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The Joint Lobster/Stone Crab Management Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Royal Palm Ballroom of the Quorum Hotel, Tampa, Florida, Wednesday morning, June 17, 2009, and was called to order at 11:10 a.m. by Chairman Bill Teehan.
CHAIRMAN BILL TEEHAN:  I would like to bring the Spiny Lobster/Stone Crab Committee to order.  We have me, we do not have Bob Bill, we have Ed Sapp, we have Mr. Simpson, and we have Mr. Perret.
The way I would like to do this is to go through Items I, II, and III and then go back and look at the scoping document item by item, much the same as the last committee did, and get committee recommendations on the alternatives for scoping and then we can talk about meeting locations.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES
First off is the Adoption of the Agenda.  Does anybody on the committee have any objections to the agenda the way that it’s written?  
DR. CARRIE SIMMONS:  I just have some additions.  In the briefing book CD, there was Tab J, Number 5, which was a letter from the Florida Keys Commercial Fishermen’s Association, which has some recommendations from their workgroup, and Tab J, Number 6 was also from them and it was about spiny lobster landed all whole or all tailed.

In addition, there was a handout that includes the South Atlantic Council’s committee recommendations for your information.  That kind of updates or replaces Tab J, Number 4, but there’s also some good information still in Tab J, Number 4.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Thank you, Carrie.  With those additions, does anybody else have --

DR. ROY CRABTREE:  Just a question.  Where are we dealing with the Stone Crab FMP in terms of ACLs, et cetera?

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Carrie informs me that it’s generic right now.  No further additions to the agenda?  No objections to adopting the agenda as amended?  The agenda is adopted.  Item Number II is Approval of the Minutes.  Does anybody have any comments or corrections or additions to the minutes?  Does anybody object to approving the minutes as written?  Hearing no objection, the minutes are approved.  Now I would like to move on to Item III, Review of Scoping Document for Spiny Lobster, and I’ll turn that over to Carrie.

REVIEW OF SCOPING DOCUMENT SPINY LOBSTER AMENDMENT 9
DR. SIMMONS:  Thank you.  Steve already gave us a lot of background for the National Standard Guidelines and why we need to have this joint amendment with the South Atlantic and I just give some background about ecosystem species and how they could be delegated and I just want to mention in Amendment 1 with the South Atlantic some species of spiny lobster included in that amendment besides spiny lobster were the spotted, the smooth tail, the Spanish, and the slipper.  We also might need to consider doing something with those particular species as well.
We already have some purpose and need and maybe if we could just go to page 5 or 1.3, the potential actions for scoping.  I just kind of set it up as questions and made it as brief as possible and I could certainly add more information before we go into scoping as we develop this.
I think in the last committee meeting there was some question about the state and federal OFL, ABCs, and ACLs and whether or not we should set those.  Does the committee have some recommendations here for Item Number 1 on page 5 under potential actions for scoping?

MR. CORKY PERRET:  Carrie, I have a question under the purpose and need, if I may.  It appears to me that we could have better rationale in the first sentence for why we are considering an action to remove the species from the FMP.

The next line troubles me, “particularly those species that have a low occurrence in federal waters”.  Is that an accurate statement, when following it says most of the harvest occurs off of Monroe County, Florida.  Does that occur in state waters primarily or federal waters or what?  I know there’s a considerable harvest in the EEZ, but there’s also a considerable harvest in Florida’s nine-mile territorial limit.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Corky, the answer to your question is both.  It’s federal and state and it shifts, depending upon where the critters are, as to what the percentage is.  I can’t tell you what it is right now, but the vast majority of it is probably in state waters, but there’s a --

MR. PERRET:  I agree with low occurrence in federal waters.  That’s a very valid reason.  We shouldn’t have ever had a federal fishery management plan if that was the case, but I think we need a little bit better rationale than what we have now.

DR. SIMMONS:  Mr. Perret, is that for spiny lobster and all the other species as well that you’re referring to?

MR. PERRET:  This document is dealing with spiny lobster insofar as considering removal from a federal fishery management plan and giving it to the State of Florida.  That’s the one I’m in reference to.  There may be other species I’m sure that have low occurrence in federal waters that may be included, but spiny lobster is the only one I’m questioning now.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Let’s go ahead, as long as Corky brings this up -- Kay, I’ll get to you in just a second.  Let me make this point for discussion.  I guess the discussion is -- What I would like to know is we keep throwing different terms around, like removing from the FMP, withdrawing the FMP, or just delegating certain aspects of management to the state.  I’m not clear what we’re trying to do here as far as -- Shep, to that point?

MR. SHEPHERD GRIMES:  I was going to make that same comment.  We need to clean the language up, for one.  As Dr. Crabtree did an adequate job of discussing earlier, there’s withdrawing a species from the FMP or removing federal management and there is delegation to the state.

Delegation to the state leaves a fishery management plan in place.  The plan itself must satisfy the requirements in Magnuson-Stevens.  It just delegates certain things to the state to conduct.  There are ramifications of both of those that are different.  If you withdraw the FMP, then the state can’t manage vessels that are registered outside of the state and so there are some implications for management.

In terms of withdrawing the FMP, I think an important factor would be the presence of the species in the EEZ, but even more than that, the record needs to focus on the need for conservation and management.  I could see where you didn’t have much of the stock occurring in the EEZ, but you could have a large amount of effort on that portion that did occur in the EEZ, in which case I wouldn’t think you should be withdrawing management.

Then there could be another instance where you did have a larger portion of the stock in the EEZ but none of the fishing effort was directed towards that portion and you didn’t believe that that issue would arise.

Again, it’s not just about the presence of the species.  You need to focus on what is the need for conservation and management of whatever it is that exists in the EEZ.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Thank you, Mr. Grimes.  I’m still confused, but I’ll go ahead and move on to Ms. Williams.  She had a question.

MS. KAY WILLIAMS:  I was just going to make the comment that when this subject came up at the South Atlantic Council of course the representative from the State of Florida had some concerns and I think if we were just going to delegate there were certain requirements that both the State of Florida would have to do and that we would do and there was some talk about they didn’t know if the State of Florida would want to do that.

Then there was some talk about, and this came much later on, if you take -- If we just give up all our authority and we take it out of the FMP, then Florida probably would not have a problem with that and then there was other discussions that said we could remove it from our FMP and just let the State of Florida and the South Atlantic manage it.  

Those were just three items that were discussed and Roy had some concern about just removing it out of the FMP, because of the -- I think it was the imports on the tailings or something.  Those are just some items you need to keep in mind.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Thank you, Ms. Williams.  Yes, that is the concern, is the importation size limit, which is applied on a nationwide basis, and the concern there is that Florida probably couldn’t enforce a size limit on importation in Arkansas or places like that.

There is some concern -- I’ll just make this comment upfront, that there is some concern in-house with my agency about this concept.  The commissioners themselves have not weighed in yet.  They’ve been made aware of the fact that there’s some movement in this direction by both of the councils, but they haven’t really commented on it.

I think it would be best for NOAA Fisheries and the State of Florida and the council to have some sort of an informal meeting, phone conference or something, to really hash out what this really means as far as Florida’s responsibilities, but we can get into that a little bit later.  Let’s go ahead and let Carrie finish her presentation.
MR. DAVID CUPKA:  You’ll notice in the report that our council decided to delete that action that would withdraw the Spiny Lobster FMP, because of the concerns that Roy had raised about the recent action to regulate imports.  

We didn’t want to lose that ability, but also, I know there was talk too about a meeting involving council staff of both councils as well as NMFS and the Florida state people to look at that option about perhaps delegating some of the management authorities to the State of Florida, but that does need to be worked out and I know they planned to try and have such a meeting here fairly soon.

MR. LARRY SIMPSON:  I see it pretty straightforward.  I don’t see the concern.  If you read basically page 111 and 112 and 113 of the Act, you kind of get an idea of the difference between delegation and removal of FMP entirely.  As I read it, delegation still requires the state actions to be consistent with federal regulations and in this particular instance, with international implications, you probably want to maintain that.

Also, delegation requires a three-quarters vote of the council to do that and not a simple majority.  If you totally remove management, as we talked about at first, then the full force and effect of sovereignty of the state takes over as far as management and I have one question of Shepherd.

When you totally remove -- I’m going to ask you about (3)(A).  If you totally remove management from the council viewpoint, then there is no federal management and then it states a state may regulate a fishing vessel outside the boundaries of that state in the following circumstances.  One, the fishing vessel is registered under the law and there’s no fishery management plan, et cetera, et cetera.  What does “registered” mean?  Does that mean licensed?

MR. GRIMES:  Yes, that’s the way I would read it, your vessel registration.

MR. SIMPSON:  Me too and I’ve tried to get Congress to change that to license.  That means that if a state, like Florida, and you’re coming in and you’re North Carolina or California and you buy a license to land spiny lobster, you’re registered under that state.

MR. GRIMES:  The way I would read that though is the vessel registration, that you have the Florida sticker on it.  That would not include, for instance, a U.S. Coast Guard documented vessel, because that is not registration of the vessel under the laws of the State of Florida.

MR. SIMPSON:  I read registration to be licensed.  It can’t be anything else.

MR. GRIMES:  The point is the states don’t license vessels.  They register them.  My Mako has some numbers on it and a little sticker that the State of Florida gave me and it’s a Florida vessel registration.

MR. SIMPSON:  You’re obfuscating.  If you buy a license to land spiny lobster from the State of Florida, you’re registered, whether your boat has a Mississippi, Louisiana, California, or North Carolina registration.  If you buy a license to fish spiny lobster, then you’re registered.

MR. GRIMES:  The language of the Act says the fishing vessel is registered under the state and individuals are licensed to recreationally fish and that would not include registering vessels and I would say the same applies in the commercial context, but we clearly view this as vessel registration.  It’s like your automobile registration.

MR. SIMPSON:  That’s one way to look at it, but if you look down in Section (C), which was added, that was added in Alaska to satisfy Senator Stevens over the MR. BIG issue and they had another vessel coming into the State of Alaska and he thought and he agreed with my interpretation, but couldn’t get the rest of the people to do it, to change it to that special circumstance.  It’s only for Alaska in Section (C), but that leads me to believe that -- There’s no other way to deal with it, I don’t think, except registration.  I’ve tried to get them to clarify it, but I’ve been unsuccessful.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Thanks, Larry.  We’re running behind schedule here and I’m going to take Corky and then I’m going to let Dr. Simmons get back to her presentation.

MR. PERRET:  Larry flunked law school, but I got my degree.  Shepherd, we’ve been through this numerous times.  A state can control its own registered vessels and that means Florida can control its registered vessels for taking a spiny lobster.  If it’s a state plan, Florida can’t do a darned thing to me if my vessel is in Louisiana and I want to harvest spiny lobsters in the EEZ off of Florida.  Is that a correct statement?

MR. GRIMES:  That is correct.  I guess you might get some jurisdiction to the extent you would want to land those lobsters in the State of Florida.

DR. SIMMONS:  Since this is a joint amendment and based on what the South Atlantic has already decided, that they would not withdraw the FMP, we move on to delegating and, again, they made the motion that the councils, NMFS, and the State of Florida staff will work on details for potential items that could be delegated.  That kind of encompasses the scoping document I have here for 3 and 4.  Would the committee like to add or remove any information here?
CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Committee, any thoughts?

MR. PERRET:  David indicated that a meeting was going to be set up between your agency and NMFS and both councils and I think that’s the first step that needs to be done definitely, but if the response from the State of Florida is I’m sorry and our budget is such and we can’t take any additional responsibility on and so on and so forth, I think obviously unless we, being federal, NMFS and both councils, saying we’ll give you the money and the people to do it, I don’t see how we could put that burden upon a state.

From that aspect, I think we should encourage the Gulf Council and the South Atlantic and NMFS to meet with the proper officials in Florida as soon as possible.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Thank you, Corky.  I agree and I would suggest that that meeting occur before any scoping on this, any public scoping, because there’s going to be questions and there’s questions I can’t answer and there’s questions that my agency can’t answer at this point.  I would like to encourage the different groups to maybe talk about that offline before this meeting is over with and work on something.

MR. PERRET:  Would you like a motion from this committee to go to the council strongly suggesting that type of meeting take place?

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  That would be good.

MR. PERRET:  I move that the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council, the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, and the appropriate NMFS representatives from the Southeast Office meet with the appropriate State of Florida personnel to discuss the possible removal of certain federal management requirements from the plan and they be given to the State of Florida.  Somebody can help me.  I don’t have pride of authorship.  Anyway, the appropriate people from both councils, NMFS, and the State of Florida officials meet to discuss this issue.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Is the intent to have that meeting before public scoping, which I assume is going to be sometime this summer?

MR. PERRET:  And to have the meeting as soon as possible.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  We have a motion on the floor and we have a second and we don’t have a whole lot of members of this committee.  

MR. GRIMES:  I guess I would just clarify.  I don’t like “removal of the requirements”.  You delegate responsibility to the state, but it all needs to be consistent with the fishery management plan and just to avoid misunderstanding.

MR. SIMPSON:  There’s both issues, removal and delegation, but I think you want to be vague about that and discuss all of it.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Are we happy with the motion, maker and seconder?
MR. PERRET:  Instead of “will be”, “which could be turned over”.  We don’t know if it’s going to happen.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Yes, I think that’s appropriate.  We have a motion and a second on the floor that the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council, the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, and the appropriate NMFS from Southeast Office meet with the appropriate Florida personnel to discuss possible delegation or removal of certain management requirements which could be turned over to the Florida management as soon as possible.

MR. PERRET:  The meeting is to take place as soon as possible.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  I was just going to say that.  Any discussion on the motion?  It seems like we’ve already had enough.
DR. RICK LEARD:  Just I assume that you mean by the councils, the Gulf and the South Atlantic, that you’re really talking about council staff and not certainly the full council?

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  That would be my understanding of it, yes.  Let’s go ahead and vote this up or down.  All in favor say aye; all opposed say no.  The motion passes.

DR. SIMMONS:  For Items 5 through 9 pretty much, the other species that are in the fishery management plan, I’m not quite sure what the South Atlantic decided about this, but I guess I’m not sure what we need to do with those and what the committee might recommend as far as delegating them as ecosystem component species or possibly removing them from the FMP and that includes the spotted, the smooth tail, and the Spanish lobster.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Any comments or recommendations or changes to that, those options, or questions?

MR. SIMPSON:  Are any of the slipper and smooth and so forth, are any of those involved in this international management issue, Roy?

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  I believe it’s just the spiny, Panulirus argus.

MR. SIMPSON:  Then I would kind of think that we would be guided by that meeting and the implications of maybe totally removing slipper and these others, at least have that option for the State of Florida.

MR. GRIMES:  I was just going to point out that it is my understanding that we have some odd, antiquated classifications of certain lobster in the South Atlantic related to spiny lobster and also in the Gulf of Mexico.  Regardless of what we do with this, we’re going to need to go in and look at the FMP and develop a record and have legitimate classifications of exactly what is subject to the FMP anyway, because I think right now that’s not as clear as it could be or should be.
CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  I believe there’s some technical references in the FMP also that are antiquated, like references to the Marine Fisheries Commission as opposed to FWC and so forth, that probably we could clean up at the same time.  Carrie, let’s see if we can bring this in for a landing in twenty-six minutes.

MR. PERRET:  Carrie, where are these species primarily taken, state waters or EEZ?

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  In the South Atlantic, it’s mostly on the reefs in state waters, but there’s a lot of federal harvest in the Gulf of Mexico.  It actually occurs -- It goes further up the coast, into Collier County in some areas.  There’s some Everglades National Park restrictions for trapping that it doesn’t occur in and trapping actually on the east coast goes up to maybe West Palm Beach, but not nearly as prevalent as in Monroe.

DR. SIMMONS:  I guess I had another question then.  The slipper lobster is in the FMU, fishery management unit, and it’s quite possible, I guess, that in federal waters that there are recreational fishers that might target it.  Do we have to treat that any differently than the other species that you feel aren’t, I guess, quantified here correctly possibly?
MR. GRIMES:  I think you need to look at the species comprehensively and decide what we do know about their distribution and what do we know about effort by species and then related to that, what is our basis for believing there is a need for conservation and management?

I think most of the species of lobster probably occur far enough south in Florida that even if you did withdraw them from the management unit and didn’t have any federal management authority over them -- To access them realistically, you’re going to have to do it from the State of Florida and so the management might be adequate without any federal management in place.  I think those are just things we need to consider, but we have to look at it for all the species that would be subject to the FMP.  I’m not sure if that answers the question.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  I guess one concern that I have is slipper lobster is becoming more and more of a commercial venture, but it’s not a trap fishery.  It’s a diving and, as Larry pointed out, in the northern Gulf it’s a shrimp trawl bycatch.

In my mind, I don’t see anybody loading up a thousand traps and coming over from Texas and putting them off of Florida waters and so that’s not an issue, but it could be an issue with an out-of-state vessel coming into federal waters and harvesting commercial quantities of slipper lobster.  It’s just a thought.

DR. SIMMONS:  On page 8, there were some other issues for consideration, the current tailing requirements, the regulations regarding possession of short lobsters, Florida’s management process and updating that, the use of lobster traps being limited to certain areas due to endangered and threatened species of coral, and also, there was several other recommendations that were given in Tab J, Number 5 from the Florida Keys Commercial Fishermen’s Association.  If you would like to see any of those added to the scoping document, please let me know.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  I would suggest that there’s several recommendations on here from the Florida Keys Commercial Fishermen that have been brought before the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission and have not been accepted into our regulations.

There’s several of them here that I’m not clear as to whether they’re in the federal management plan or not, but they are in state regulations, like requiring aerators and degradable panels and so forth.  One other recommendation they have is to support the 10 percent passive trap reduction and I don’t think that’s anything that needs to be in the federal management plan.  Florida regulates that and I think the councils and NMFS pretty much accept our regulation on the trap reduction program without having to have anything in an FMP, but, Shep, I don’t know if that makes any sense to you or you could answer that.

The trap reduction program is a Florida program, but I believe that you guys defer to us for that reduction program to be extended into federal waters.

MR. GRIMES:  The way I think it works is we have a -- Basically, you can fish in federal waters with a federal license and a federal trap or a state license and a state trap and we don’t have any federal licenses or traps and so by default, your program controls the effort that would occur in federal waters.

I do think in revisiting some of this -- As you mentioned before, some of the regulations associated with spiny lobster still talk about Florida Marine Fisheries Commission and there are antiquated things that would need to be addressed and some of that may relate to your trap program as well.  That’s something we’ll have to look at and I haven’t in some time.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Thank you, Shep.  If anybody has perused the recommendations from Florida Keys Commercial Fishermen and has any recommendations to include some of their items into our scoping document, I’ll entertain those thoughts right now.  Otherwise, we’ll move on.

MR. PERRET:  So moved.

DR. CRABTREE:  The only other thing, and we sort of talk about this before we leave the document, but before this goes out to scoping, I would ask that the language under Number 3, the delegation section, there’s a lot of inaccuracies in that language and I would ask that staff get with Mr. Grimes and straighten that out.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  I believe we can do that.  Carrie, do you have anything else on the document?  I’ll just go real quick through here as far as the items and if anybody has any changes or suggestions, we’ll just entertain those and if not, we’ll move on and we’ll be done with this.

Under the potential actions for scoping that start on page 5, Number 1, does anybody have any contribution to this?  No?  How about Number 2?  All right.  Carrie just pointed out that for Number 2 the South Atlantic added commercial diving and bully netting.  Bully netting is about a 1 percent commercial take, but if you want to include it, we certainly can.
MR. CUPKA:  I think we already had diving in there, but they did want to add bully netting and we realize it’s a small percentage, but I think the letter that you got that was referred to earlier from the Florida group also encouraged, I think, that we look at that as one of the sectors also.  I think that’s where our action came from, as a result of that letter that was sent from the Florida Commercial Fishermen’s Association.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Thank you, David.  If there’s no objections, we’ll include commercial diving and bully netting into Action 2.  Seeing no comments, Action 3, does anybody have any additions or changes, should the Spiny Lobster FMP be delegated to the State of Florida?  Seeing none, we’ll move on to Number 4, should certain operational aspects of the fishery be delegated to the State of Florida?  That would include things like quotas, size limits, bag limits, trip limits.  Any additions or changes?  We’re moving right along.

Number 5 is should slipper lobster, Scyllarides nodifer, be removed from the fishery management unit?  Quiet, quiet, quiet.  Let’s move on to Number 6, should management of slipper lobster be delegated to the State of Florida?

Number 7 is should status determination criterion and ACL/AM parameters be developed for slipper lobster, Scyllarides nodifer?  Number 8 is should the other lesser targeted species, spotted lobster, et cetera, be removed from the Spiny Lobster FMP?  Number 9 is should the other lesser targeted species qualify as an ecosystem component species?  Moving over to Section 1.4, Other Issues for Consideration, Number 1 is should the current tailing requirements be modified?

MR. PERRET:  Are there current Florida FMP regulations the same for shorts and tailing?

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  No, for shorts we allow fifty and up to one short per trap that’s carried aboard the vessel and for tailing, we don’t permit it in state waters, but if you have a federal permit, you can transit state waters with tails.

No comments or questions or additions or deletions from Number 1?  We’ll move on to Number 2, should the regulations regarding possession and handling of short lobsters be modified?  That goes to Mr. Perret’s question.  It’s one of the few contradictions between Florida and NMFS regulations as far as the number of shorts you can keep onboard.  I believe in federal waters it’s fifty or one short per trap.  In Florida state waters, it’s fifty and one short per trap.

MR. PERRET:  Is the South Atlantic consistent with the Gulf plan or with the State of Florida?

MR. CUPKA:  I think we follow the -- Obviously we follow you all’s plan, because the regulations are the same for both councils and so it would have to be the same.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Number 3 is should the Spiny Lobster FMP management protocol be updated to track changes in Florida’s management process?  Finally, should the use of lobster traps be limited to certain areas to address the Endangered Species Act?  That would primarily be staghorn coral and elkhorn coral.  That completes going through the scoping document.  Does anybody have anything they would like to add to it?

MR. SIMPSON:  Just in general, Mr. Chairman, I think the process will be useful to clean up the antiquated nomenclature and look and highlight the inconsistency in the regulations that you’ve mentioned.

Ultimately, when we go forward, we’ll have a plan, I would think, for delegation or removal and as well as cleaning up and consistency, South Atlantic and Gulf.  I think it will be a good thing.  It’s just nothing that we need to get real wound up about just yet.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  I’ll take that under advisement.  The next item that we have is Selection of Scoping Meeting Locations.  I guess I would like to ask Rick, because we had this discussion a little while ago, we would like to dovetail the spiny lobster public scoping in with mackerel and ACLs and there’s no reason, as you pointed out earlier, to have public scoping meetings for lobster outside of the Keys.

We have one mackerel meeting in Key West and I think we have an ACL piggybacked onto that and so it would be logical to put one spiny lobster into that also, but my concern there is -- Obviously with the previous conversations we’ve had, we’re probably not going to get a whole lot of input on ACLs and AMs, but spiny lobster issues in the Keys are going to draw them out.

I guess we want to think about how long you want these hearings to go and whether we want to actually combine them.  Any thoughts?  Okay.  My other suggestion and David or Carrie or Rick, somebody, if you could help me out.  When the South Atlantic did this in the Keys, where did they meet?

MR. CUPKA:  We actually had two in Florida, one at Cape Canaveral and the other at Key Largo.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  My suggestion would be, if we can do it, two in the Keys, one in Key West and then the other in the middle to upper Keys, whatever is convenient for you guys, if you think that’s doable.
The problem with going to the Keys, and we hear it all the time and I think Mr. Gill heard it when he did Amendment 29 meeting down there sometime, is that they all consider themselves a separate unit, the Key West group, the Marathon group, and the Key Largo group.

Just because you hold one workshop in the Florida Keys and you try to do the best you can and put it in a central location like Marathon, you’ll get people from Key West, that’s only fifty or sixty miles away, that won’t come to it because they want you to come to them.

I guess if we really want to get public input on this from the Keys we probably, in my opinion, need at least two.  I would leave it to staff to consider a location in either Marathon or the Key Largo area and definitely Key West.  Any discussion on locations?  Carrie, do you have anything else you want to add?  Is there any other business?  I should have asked that ahead of time.

DR. LEARD:  I think we just need for you to tell us where you want us to hold those scoping meetings.  If you want to add one, let’s say in Key Largo or Marathon, whatever is best, then we can probably accommodate that and hold the one in Key West in conjunction with the mackerel and the generic and then hold the one -- If you want to have one in Key Largo or whatever, then we would have that as basically just a separate spiny lobster and not have the generic or we could have the generic and maybe not the mackerel or we could do all three of them at another location as well, but just tell us what you want to do.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Thanks, Rick.  I think since David indicated that the South Atlantic did one in Key Largo that would probably cover that area.  I don’t know if you guys discussed in your scoping that this was going to be a bi-council issue.  I would suggest Key West and Marathon as the two locations.  If we need a motion on it, somebody else has to do it, because I can’t.

MR. SIMPSON:  So moved.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Mr. Simpson moves Key West and Marathon for public scoping hearings for the spiny lobster.  Mr. Perret seconds that.  It’s made and seconded.  Any comments or any discussion?  Any opposition?  The motion passes.
With no other business and no other discussion, this committee meeting is closed and I’ll turn it over to Dr. Shipp, who is the acting chairman of the council.

DR. BOB SHIPP:  We are on schedule and so full council will convene at one o’clock.
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m., June 17, 2009.)
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