BROOKS: Yes, we can. 
	MS. MEDD: Hi. I'm Hannah. I'm a researcher with American Shark Conservancy. I work down here in Florida quite a bit with the shore based shark fishermen, and that's been over the past six years and obviously getting to know a lot about recreational fishing. I know more about eels than I ever thought I would, but 
	it's cool. It's good to know. 
	So based on that, I think my main question or comment has to do with if there are adjustments to anything to do with recreational fishing, is there a plan for communication? Because one of the biggest stumbling blocks we have here in Florida and just again, being kind of between the regulators and the anglers themselves, is just inconsistent communication and -- you know, which leads to a lot of confusion. 
	So I think that would be where I would be concerned about any big changes or changes on a short-term basis, like within a season or within a year. 
	And then just some concerns over in general, the thresher shark. I really hope that we can get a push for an assessment. Including it in some of these groups is a little cause for concern because of the considerable fishing pressure given that, you know, there's been bans on other pelagic sharks. I know other people 
	have spoken on that. 
	So I really hope that we can get an assessment pushed for that. That would make, I think, all of us who rely on science-based management a little happier. 
	And I think my other question was in the chat, and I apologize for misunderstanding earlier. And so it's kind of a question about commercial retention limit. If those numbers were based on something biological or had to do with accessibility before, you know, whether it was favoring larger vessel sizes or, you know, regional differences in accessibility, do those still stand? Because then if you're changing them, should they -- should those things still be considered? 
	And we definitely have considered --concerns over removing the limit just in general because that takes away the ability to adjust as things change. And we know it all changes. So just a blanket statement of removing retention limits seems very concerning to us, so --
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thanks so much. Appreciate your hanging in here with the comments. 
	Next person up, Haley Stephens. 
	UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Should be open. 
	MR. BROOKS: You should be open. 
	MS. STEPHENS: Awesome. Can you hear me? 
	MR. BROOKS: Yes. 
	MS. STEPHENS: Yes? Okay. Wonderful. Good morning. My name is Haley Michelle Stephens. It's easy to remember because it's the same initials as HMS. I'm the owner/operator of a federally permitted charter headboat in Northeast Florida, and we've been in business for 49 years. 
	I'd like to respectfully request that HMS maintain the current status quo of recreational Atlantic sharpnose shark at one per person and remove the consideration of the proposed four-fish recreational vessel limit. 
	Vessel limits simply do not work well 
	for headboats. It creates inequitable access and disproportionately impacts our sector. It's an extremely important species in the Southeast headboat fleet. From a safety standpoint, they're one of the only practical shark species to land and handle aboard a crowded multi-passenger vessel. They're also very good food quality. So for many of our guests, the species provides a positive, accessible, and sustainable harvest opportunity. 
	The proposed trade-off is not worth it or workable. Please do not move forward with any type of vessel limit for the sharpnose. 
	I also want to briefly touch on sandbar sharks. I can tell you directly from my wheelhouse, and I suspect this aligns with what many fishers and managers have been hearing across our region, we're seeing very strong numbers of the sandbar sharks on the water. They're doing really, really well, lots of sandbar sharks. So because of that, I would support increasing access for commercial fishers 
	and the consideration of utilizing the management strategy evaluation to help advise some of these numbers.I also believe the incidental retention should be considered. 
	And finally, I -- I'd really like to see, you know, whenever possible, better collaboration between HMS, the councils, the Agency, and industry to take a closer look at how management of sharks may be affecting the other fisheries and stocks, including billfish and even snap or grouper species. 
	And just to close out here, you know, right now, the process can feel very disconnected from a stakeholder perspective. You know, these species are co-occurring. Their ecosystems are all connected. And the management decisions in one fishery can and is impacting another. So it's something we need to be thinking about not just for today, but for the future generations of recreational anglers, sports people, commercial fishers, and the communities that all depend on sustainable 
	access. 
	Thank you so much for your time. I really appreciate it. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks so much. 
	And we will pick up our next comment, John Sanchez. John, are you there? You're still on mute. 
	Let me hop to Ray Bogan (phonetic). Your hand was up before. Did you want to come in? You should be able to open yourself up now, Ray. You look like you're still on mute. 
	MR. BOGAN: Yes. I won't make a comment. 
	MR. BROOKS: All right. Let's go back to John Sanchez. You need to take yourself off mute, John, for us to hear you. We're not picking you up, John. Maybe I can invite you to put your comment in the chat. Okay. 
	All right. Let's -- I'm not seeing any other -- nobody else in the room, right? Okay. Then thank you public for joining in and sharing your comments. And again, if there -- if I'm 
	missing anybody, please just throw it into the chat and we will capture it that way. 
	So it is just a couple of minutes before 12:00. We've got until 12:15. We've got a couple of people in the queue, so let's go back to that. Obviously ask folks to be fairly clipped in their comments. Austin, go to you first. 
	MR. LANGLEY: Yeah. My -- I appreciate the presentation earlier. And my only comment, I -- not against or I guess I support the flexible limits. I just want to, I guess, issue some caution or ask that there be some consideration given for ensuring that it's communicated properly out to recreational fishermen and to states. You know, have a dead -- you know, a set plan for communication and a timeline, you know, minimum notification before a change were to happen. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you. 
	Becky, your hand was up before and it is back up again. So let's bring you in, and 
	then we'll pop to the other side of the room. 
	MS. SCOTT: All right. Thank you. You got to mute it. Sorry. Esther and I are in the room together, so we're just getting that sorted out. All right. I think we're all set. Thank you very much for this presentation. 
	First, I'd like to second Charlie's and Angel's comments from a little bit ago, so hopefully those are in the reporter notes somewhere. 
	And then I also have a clarifying question on the proposed changes to the recreational retention limits. This could just be a factor of me being a new AP member and not being present for some of these previous discussions, but I was just wondering if you could comment on what the scientific basis was for those new proposed limits, as well as if there's any analysis or projection type modeling done on how this four to five times increase in recreational retention might impact population sizes? 
	 Thank you. 
	MR. DUBECK: Yeah. I'll take that real quick. So yeah. So here, prone slide is kind of what we have in the proposed rule. So right now, we're proposing to stay status quo for the retention of majority of the shark species here in the group -- the top one here, so like -- but we're keeping kind of the other things. We pulled things out, right? 
	So one of the examples, I mentioned, blacktip sharks, right? So as I talked earlier, we have the Atlantic stock and the Gulf stock. And I mentioned how in Amendment 16, we're probably going to increase the ACLs for those species, and to do that -- to allow recreational landings to fully harvest their ACL. And the idea is to put in like a range up there. Up to five we have. And again, that matches what some of the Gulf states already have, but only have like the beginning right now starting with a default of
	overfished with no overfishing occurring. 
	And then the other species with sharpnose, bonnethead and -- for those would be pretty much staying status quo. I know we'd be changing to a more one shark per species -- I mean, sorry, one shark per vessel limits. So it would be kind of changed to make more consistent with the other species. But smooth-hounds, we default to no limit based on the stock assessment that recommended no limit for those species and has a large ACL already for those species, so --
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks. 
	Becky, did that answer that for you? 
	MS. SCOTT: Yeah. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Okay. Let's come back into the room. Mike, Amy, and Greg. Mike. 
	MR. PIERDINOCK: Thank you. I like the flexibility of C4 and D2 with -- but with some questions or some comments. The flexibility of the bag limits, I like to see, especially if that can be passed on to the floor hire or the 
	party boats to provide, you know, greater bag limits for them. 
	I understand the rationale behind the female threshold, what time -- what it -- what size they reach maturity, but I do question why then did you not look at males and whether you would just specifically take males or females or so on, but specifically males, and whether the outcome would be different if it was specific for that -- to that. So I wish that was looked at and maybe it still can be. 
	I would like to note, you know, up in New England, I was -- I've been fishing for years and I participated in a number of shark tournaments for a number of years, which has basically disappeared. And that -- all that science that used to be generated as result of that is gone and all that effort is gone, and many have not returned and fished for sharks like they did in the old days. 
	I -- my opinion, I believe between that and the conservation measures for porbeagles, 
	threshers, and makos as such, that we have tremendous numbers in our waters more than we've seen. So the concern with thresher is there's a lot more of them out there. So you're encountering them more. It's a chicken or the egg type of situation. When the stock comes back, now there's more being caught and then that's being caught because there's a lot of them out there. 
	So that -- the same can be said with porbeagles. I remember when ICCAT put restrictions in porbeagles way back then. And we all questioned, when that happened, why that even did happen, but there's more porbeagles now than ever. And I do agree with the -- looking at a potential smaller threshold to address that. 
	One -- two last things. I sit here as one that also sits at ICCAT and look at the fact that with many of these species that --recreationally that they really just look at commercially and commercially they're looking at 
	quotas with -- I don't believe there's any size thresholds for any of these species, which there may be. And I always am concerned with that, that once again, the United States is taking on more conservative measures than the rest of the world and that then bites us in the butt later. 
	Lastly, you know, we talked about a lot -- about predation. We also had some examples of shifting or expanding stocks due to increased temperatures. So with this, with the management of each one of these, as you look at each one of these species, you know, consistent with National Standard 1 to achieve optimum yield, that does include the stock complex and ecosystem based principles or predator-prey relationships. 
	So I sit here and scratch my head when we talk about depredation, why it doesn't fall within that definition because that's having a detrimental impact on the ecosystem and the stock complex. So I also ask that that be looked at and get a decision on that. 
	That's it. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Mike. 
	Amy. 
	MS. DUKES: Thank you, Bennett. And I apologize for trying to keep that really good conversation going earlier. By no means did I want to derail public comment. I encourage public comment and I think we all around this table utilize those comments. So I appreciate everybody that has provided comment today, both in the room and online. I will try to be concise. 
	A lot of the comments that HMS has already received, the State of South Carolina agrees with. The two Council comments were very much in line with where we are. The flexibility within management is great, but there needs to be some level of stability. Perhaps, you know, maybe changing things every three year time period, which was mentioned earlier. South Carolina is one of those states that has to go to the general assembly anytime we're going to 
	make regulatory changes regarding any fish, measurements, size limits, bag limits, any regulations. 
	Two, the blacknose. I am glad to see that the minimum size limit is being considered to be reduced because at 54 inches, it's essentially a prohibited species, but they just -- they don't get that big. So reducing that minimum size limit is something that we really do need to see for the blacknose sharks. 
	Also talking about blacktip sharks, I could see a measure there that could eliminate the size limit just because, again, one, smaller blacktips are tasty, but the idea of bringing in a 54-inch blacktip shark into a boat to be harvested is significantly dangerous. We're not seeing our anglers wanting to do it because of a lot of those safety issues that are happening. 
	And if there is a concern with the blacktip being coupled with the spinner sharks from a size limit, you decoupled them when it came to retention limits. So perhaps maybe 
	keeping those two sharks separate if you want to change the -- like a no size limit on the blacktip, but maybe maintain a size limit on the spinner because then you can then do that for your retention limits as well. 
	Vessel limits. All vessels are absolutely not created equally. And I think that this is yet another opportunity for HMS to consider different size limits for headboats. You just heard from Haley how important sharpnose sharks are to the headboat fleet. To go to a one sharpnose per vessel on a headboat is going to be yet another giant punch in the stomach for them that cannot happen. 
	If they're the no -- you know, one fish per person is fine. However, if there does need to be some sort of trip limit imposed on these, just please be considerate of those larger headboats and party boats and ensure that they are being adequately provided enough catch to be able to continue to operate on our waters because they serve a very important role for a 
	subset of our fishermen who don't have access to 
	their own boat. 
	Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. Thank you, Amy. 
	Greg, you're going to get the last word here. 
	MR. HINKS: Yeah. Ditto on the remarks regarding the headboats. That was my concern with my question previously. I just want to emphasize that it's a little late to the game, but if there's any opportunity to kind of underline and underscore, and bold that statement to the public. I think that could be very easily overlooked, at least in the presentation that I'm looking at. 
	The words are there, but I think it has some pretty -- some potential pretty heavy repercussions that could easily be missed just because it doesn't have that extra emphasis on it. 
	MR. BROOKS: All right. I think we have grabbed everybody and I don't see anybody 
	left online. Any final thoughts from you, Guy, or you, Karyl, up here? Okay. Great. Thank you. That was -- oh. Sonja. 
	MS. FORDHAM: Sorry. We still had a 
	second and we didn't do the Miscellaneous. UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Everything. MR. BROOKS: Everything was in play, 
	but go ahead. MS. FORDHAM: Oh, everything is in play? MR. BROOKS: Yeah. MS. FORDHAM: Okay. MR. BROOKS: Yeah. Please go ahead. MS. FORDHAM: I'll just be really quick. 
	Yeah. I just wanted to say the removing the linkages makes me a bit nervous just because I know there was a lot of reason and work that went into those linkages, but it's not really clear to me. I just wanted to thank you for the measures that are going to clarify the situation specific to thresher sharks to really support that. 
	And I just wanted to get in that 
	appreciate over these three days that the pressures the Agency is facing from the administration and from a wide variety of stakeholder interests. But just want to say that, you know, sharks are still sharks are still inherently vulnerable with this history of serious overfishing, and they're still a priority for my community and a lot of the American public. 
	So I just urge NMFS to implement any relaxation of safeguards slowly and carefully with precautionary approach wherever possible, and balance the relaxation with some additional enhanced protection for the most vulnerable species that are overfished or unknown and particularly the threshers that we -- I appreciate the -- all the conversation and support for threshers this week. 
	Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks so much, Sonja. Appreciate it. 
	Okay. We should get you all out the 
	door here. It is almost 12:15. I just want to thank everybody for a really good conversation over the last couple of days. I really appreciate the way this group engages. 
	I imagine we will be getting back together in the fall, usually Labor Day week, but I'm going to hand it off to Karyl for any final remarks. And Pete, I don't know if there's any logistics you need to hit. 
	MR. COOPER: Oh, just -- can I get the mic? 
	MR. BROOKS: Yes. 
	MR. COOPER: Hi, everybody. AP members, just leave your name tags and table tents. And for everybody that was traveling under government travel orders, I just sent out an email with all the instructions to get you reimbursed. Thank you. 
	MS. BREWSTER-GEISZ: Thank you. And thank you everybody around the room, everybody who was online, all the public who provided comment. We could not do what we do without 
	you. You've all provided so many comments. I need time to take it all in. And I appreciate each and every one of you. 
	And I also want to give a huge round of applause to the entire HMS staff, whether they are here in the room or watching online. You are also people we cannot do what we do without. And I love each and every one of you. Thank you. 
	MR. BROOKS: Great. I think we can let you all almost go. Walt. 
	MR. GOLET: I'm not keeping you there. I just wanted to say thank you to yourself for always keeping us on track and doing a great job. I know what you go through, so thank you so much for your efforts, Bennett. Have a great one. 
	MR. BROOKS: Thanks, Walt. All right. Everybody, safe travels. See you all in some numbers of months. 
	MR. GOLET: Take care. Bye. 
	(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter went off the record at 12:12 p.m.) 
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