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M I N U T E S  

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

ONE HUNDRED AND EIGHTH MEETING 

MOBILE, ALABAMA 

JUNE 13-14, 1990 

The one hundred and eighth meeting of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery 
Management Council was called to order by Vice Chairman Ed McCulla 
at 8:32 a.m., June 13, 1990. Council members in attendance were: 

VOTING MEMBERS: 

Frank Barhanovich Mississippi 
William Chauvin Louisiana 
Julius Collins Texas 
Armand DeKeyser Alabama . 
Scott Gordon (Designee for Vernon Bevil1)Mississippi 
John Green Texas 
Philip Horn Mississippi 
Alex Jernigan Florida 
Andrew Kemmerer NMFS 
Edward McCulla Louisiana 
Russell Nelson Florida 
Gilmer Nix Florida 
Ralph Rayburn (Designee for Gary Mat1ock)Texas 
Hugh Swingle Alabama 
Virginia Van Sickle Louisiana 

NONVOTING MEMBERS 

John Brown (designee for James Pulliam) U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

Larry Simpson Gulf States Marine 
Fisheries Commission 

STAFF 

Wayne Swingle 
Michelle Berry 
Camilla Moyer 
John Pedrick 

Executive Director 
Secretary 
Secretary 
NOAA General Counsel 



OTHER PARTICIPANTS 

Conrad Fjetland, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Services, Albuquerque, New 
Mexico 
Sonya Girard, Golden Meadow, Louisiana 

o Adoption of Auenda 

The agenda was adopted with the following additions: Review and 
comments on the New England Councilts request for emergency 
regulations for the Atlantic swordfish fishery (Tab I, No. 2) ; 
under "Other Businessw Administration of Council grants (Tab I, 
No. 3). 

o Approval of Minutes 

The minutes of the meeting held in Tampa, Florida , April 25-26, 
1990, were adopted with the following changes: Page 4, bottom 
paragraph should read ItDr. Matlock responded the additional 15 
day closure was a recommendation to the staff. . . It. Page 13, 
bottom paragraph "Wildlife Department compiling a MARFIN...". 

0 Marine Mammal Exemption Prouram 

Dr. Kemmerer presented a slide show. A coalition of industry and 
environmental groups met and developed a five-year exemption 
program for the period 1988-93. During that period the goal was 
to acquire information on the take and optimum sustainable 
population levels. The fisheries were divided into three 
categories: (1) take of marine mammals one for every twenty days 
of fishing, (2) take of marine mammals less than one every twenty 
days and, (3) very few marine mammals were taken. Category 1 
vessels must register on an annual basis and may be requested by 
NMFS to carry an observer (paid by NMFS) . A log must be kept and 
submitted annually. Category 2 vessels must comply with the same 
regulations, with the exception of carrying an observer. 
Category 3 was exempt from the above requirements but must report 
any lethal take of marine mammals within ten days. NMFS was 
proposing Atlantic Ocean tuna, shark and swordfish drift net 
fishery be operated under Category 1. Proposed for Category 2 
were the Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean, tuna, shark, swordfish and 
drift gill net fisheries. 

Mr. Chauvin inquired why there was a difference between the 
Atlantic and the Gulf of Mexico. Dr. Kemmerer responded it was 
because of a lack of information on harvest. Mr. Wayne Swingle 
remarked he assumed these rules transcended state boundaries. 
Dr. Kemmerer affirmed this. A long-range management plan would 
be developed, using the data collected as a basis. 



o Shark Amendment Owtions Pawer 

o Testimonv 

Sonya Girard expressed concern over Option 11.1 and Option 17.1 
in the Shark Management Plan, which provided that only wet shark 
fins could be landed or sold. She felt this would have a 
negative impact on the shark fishing industry and asked for 
adjustments within these options. She reminded the Council that 
the shark fishing industry had come to them voluntarily asking 
for regulation. 

Mr. Rayburn inquired what Ms. Girard was asking for. Ms. Girard 
responded for each seven percent wet fins sold there be an 
equivalent number of dry fins. Mr. Rayburn asked if she could 
give a moisture content definition for a dry fin. Ms. Girard 
replied no moisture, and added that small fishing boats were 
restricted on ice and storage space. She observed that if wet 
ratios could be determined then so could dry. Mr. Rayburn 
inquired if she was saying there was room for the carcass but not 
the fins. Ms. Girard stated the trunk of the shark took a lot 
of space. Mr. Rayburn queried how long it took for a fin to dry 
and Ms. Girard replied two days. 

Mr. McCulla asked how much the fishermen were paid for wet/dry 
fins. Ms. Girard responded $3.00 to $10.50 per pound, but when 
dry $21-$22 per pound. Mr. Jernigan inquired if Ms. Girard was 
asking the Council to try to get the Secretarial plan changed 
before it was amended or to modify the Council's Options Paper. 
Mr. McCulla stated he believed she was asking both. Ms. Girard 
noted the seven percent number was not mentioned in the draft 
Secretarial plan. She asked if she was correct in assuming the 
emergency plan would include the seven percent figure and other 
amendments. Dr. Kemmerer responded that this was the initial 
draft and had been subject to public review. The draft which 
presently exists was modified after public comments and Council 
discussions. Ms. Girard remarked these options were the result 
of public comments and yet the industry had not seen the plan. 
Mr. Green asked if the industry would accept the emergency plan 
as presented in the original document (without the options). Ms. 
Girard replied affirmatively. She added that the 5,800 metric 
tons figure would not be reached until March and if the plan is 
going to take five months to implement only one month would be 
gained. She predicted confusion and panic within the industry, 
especially since they had not yet seen copies of the plan which 
would affect them. 

Ms. Van Sickle inquired of Dr. Kemmerer if the Council could 
comment to the Secretary on the seven percent issue. She added 
as long as the carcass is landed with the fins she felt the 
problem was being dealt with. Dr. Kemmerer responded the intent 
of the particular section was to aid enforcement and to prohibit 



finning. If it had been approved it would have gone out for a 
public comment and a final plan developed. Dr. Kemmerer stated 
he was looking for advice from the Councils, endorsement on 
moving ahead with the plan as written or to some portion of it. 
He added that he would prefer to prohibit finning and not address 
the landings. Dr. Nelson stated he felt there had to be some way 
of accounting for fins and carcasses or the plan would be 
unenforceable. Mr. Jernigan asked for clarification of the 
meaning of finning and established it was taking the fins and not 
the entire fish. 

Ms. Van Sickle queried why the percent weight was put into the 
plan opposed to four fins per carcass. Dr. Kemmerer replied this 
was to provide the industry with a little flexibility. Mr. Horn 
inquired how it was determined just how dry a fin was. Dr. 
Nelson commented he thought the old method of requiring four fins 
per carcass was simpler. Mr. Green asked if anyone in the 
industry was using a mechanical method of drying fins. Ms. 
Girard replied boats with coolers redirect the hot air vent flow 
to the fins. A furnace can be used during damp weather. She 
pointed out there were varying degrees of dryness. Mr. Green 
stated the issue was what is saleable. Ms. Girard explained wet 
fins are not shipped to Hong Kong and there was anywhere from 42- 
48 percent reduction in weight in a dried fin. 

Mr. Hugh Swingle commented that it seemed to him that counting 
fins would be much easier for an enforcement officer than trying 
to judge weight on a wet/dry fin. Mr. Chauvin moved to recommend 
a fin to carcass count as opposed to a percent determination in 
the Secretarial plan. Mr. ~edrick stated the reason the five 
fins per carcass was changed to the seven percent wet or frozen 
weight was in response to much industry testimony indicating that 
sharks can have up to eight salable fins. He felt the seven 
percent regulation was equally enforceable as a fin count. Mr. 
Chauvin disagreed and reiterated his belief that calculating 
dryness would be a problem. Mr. Hugh Swingle spoke in favor of 
the fin and carcass count as being more easily enforceable. 
Mr. McCulla requested a roll call on Mr. Chauvint s motion to 
recommend a fin to carcass count as opposed to a percent 
determination in the Secretarial plan. 

Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Dr. 

Barhanovich - yes 
Gordon - yes 
Chauvin - yes 
Collins - yes 
DeKeyser - yes 
Green - yes 
Horn - yes 
Jernigan - yes 
Kemmerer - p s  n/ o 

Motion carried. 

Mr. Rayburn - yes 
Mr. McCulla - yes 
Mr. Muths - absent 
Dr. Nelson - yes 
Mr. Nix - yes 
Mr. Swingle - yes 
Ms. Van Sickle - yes 
Mr. Fondren - absent 



Mr. Hugh Swingle moved to defer decisions on the Shark Options 
Paper until no later than the November, 1990 meeting. He felt 
the Council had been enjoined to amend the Secretarial plan and 
not create one of their own. Mr. Wayne Swingle noted that the 
Options Paper contained what has been proposed to Dr. Fox, but 
has not yet been approved. Dr. Nelson expressed the belief that 
any discussion and decisions made that day would be productive 
and decrease the workload in subsequent meetings. Mr. Rayburn 
disagreed, stating the plan was subject to change and could make 
such discussions irrelevant. 

Dr. Kemmerer stated the issue under discussion was not 
management, butthe definition of overfishing. He concurred with 
Dr. Nelson that talks needed to continue toward a resolution of 
problems. Mr. DeKeyser inquired what steps Dr. Fox was taking 
to define overfishing. Dr. Kemmerer responded that NMFS was 
using raw data to try to establish estimates of fishing 
mortality. Mr. Rayburn inquired if the Secretarial plan is in 
effect in November and the Council decides they want to include 
an amendment to the plan what would be the timeframe for 
submitting an amendment. Mr. Wayne Swingle indicated probably 
six to e.ight months after the plan was in place. Mr. Rayburn 
reiterated his feeling that discussions now would be useless. 

Ms. Van Sickle asked if this was a five Council plan or a Gulf 
Council plan. If it was a Gulf Council plan, why could they not 
proceed. Mr. Wayne Swingle stated the Options Paper would be 
amending the Secretarial plan for the Gulf Council plan. Mr. 
Barhanovich commented that the definition of overfishing was the 
delaying factor in the Secretarial plan. He lent support to 
continuing discussions. Mr. McCulla agreed. Mr. Collins queried 
if the Council amended the Secretarial plan would it be necessary 
to get the approval of the other Councils. The consensus was 
this was not necessary. Mr. Hugh Swingle moved to defer further 
decisions on the Shark Options Plan to no later than the 
November, 1990 Council meeting. Motion defeated. 

Mr. Barhanovich moved on behalf of the Committee that the Council 
request the Secretary to implement the current measures of the 
Secretarial FMP by emergency action. This would allow the 
provisions to be in effect while NMFS revised the plan sections 
related to overfishing. Mr. Chauvin indicated he was having 
second thoughts after having voted for the motion on the previous 
day. He stressed the issue was too involved to give a blanket 
endorsement. Dr. Nelson disagreed, stating he believed the 
regulations need to be effective soon. Mr. Jernigan endorsed 
moving ahead but questioned if the emergency regulation would 
contain the seven percent wet fin or the dry fin. He pointed out 
there would be a hardship if the Secretarial plan and the 
Emergency Plan differed. Dr. Kemmerer stated that under the 
original motion it would contain the seven percent. Mr. Jernigan 
moved to amend the Committee motion to provide the emergency 



measures be implemented but with the finning requirement to be 
a dry fin count. Mr. Rayburn spoke in favor of delaying until 
NMFS presented a list of emergency measures for the Councills 
review. He added that NMFS was empowered to put emergency 
measures into effect for a 90-day period and Councilfs approval 
would simply extend the period for another 90 days. Dr. Kemmerer 
maintained the Council had seen what NMFS was proposing. His 
concern was the difficult task of coordinating with five Councils 
and expressed his desire to get an endorsement from this Council. 
He contended that 90 days would be too short a time for the 
emergency plan to be effective. He indicated that, without 
Councills support, NMFS would probably wait for the Secretarial 
plan to be completed and there would be no regulation on shark 
during that period. 

Mr. DeKeyser questioned the extent of the shark problem. He 
objected to giving carte blanche to NMFS. Mr. Green felt we 
should move on the emergency plan but questioned if a requirement 
on finning could be established resolving wet/dry weight. Mr. 
Rayburn proposed a substitute motion that NMFS bring forth at the 
next Council meeting a draft of emergency rules for consideration 
of the Council at that time. Dr. Kemmerer strenuously objected, 
citing further delay. Mr. Rayburn asked Dr. Kemmerer if his 
intent was that the Secretarial plan, as now drafted, absent of 
definition of overfishing would be entirely included in the 
Federal Register Notice designating the emergency provisions of 
the shark plan. Dr. Kemmerer replied virtually all, assuming the 
support of all the Councils. Mr. Pedrick added he believed the 
answer was yes, in that all management measures could be 
translated into regulations. Dr. Kemmerer asked for at least an 
endorsement of intent. Ms. Van Sickle spoke against the motion, 
stating overfishing was serious and delay would be a mistake. 
She said she would take a firm position and ask the Secretary to 
develop an emergency plan. Further, she felt more comfortable 
with trusting the Secretary to develop an acceptable plan than 
she did with delaying regulation. Mr. McCulla stated that Mr. 
Rayburn1s motion would negate both Mr. Jerniganls motion and the 
Committee motion. 

Mr. Wayne Swingle took a roll call vote on the substitute motion 
that NMFS bring forth at the next Council meeting a draft of 
emergency rules for consideration of the Council at that time. 

Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Dr. 

Barhanovich - no 
Gordon - yes 
Chauvin - yes 
Collins - yes 
DeKeyser - yes 
Green - no 
Horn - yes 
Jernigan - no 
Kemmerer - no 

Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Dr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Ms. 
Mr. 

Rayburn - yes 
McCulla - yes 
Muths - absent 
Nelson - no 
Nix - no 
Swingle - yes 
Van Sickle - no 
Fondren - absent 



Motion carried. 

Dr. Nelson moved for the Gulf Council to support the Secretarial 
Emergency Plan which will extend for 180 days based on the 
regulations developed in a draft of Secretarial FMP for shark. 
Mr. Chauvin questioned needing a motion, pointing out that, as 
a responsible Council, emergency action would be taken if 
required. Ms. Van Sickle noted the motion was a response to Dr. 
Kemmererls request for an endorsement from the Council. Dr. 
Kemmerer agreed. Dr. Nelson amended the motion to request 
regulations be based on fin numbers versus the seven percent. 
Motion carried. 

Mr. Barhanovich referred to Tab B, No. 3 (Problems in the 
Fishery). The Committee had recommended 1.1(1) be modified to 
read: "Overfishing of the shark population in U. S. waters of 
the Western Atlantic Ocean north of the equator (including the 
Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean Sea). 1.1(2) IILack of management 
for shark fisheries in the U. S. waters of the Western Atlantic 
Ocean north of the equator (including the Gulf of Mexico and 
Caribbean Sea). The committee recommended adding the following 
new problems for this section: "Lack of cooperative 
international management with other nations throughout the range 
of the shark fishery.I1 1.2 (1) Adopt Alternative 1 I1The use of 
a single commercial quota for the entire range of the fishery 
could result in an excess of proportion of the quota being 
harvested from the U. S. Gulf of Mexico." Mr. Pedrick stated 
there was a point of confusion in the plan where at one point in 
the draft it refers to area 21 as Western North Atlantic and area 
31 as West Central Atlantic. In another section of the plan it 
refers to both areas 21 and 31 as the Western North Atlantic. 
He added he would have that clarified for consistency. Dr. 
Nelson indicated "north of the equatorw should be deleted since 
there are no U. S. waters south of the equator. The Council 
acrreed b~ consensus to let staff resolve the wording. 

Mr. Barhanovich introduced 2.1(1) on page 2 and moved on behalf 
of the committee to adopt Alternative 1 modified to read: 
WPrevent overfishing of shark resources and excessive reduction 
of regional geographic abundance and species diversity throughout 
their range.11 Motion carried. 

Mr. Rayburn moved to add to the Gulf Council FMP IIto complement 
state management regime where that management regime is equal to 
or more restrictive than the proposed.1' Mr. Pedrick recommended 
changing ncomplementll to "defer tow or wincorporateM which are 
terms used in the Magnuson Act. Mr. Rayburn amended the motion 
to state Irincorporatell. He stated the purpose of his motion was 
to follow the same procedures adopted in other plans to allow the 
state law to serve as the legal framework for species landed even 
if the fish was caught in the EEZ. Mr. Chauvin remarked that 
this wording would indicate sharks were game fish off Texas and 



they were not. Mr. Rayburn added that there is a five fish limit 
for all persons. Dr. Nelson commented that the state of 
Florida's fishery regulations incorporate almost the same 
standards as federal. Mr. Rayburn stated many public hearings 
were held in Texas before adopting shark as a game fish. He 
added that game fish can only be taken with pole and line but 
they can be sold. Mr. Horn asked if Mr. Rayburn's motion would 
mean each state would set its own regulations all over the Gulf. 
Mr. Pedrick agreed that was the motion's intent and the Council 
must decide if that was the best way to handle shark. Mr. 
Barhanovich inquired if Mr. Rayburn's motion as added to the plan 
would this mean off the state of Texas in the EEZ the state 
regulations would be incorporated in the plan. Mr. Rayburn 
responded only at the point of landing in the state. Mr. Green 
contended the state could not extend their regulations beyond 
their territorial limits. Mr. Chauvin suggested the term 
llconsiderll in place of v'incorporatel'. Dr. Kemmerer offered 
"defer to landing lawsww in place of referring to the entire 
management regime in terms of possession, etc. Mr. Chauvin 
expressed concern about Texas having designated shark as a game 
fish and any appearance that the Council supportedthis decision. 
Amended motion failed five to seven. 

Mr. Barhanovich referred to 4.2 (~lternatives for Gulf Amendment) 
and moved on behalf of the Committee to adopt Alternative 1 
"Retain all species in the Gulf management unit.II For 4.3 
(Species Excluded From The Management Unit of the FMP) the 
Committee adopted Alternative 3 llTo add all species endemic to 
the Gulf to the management unit.11 Mr. Chauvin expressed concern 
about adding every fish in the sea to the plan, adding he 
understood it was for ease of enforcement. Motion carried. 

Mr Barhanovich referred to Section 5 (Optimum Yield) and moved 
on behalf of the Committee to adopt Alternative 1 "Do not specify 
a separate OY for the Gulf fishery.'' Dr. Nelson pointed out that 
by saying the Council would take the same definition of OY as the 
entire range of the fishery they were precluding themselves from 
making any adjustments. He made a substitute motion to adopt 
Alternative 2 UlSpecify separate OY for the Gulf amendmentll. 
Substitute motion carried. 

Mr. Barhanovich introduced 6.1 (Definition of Overfishing) and 
moved on behalf of the Committee to recommend Alternative 1 @@Do 
not alter the definition or attempt to specify an alternative for 
the Gulf fishery." Dr. Nelson noted there was no acceptable 
fishing definition available. Motion carried. 

Mr. Barhanovich referenced Section 7.0 (Annual Total Allowable 
Catch) and moved on behalf of the Committee to adopt Alternative 
3 InUse the MSY to partition TAC into a Gulf TAC based on 
ecological distribution of shark resources (Equivalent to 33.5 
percent of FMP TAC).@I Motion carried. 



Mr. Barhanovich moved on behalf of the Committee to approve 
Alternative 1 (8.0 - Fishing Year) designating July 1 through 
June 30 as the fishing year. Motion carried. 

Mr. Chauvin moved that the Council defer further action to the 
Committee to be reviewed at the next opportunity. He felt the 
Committee would be more effective presenting choices to the full 
Council. Dr. Nelson agreed. Mr. Barhanovich contended it would 
be best to continue with the Options Paper. Motion failed three 
to nine. -- 

Mr. Jernigan suggested moving to Committee reports and returning 
to the Shark Options Paper after lunch. Asreed consensus. 

Habitat Protection 

Ms. Van Sickle reported that the Corps of Engineers proposed to 
change the way they manage the water flowing out of Lake Lanier 
by taking another 207,000 acres from the lake to provide a water 
supply for Atlanta's projected needs for the year 2010. The 
principal objections raised at public hearings were the impacts 
to navigation, water quality, hydropower and the freshwater needs 
of Apalachicola Bay. The Corps informed the Committee of plans 
to conduct a one-year study to ensure all issues were addressed. 
They intended to divert about 40 percent of the lake volume. The 
Corps had the authority to allocate 50,000 acres without 
Congresst approval. The Northwest Florida Water Management 
District did not agree with the findings of the environmental 
assessment which stated no significant impacts would occur in 
Apalachicola Bay. They intended to provide data to dispute this. 
The Florida Department of Environmental Regulation and the 
Florida Marine Fisheries Commission took similar positions. The 
Florida Game and Freshwater Fishery Commission felt the 
cumulative impacts were not addressed adequately which was a 
precedent-setting move by the Corps. The National Marine 
Fisheries Service concurred. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
recommended a long-range water study, potential estaablishment 
of a tri-statae compact, and the preparation of an EIS. 

Ms. Van Sickle moved on behalf of the Committee to request the 
Council to inform the Corps of Engineers of their objection to 
the diversion of the 207,000 acres and request they defer 
diverting water from hydropower to water supply in Lake Lanier, 
Georgia until a comprehensive Apalachicola/Chattahoochee/Flint 
River basin study was completed to document fresh water quality, 
quantity and a release schedule necessary for maintaining marine 
fisheries in Apalachicola Bay. Mr. Nelson offered a substitute 
motion that the Council recommend the Corps use their 
discretionary authority and proceed with the 50,000 acres 
diversion to supply present needs and to follow up with a 
comprehensive basin-wide water needs study before seeking more 
reallocations. He felt this would be more politically acceptable 



to the Corps and would be a good compromise. Substitute motion 
carried. 

Ms. Van Sickle referred to the recommendations of the Texas 
Habitat Advisory Panel and moved on behalf of the Committee that 
the Council advise the Texas General Land Office of their support 
of the concept to flood the Bahia Grande area for enhancing 
marine fishery productivity and request the opportunity to review 
the final project design and land use plan. Also, the Council 
would commend the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for their positive roles in 
bringing this project to fruition. Mr. Rayburn amended && 
motion to change the phrase I@positive roles in bringing this 
project to  fruition^^ to the phrase "initiative in completing this 
projecttf. Amended motion carried. 

Ms. Van Sickle referenced the new Memorandum of Agreement for 
Wetland Mitigation which had been signed by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers and the Environmental Protection Agency. The 
President's office released a revised memorandum before the Texas 
Habitat Meeting that was considerably weakened from the original 
draft . The President's Domestic Policy Council would be 
attending public hearings and gathering comments on the new MOA. 
She moved on behalf of the Committee to recommend advising 
resource agencies and all habitat advisory panel members of the 
CouncilIs interest in monitoring the MOA and request notification 
to the Council of any flagrant violations of the spirit and 
intent of the MOA. The Council would then notify the Corps and 
EPA of their concerns. Motion carried. 

Ms. Van Sickle introduced an Interagency Issue Paper developed 
by the Corps of Engineers on the operation of the Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway. In some cases it affects water flow in 
the estuary, salt-water treating, erosion along channel banks, 
etc. She moved on behalf of the Committee to request that the 
Council review this paper for applicability to the Gulf States. 
Motion carried. 

Ms. Van Sickle moved that the Council indicate support of the 
concept to enhance salt-water flows in the East Matagorda Bay. 
Mr. Green presented a history of the project, and felt it would 
be worthwhile. Mr. Rayburn concurred. Motion carried. 

Ms. Van Sickle moved on behalf of the Committee to formally 
request EPA to halt the project at Playa del Rio. Motion 
carried. 

Ms. Van Sickle moved on behalf of the Committee that the Council 
write follow-up letters of concern to agencies who respond 
inadequately to Council letters of concern regarding habitat 
issues. Additionally, Dick Hoogland would send follow-up 



correspondence to state and federal agencies that submit non- 
substantive responses to the Council. Motion carried. 

Ms. Van Sickle presented a recommendation for the 
Louisiana/Mississippi Habitat Advisory Panel agenda items. Their 
concerns were (1) monopolization of shrimp and finfish by 
landowners inside marsh management areas, (2) potential problems 
resulting from continual growth and increased activity of ships 
carrying petroleum products, and (3) use of disbursements. They 
requested adding these items to the agenda for the Louisiana- 
Mississippi Advisory Panel. Mr. McCulla advised the Council's 
approval was not necessary for the agenda but the topics appeared 
well chosen. 

Ms. Van Sickle stated Dr. Kemmerer, on behalf of the Concerned 
Shrimpers Association, felt the Council should consider approval 
of the early opening of the shrimp season in light of the recent 
oil spill. Dr. Kemmerer indicated he would appreciate the 
Council taking a position, noting the shrimpers were concerned 
that spreading oil could kill shrimp. Mr. McCulla asked if their 
concerns were legitimate. Dr. Kemmerer responded past experience 
was primarily oily nets, but a large oil spill could be much 
worse. Mr. Rayburn moved not to consider an early opening of the 
Texas closure based on the current information relevant to the 
supertanker problem. Motion carried. 

o Stone Crab 

Dr. Nelson moved on behalf of the Stone Crab Management 
Committee, to adopt Alternative 1 (Definition of Overf ishing) : 
I~Overfishing exists when the realized egg production per recruit 
is reduced below 70 percent of potential production. Overfishing 
will be avoided when there is a minimum claw length that assures 
survival of the crabs to achieve the 70 percent egg production 
per recruit potential.11 Motion carried. Dr. Nelson moved on 
behalf of the Committee to defer a public hearing on this 
amendment until the spiny lobster overfishing amendment was 
completed in order to conduct a single meeting for both 
amendments. Motion carried, 

o S ~ i n y  Lobster 

Dr. Nelson moved on behalf of the Spiny Lobster Management 
Committee to adopt the following definition of overfishing: 
lloverfishing would occur if the eggs/recruit ratio is reduced 
below five percent and recruitment of small lobsters into the 
fishery has declined for three consecutive years.1' Motion 
passed. 



o Reef Fish Committee 

Dr. Nelson moved on behalf of the Committee to adopt the public 
hearing schedule on Tab H, No. 3. Motion carried. The Reef Fish 
Committee recommended adding a social scientist to the Reef Fish 
Scientific Assessment Panel. Staff would provide the Committee 
with resumes of scientists for their review. 

o Buduet Committee 

Mr. Collins moved on behalf of the Committee to adopt the Council 
budget for 1991 at $1,240,000. Motion carried. Mr. Collins 
moved on behalf of the Committee to adopt the 1992 budget at 
$1,255,000 with an additional Council meeting ($30,000), and 
$7,000 for capital equipment improvement, totaling $1,292,000. 
Motion carried. Mr. Collins moved on behalf of the Committee to 
adopt the budget for 1993 projected to be $1,295,000 plus $32,000 
for an additional Council meeting and $7,000 for capital 
equipment for a total of $1,334,000. Motion carried. The 
committee also reviewed the 1990 budget and activities held to 
date which indicated a deficit of $3,400 excluding the reef 
fish/shrimp meetings. Tab I, No. 3 from Mr. Gray Castle, Under 
Secretary of Commerce for NOAA, to the Pacific Council regarding 
funding the Councils through cooperative agreement will be 
discussed under "Other Businessvv. 

o Personnel Committee 

The Committee reviewed the health insurance proposals listed on 
Tab E, No. 3, and recommended selecting the Pacific Mutual 
Preferred Provider Organization (PPO) which would result in an 
annual cost savings to the Council of $17,187. Ado~ted 
consensus. 

o Law Enforcement 

Mr. Pedrick distributed copies of TED violations and a list of 
TED violators who had received NOVAS. He pointed out that size 
limit violations on reef fish appeared to decrease with stricter 
enforcement. Mr. Pedrick cited individual cases of TED and reef 
fish violations. He advised that a recent Gulf-wide TED 
operation which included 11 units of the Coast Guard, 11 NMFS 
agents and himself had boarded 80 plus vessels in Southwest 
Florida. Seventy-three were conducted on shrimp boats, with a 
total of 24 TED violations. Mr. Hugh Swingle questioned whether 
these cases were entered on a centralized computer. Mr. Pedrick 
responded that the federal violations were but did not know if 
state violations could be computer accessed. 

Ms. Van Sickle cited animal cruelty cases predominant among 
Vietnamese fishermen and suggested a Department-sponsored 
workshop be conducted to educate fishermen on existing U.S. laws. 



Ms. Van Sickle moved that Council send a letter to Dr. Kemmerer 
requesting educational seminars be arranged in the Gulf region 
with the attachment showing 46 of 112 violations were Vietnamese 
fishermen. Mr. Barhanovich felt the chronic offenders knew they 
were breaking the law, but claimed ignorance. Mr. McCulla 
concurred, but added if stiff penalties were emphasized a 
workshop might be effective. Motion carried. It was acrreed & 
consensus that a similar letter should also be sent to the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Pedrick stated since the last Council meeting 169 NOVAS had 
been issued, about one-third were for TED violations and assessed 
penalties totalled $522,000. Approximately $244,000 in fines had 
been collected. If fines were not paid, a permit would not be 
issued. Under Magnuson Act violations boats could be impounded. 
Dr. Kemmerer pointed out there were differences in federal and 
state management which should be highlighted. 

o Director's Reports 

Dr. Nelson deferred his report. 

Mr. Hugh Swingle stated Alabama had recently passed regulations 
on snapper to concur with federal regulations. He added the same 
regulations established a one-fish king mackerel bag limit until 
July 1st. 

Mr. Gordon reported Mississippi had just passed a two fish bag 
limit for cobia, with no commercial sale of cobia. The 
regulations on red drum were changed to a 22 inch minimum with 
three fish per person with one fish over 30 inches and a 35,000 
pound commercial quota. 

Ms. Van Sickle deferred her report. 

Mr. Rayburn stated the shrimp closure of May 15 to July 15 
covered 61 days which was longer than allowable under the FMP. 
Amendment 5 to the Shrimp FMP should be modified to permit the 
Regional Director to have the same level of flexibility as in 
Texas. They banned the use of trot lines in the Gulf, effective 
September 1st. 

Mr. Fjetland stated Mexico had put an immediate and permanent ban 
on commercial turtle harvesting. A legal harvest of 20,000 
turtles occurred over the past three years on the Pacific Coast. 
Japan would no longer be able to import turtles from Mexico. Mr. 
Collins inquired why Mexico had changed its policy on turtles. 
Mr. Fjetland responded it was due to the U.S. - Mexican trade 
discussions. Mr. Chauvin supported this, stating import 
restrictions were to be placed on countries not complying with 
the TED laws. Dr. Kemmerer added further meetings between Mexico 
and the U.S. were scheduled in the near future concerning these 



and other fishery issues. Mr. McCulla hoped enforcement would 
keep pace with regulations resulting from these meetings. 
Mr. Simpson stated they were working to develop a proposal and 
increase funds for participation in the marine recreational 
fishing survey. 

Mr. Jernigan proposed that the staff review the AP list to ensure 
none of the names on the violations lists were included. Mr. 
McCulla concurred. 

o Other Business 

Mr. Wayne Swingle referred to a letter from Dr. Kemmerer asking 
for comments from the Council on a request for support from the 
New England Council for emergency regulation on the Atlantic 
swordfish fishery. They suggested a U.S. quota of 8.47 million 
pounds, distributed over the five management areas, with the 
Gulf's share being 14.9 percent. Also proposed was a 40 pound 
minimum size, area and time closures to be phased in south of 
Cape Hatteras during September, October and November with a 
bycatch limit of six swordfish allowed on tuna vessels to 
minimize the impact on the tuna fishery. A letter from the South 
Atlantic Council requesting the emergency request be denied. Dr. 
Kemmerer stated several panels were considering this issue at 
this time, adding there was doubt of its effectiveness. Dr. 
Nelson moved to concur with the South Atlantic Council's position 
and wait until the independent reviewers completed their study. 
Motion carried. 

Mr. Wayne Swingle referred to a letter written by a Mr. Gray 
Castle of the Department of Commerce in which the phrase laFederal 
financial assistancew was used to refer to funds allocated to the 
Fishery Councils. Mr. Green strenuously objected to this 
language, adding he felt the Gulf Council should send a letter 
to Mr. Castle expressing dissatisfaction with the way line item 
appropriations of Congress, set up by the Magnuson Act, were 
being handled. Further, it forced the Councils to operating on 
assistance funds rather than on Congressional appropriations. 
Mr. Hugh Swingle concurred, adding federal funds were often 
received late. Mr. Green moved to request Mr. Wayne Swingle 
draft a letter to Mr. Castle stating the Council's views on this 
subject for review by the Council. Dr. Kemmerer felt a 
separation of concerns needed to be made, (Mr. Green's regarding 
Federal assistance versus Congressional appropriation) and Mr. 
Hugh Swingle's concerns with delays in receiving funds. He 
agreed that the term "Federal assistanceaa denoted negative 
connotations. Mr. Simpson recommended tact in composing the 
letter. Motion carried. 

Ms. Van Sickle expressed concern over the dolphin harvest. Dr. 
Kemmerer stated the guidelines for the Marine Mammal Commission 
allowed two percent of the Gulf Is standing stocks to be 



harvested. He did not believe any dolphins had been taken off 
the coast of Louisiana for a long time. Mr. Gordon noted dolphin 
mortality attributable to man was included in the percentage. 
Mr. Kemmerer advised that there had been a voluntary moratorium 
on dolphin harvest which was scheduled to end June 14th. 

o Shark Amendment Option Paper 

Mr. Barhanovich suggested discussing the recreational bag limit. 
Mr. Wayne Swingle referred to the statement in the FMP: "The EEZ 
bag limit will be two sharks per boat per trip or four sharpnose 
sharks per person per trip. Bag limits can be changed annually 
under the framework procedure." This bag limit was proposed to 
reduce ItType Agt mortality from the 1979-1988 average by 40 
percent or by 18 percent of the 1986-1988 average. The sharpnose 
were one of the most abundant small sharks in the Gulf of Mexico 
comprising about eight percent of the "Type AM fish and rarely 
exceeded three feet in length. Alternative 1, Status Quo - would 
allow a more liberal harvest of the sharpnose, (2) modify bag 
limit to include two sharks per boat or four sharks per person 
that must be one of the following species: Atlantic sharpnose, 
blacknose, or bonnethead, (3) specify a Gulf bag limit in terms 
of sharks per person or per boat without species designation; 
and, (4) modify the bag limit to allow up to five sharks per boat 
for charter boats (or four wsmallerlt sharks per person) . Mr. 
Hugh Swingle questioned charter boat quotas and suggested limits 
should be set per person rather than per boat. Mr. Jernigan 
agreed. Mr. Horn commented it was difficult to identify 
different species of shark and suggested the Council not specify 
individual species. Mr. DeKeyser spoke in favor of Alternative 
3, stating two fish per person was adequate. Mr. Rayburn 
questioned whether a bag limit was being set without knowing how 
many fish would be allocated to recreational interests. Mr. 
Chauvin noted that by setting a low bag limit now it guaranteed 
a longer period to catch shark. Mr. Nelson observed that the 
allocation needed to be more explicit and moved to table the 
motion. Motion carried. 

Mr. Wayne Swingle referred to Section 11.0 (Firming) and observed 
that part of the statement in the FMP had already been modified 
from Itseven percent of the weighttt to "five fins per carcassw. 
The draft plan was structured to require sharks to come to a 
single dealer to handle both carcass and fins. The current 
version had been revised to allow fins and carcass to go to 
separate dealers but required a weigh-out sheet at the first 
point of landing. The vessel owner would receive a weigh-out 
sheet to go to the secondary buyer of either shark fins or 
carcasses and another copy of the sheet would go to the National 
Marine Fisheries Service. Mr. Green noted a formula would have 
to be worked out to ensure fin and shark sizes were compatible. 



Mr. Gordon asked Ms. Girard if there was a lot of shrinkage along 
the cut of a shark's fin. Ms. Girard responded it depended on 
whether the meat was cut out. Mr. Horn questioned whether there 
was a minimum fin size. Ms. Girard indicated the price was in 
direct relationship to fin size and small fins were not much in 
demand. She added that if shark was not processed properly the 
meat was valueless. Tail, head and fins must be cut immediately 
and bled. The tail included the caudal fin, the head included 
the two pectoral fins, and only the dorsal fin could safely be 
retained on the carcass. Mr. Nix moved to leave the dorsal fin 
on for purposes of identification. 

Dr. Nelson observed that the Council was dealing with a very 
difficult problem. The intent was not having fish caught and 
discarded. He noted that a shark could be bled by not completely 
severing the tail. Further, he felt the Council must have faith 
that the industry realized non-compliance with regulations would 
lead the Council to propose much tougher regulations. He 
advocated resolving the issue. Ms. Girard asked who was to pay 
for extra work by the secondary processor. Dr. Kemmerer noted 
after attending 22 public hearings it seemed apparent that two 
industries were being dealt with; fins and meat. If the shark 
was landed with fins still attached you can only deal with one 
industry. Mr. DeKeyser stated the carcass with fins attached 
could be sold to one dealer who could negotiate with a second 
dealer to sell fins or carcass. Mr. Horn reminded the Council 
that the shark fishermen came to the Council for help and he 
believed they intended to comply, realizing regulations could get 
much tougher. Mr. Nix's Motion failed four to nine. 

Mr. Wayne Swingle referred to Section 12.0 (Release Condition): 
''Sharks that will not be landed as part of the commercial quota 
or recreational bag limit must be released uninjured by cutting 
the line near the hook, with the shark in the water, or for net- 
caught shark, by returning the shark to the water quickly." Dr. 
Nelson queried what the term "quicklyN meant. Dr. Nelson moved 
to add  alive and unharmed11 to the statement. Motion carried. 

Mr. Wayne Swingle introduced Section 13.0 (Mako Minimum Size) : 
''The mako minimum size limit is 1.68m fork length, which is 
equivalent to a 1.83m total length." Dr. Nelson suggested 
deciding on an equivalent core size. Mr. Horn questioned if most 
recreational fishermen could identify a mako shark. Mr. Hugh 
Swingle pointed out limiting size on just one species could be 
troublesome. He moved the size limit on mako not be included in 
the amended Gulf Plan. Ms. Van Sickle agreed. Mr. Wayne Swingle 
stated that size information was available from the recreational 
survey and indicated that most of that harvest was below maturity 
level, probably because sharks were taken from inshore waters. 
Mr. Rayburn commented a take limit was the best way to control 
this harvest and measuring a live shark was impractical and 
dangerous. Dr. Kemmerer stated the size limit on mako shark was 



requested by both commercial and recreational fishermen in the 
Atlantic area. Ms. Girard advised that mako sharks were easily 
distinguished, the fins had no value, but the meat did. She 
added they had an unpleasant disposition, can be easily killed, 
and she did not recommend measuring them while they were alive. 
Motion carried. 

Mr. Wayne Swingle referred to Section 14.0 (No Sale of 
Recreational Catch): vlRecreational fishermen may not sell shark 
fins or shark meat taken in the EEZ. Mr. Swingle moved to adopt 
this provision. Motion carried. 

Mr. Wayne Swingle outlined Section 15.0 (Charter Boat and Head- 
Boat Sale of Catch and Bag Limits) I1Shark meat and fins may be 
sold if: (a) the vessel has a commercial permit; (b) the fishing 
season has commenced; and (c) the quota has not been reached. 
However, the recreational bag limit will apply when a charter 
boat or headboat carries a passenger who fishes for a fee or the 
vessel has more than three persons aboard, including operator and 
crew. A charter boat or headboat owner or operator may sell the 
recreational catch taken aboard that vessel until the commercial 
quota is reached." Mr. Swingle pointed out that the last 
sentence was inconsistent with the prohibition on recreational 
fishermen selling sharks. Alternative 1 was "Delete the last 
sentence allowing charter and headboat operators to sell sharks 
harvested recreationally until commercial quota is reached. 
Alternative 2 was "status quovv. Mr. Chauvin expressed concern 
that shark caught and sold from a recreational fishing vessel 
could be counted against the allocation allowance for commercial 
fishermen. Dr. Nelson moved to adopt Alternative 1. Motion 
carried. 

Mr. Wayne Swingle introduced Section 16.0 (Commercial Vessel 
Permit) : I1Any vessel that harvests, lands, or sells sharks caught 
in the EEZ must have an annual federal permit. To be eligible 
for a federal vessel permit, the owner or operator must show 
proof that at least ten percent of earned income had been derived 
from: (a) sale of fish or fish products; or (b) chartering or 
headboat operations in any year from 1985 to 1989. Subsequently, 
eligibility would be based on income earned during the previous 
calendar year. The owner or operator or a permitted vessel may 
sell the catch only to federally-permitted dealers, and must stop 
fishing for and selling sharks when the annual commercial quota 
is reached and the fishery is closed in the EEZ. A permit 
remains valid and binding for the entire fishing year and may not 
be surrendered during that year." Alternative 1 required 
changing 50 percent earned income for permit eligibility. 
Alternative 2 was status quo. Mr. Barhanovich moved to adopt 
Alternative 1. Dr. Kemmerer advised the Council this required 
sale to a federally-permitted dealer and forced compliance among 
the commercial quota in the EEZ. Dr. Nelson observed the Council 
needed to know who and how many people would be affected by this 



provision. Mr. Chauvin agreed and asked if the issue would be 
brought to public hearings. Mr. Wayne Swingle replied 
affirmatively. Mr. Barhanovich felt the ten percent provision 
was to satisfy part-time commercial fishermen. Motion carried. 

Mr. Wayne Swingle referred to Section 17.0 (Dealer Permits) 
I1Beginning 90 days after implementation of the management plan, 
annual permits are required for dealers purchasing shark meat 
and/or fins caught in the EEZ. A dealer may purchase shark 
carcasses and fins caught in the EEZ only from a federally- 
permitted vessel. A dealer may not purchase carcasses or fins 
taken by a federally-permitted vessel when the commercial fishery 
in the EEZ is closed. The dealer at the first point of landing 
must weight both carcasses and fins, and must provide the owner 
or operator with a weigh-out receipt, showing the separate landed 
weights of fins and carcasses. No dealer may purchase dried fins 
from a vessel owner or operator or fisherman. No dealer may 
purchqse fins that exceed seven percent of the carcassest landed 
weight. It Alternative 1 was : "Change language of measure wherever 
it appears to be 'caught in the EEZ or from state watersf11. 
Alternative 2 was "No change." Mr. Jernigan commented the 
section required rewriting. 

Mr. Chauvin inquired if any other plans existed where the federal 
government limited fishing in state waters. Dr. Kemmerer 
responded that he was not aware of any. Mr. Chauvin expressed 
concern that this would be setting a precedent with the federal 
government setting limits on the states. Mr. Hugh Swingle moved 
to adopt Alternative 1. Dr. Nelson concurred, however Ms. Van 
Sickle and Mr. Rayburn objected since it would involve federal 
control over state waters. Mr. Horn observed if the closure 
occurred it would be before the spawning season, which occurred 
place in shallow water. He expressed concern that state 
fishermen would invade those areas during the pupping season. 
Mr. DeKeyser added his concern, stating the Councilts job was to 
manage a resource, and leaving the state waters open for shark 
fishing would not accomplish this. Dr. Nelson moved to adjourn. 
Motion failed. 

MEETING RECESSED AT 5:00 P.M., WEDNESDAY, JUNE 13, 1990, AND 
RECONVENED AT 8:30 A.M., THURSDAY, JUNE 14, 1990. 

Mr. Wayne Swingle referred to Section 18.0 (Tournament Reporting 
Requirements): "Any person conducting a shark tournament must, 
previous to the tournament, notify the NMFS Southeast Regional 
Office and, if selected, maintain and submit a fishing record for 
each day of fishing in the tournament on forms available from the 
Regional Office. Mr. Collins moved to revise the language to 
read: '@Any person conducting tournament with shark as a 
categorygg. Motion carried. 



Mr. Wayne Swingle introduced Section 19.0 (Framework Procedure). 
Mr. Swingle stated a lot of the actions conducted under the 
procedure were recommendations of the Operational Team. NMFS 
would prepare an annual shark SAFE report and specify the TAC for 
the entire fishery. The Operational Team would consult with the 
Intercouncil Shark Committee and decide if adjustments to OY or 
TAC were necessary, Alternative 1 would separate TACs for the 
EEZ of the Gulf and Atlantic to determine changes in management 
measures. Alternative 2 was status quo. Alternative 3 involved 
other revisions to the procedure. Mr. Green pointed out there 
was no sunset provision, indicating the Operational Team could 
set TAC for the shark fishery forever. Mr. Swingle stated once 
the national TAC was set, it would automatically be pro-rated 
into a Gulf TAC. Aqreed by consensus to adopt Alternative 1. 

Dr. Kemmerer felt that permitting action indicated to dealers and 
fishermen that in order to take advantage of fishery management 
activities that occur in the EEZ they will have to adhere to 
federal law. Mr. Gordon objected to federal authority taking 
precedence over state law. Mr. McCulla reminded the Council 
there was a motion from the previous day's minutes made by Mr. 
Hugh Swingle to change language under Section 17.0 (Dealer 
Permits). Mr. Rayburn reiterated his concern with federal laws 
overriding state laws. Mr. Hugh Swingle withdrew his motion. 
Mr. Pedrick commented that one of the reasons for dealer permits 
was to be able to tell when a quota was being approached. Mr. 
Horn reiterated his concern for sharks pupping in state waters 
about the time the EEZ closure occurred. Dr. Kemmerer observed 
that it was stated in order to get a federal permit participants 
had to abide by the dictates of the Council. Mr. DeKeyser 
pointed out states had a history of responsible cooperation with 
the federal government, which could be subject to change. He 
added sharks were extremely vulnerable during pupping. Mr. 
Rayburn commented Texas was the only state that protected sharks. 
Dr. Kemmerer contended this procedure was not encroaching on a 
state's authority to manage their own waters. Mr. Rayburn 
replied that states would feel pressured to follow the federal 
regulations. Mr. Horn felt the language required clarification, 
but agreed shark fishing needed control. Mr. Green inquired if 
dealers could be required to report any shark purchased by them 
that were caught in either state or federal waters. Mr. Rayburn 
moved that the discussion be deferred until the July meeting. 
He added this issue was part of the basis of the emergency rule 
that would be considered at the July meeting. Mr. Horn objected, 
stating the Council agenda for the July meeting was already full, 
and the issue should be decided at this time. Mr. Green noted 
Florida and Louisiana were not represented at the present time. 

Mr. McCulla expressed his concern that the Council members remain 
throughout the scheduled meetings until all agenda items had been 
resolved. Mr. Hugh Swingle concurred with Mr. McCulla and 
further stated that if the regulations could be written that the 



person who has the federal dealer1 s permit cannot buy sharks when 
the EEZ was closed, the argument was moot. Dr. Kemmerer was 
concerned that the Council reach an agreement toward emergency 
action. He felt substantial changes would pose a problem. He 
added the dealer with the federal permit could still buy sharks 
from state waters. Mr. Green asked if the federal government 
could prohibit buying shark from any waters other than federal. 
Dr. Kemmerer stated he would strongly endorse that. Mr. Rayburn 
observed Mr. Green had made some valid points but felt the 
discussion would be continued at the Council's July meeting. Mr. 
DeKeyser suggested adding the statement lithe dealer must also 
report all landings of any shark." Dr. Kemmerer clarified this 
statement: Ila permitted dealer to report purchases of all shark 
fins and carcasses and may not purchase shark fins and carcasses 
after the EEZ is closed.ll 

Mr. Green offered a substitute motion: "A federally permitted 
dealer must suspend the purchase of shark fins and carcasses 
regardless of where they were caught, contemporaneously with the 
closing of the exclusive economic zone to the catch of shark.ll 
Mr. Gordon asked if there could be provision for a comparable 
cooperative permitting from the states if they chose to set up 
such a system. Mr. Horn suggested adding a statement allowing 
the purchase of imported shark. Dr. Kemmerer saw a problem with 
imports, adding time must be allowed for fisherman to land shark 
caught before the closure. Mr. Rayburn asked if this regulation 

1 was stated that shark could not be purchased even if caught 
outside state and federal waters. It was aqreed l?y consensus 
that this was the intent of the language. Mr. Rayburn questioned 
whether someone without a federal permit would be allowed to 
legally purchase shark. Mr. Hugh Swingle moved to amend the 
substitute motion to add: Itexcept for imports of fins and 
carcasses taken outside the Gulf of Mexico management area.11 Mr. 
Pedrick suggested changing llimportll to lloriginating f romll. Mr. 
Hugh Swingle acrreed to amend the substitute motion to reflect the 
above suggestion. Amended substitute motion carried. 

Mr. Rayburn commented that a lot of time had been spent on the 
dealer permit relative to how it would impact the emergency rules 
on quotas, but the rules would not be in effect long enough to 
consider closing the fishery. 

Mr. Wayne Swingle referred to Section 9.0 (Commercial Quota) . 
The annual quota was 5,800 metric tons for the entire range of 
fishery. The fishery would be closed by Notice in the FEDERAL 
REGISTER when the quota was projected to be taken (bag limit and 
no sale then apply). The quota would be set annually under 
framework procedure. Alternative 1 was status quo. Alternative 
2 specified a separate commercial quota for the Gulf. The 
figures for bycatch mortality were projections but must be 
indicated in the TAC level. Mr. Rayburn inquired if staff would 
devise options for this allocation, averaging high years for 



, each category. Mr. McCulla agreed. Mr. Hugh Swingle expressed 
an interest in information considering averages from 1985-1988, 
and which years indicated a change from predominant recreational 
fishing to predominant commercial fishing. Dr. Kemmerer agreed 
with Mr. Rayburn's suggestion, but disagreed on the value of a 
ten-year average. He added the entire mortality rate should to 
be addressed. 

J 

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 10:12 A.M. 


