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Adoption of Aaenda 

Dr. Clark requested the addition of discussion of permits, data collection, and log books for 
all fisheries under Other Business. Mr. McCulla recommended moving the selection of an 
interim chairman to an earlier time slot. Mr. Fondren asked that a discussion on allowable 
weight for snapper be included under Other Business. Mr. Swingle indicated the briefing 
book contained other business items on a staff sociologist, a socioeconomic assessment 
panel and habitat issues from MAFMC. The agenda was adopted as amended. 

A D D ~ O V ~ ~  of Minutes 

The minutes of the Gulf Council meeting held in Miami, Florida on April 24-25, 1991 were 
approved as written. 



a NMFS Marine Mammal Proaram 

Ms. Montanio gave a slide presentation regarding the NMFS proposal to manage marine 
mammals. The 1988 amendment to the Marine Mammal Protection Act would govern the 
interaction between marine mammals and commercial fishing until October, 1993. The final 
legislative proposal must be submitted to Congress by January, 1992. The primary objective 
of the proposal was: to conserve marine mammal stock, and where possible, accomplish 
this with a minimum of adverse impact on commercial fishing. Since data was not extensive 
it was assumed that the primary source of information would be minimum population 
estimates. A long-term monitoring program was considered to be the most critical element 
of the proposal. Mr. Jernigan commented that only a few Gulf species of mammals seemed 
to be under consideration for protection. Ms. Montanio stated that for Gulf of Mexico 
fisheries the species of concern would most likely be the bottlenose dolphin and the 
manatee. The ABR for bottlenose dolphin in the Gulf is significantly higher than what we 
anticipated as taken. However, there may be local (state) restrictions affecting local stocks 
of dolphin. Similarly for manatee, although the take with fishing is relatively low, due to the 
status of the stock any take could be significant and there may need to be localized 
restrictions on vessel traffic. 

Tortuaas Shrimp Sanctuary 

Public Testimony 

Freeman Bateman. Sr. stated that last year's landings of shrimp had produced increases in 
both size and poundage. He distributed landings information showing sizes of shrimp taken 
from the sanctuary. He noted that by July, August, and September considerable shrimp 
growth occurs. Mr. Bateman referred to a statement by Dr. Klima indicating there was little 
recruitment during those months and therefore a closure at that time should not be 
mandated. He recommended the same closure times as had been in practice the two 
previous years and quoted NMFS data from 1989-1990 to support his position. Dr. 
Kemmerer expressed thanks to Mr. Bateman for his cooperation with NMFS. 

William Chauvin represented the American Shrimp Processing Association and the Texas 
Shrimp Association (TSA). Texas Shrimp Association supported the removal of white shrimp 
from the management unit of the FMP because of the nature of the fishery, which he 
maintained precluded the establishment of a definition of overfishing. Several times during 
the 1960s a number of white shrimp fell significantly below index levels and subsequently 
rebounded. They supported the continued annual review of the Texas closure in order to 
facilitate management changes in the area should they become necessary. They pointed 
out that should enforcement procedures become more sophisticated it might be possible to 
have adequate closures of up to 15 or 20 miles. Evidence indicated portions of Galveston 
Bay were toxic to shrimp which might necessitate changes in the Texas closure. TSA 
supported the continued annual review of the Tortugas Shrimp Sanctuary and opposed the 
requirement that shrimp vessels have federal permits. The American Shrimp Processors 
Association also supports these positions. It was preferred that white shrimp be removed 
from the management plan rather than restricting harvest to 600 million parent stock. 



Mr. Collins stated that Dr. Klima's report revealed that 1988 and 1989 had produced the 
lowest shrimp catches in the previous 30 years of record. Indications were that 1990 figures 
were also low, estimated at less than 4.0 million pounds. The committee recommended and 
Mr. Collins moved that the Council endorse efforts by the state of Florida to request 
federal funding to study the decline of this important fishery. Dr. Nelson maintained that 
the committee had only recommended the endorsement of efforts to be made by Florida and 
NMFS. Mr. Swingle pointed out that, as an agency of the federal government, NMFS could 
probably not seek Congressional funding, though they could apply through the administrative 
budget process of the Department of Commerce. Dr. Kemmerer felt no lobbying effort 
should be made by the Council. However, initiatives were submitted each year by NMFS 
and welcomed support from the Council. Motion carried. 

Mr. Collins noted that, because of the economic stress on the local fishermen, the Council 
over the past two years had recommended a seasonal opening of three portions of the 
sanctuary to allow trawlers to increase their profits. The last of these three areas will be 
closed in September. The Committee considered but rejected opening these areas in 1992 
because of prevailing poor conditions. No action was recommended by the Committee. 

Mr. Collins stated that Dr. Klimas's report to the Committee indicated that stocks for brown, 
white, and pink shrimp were above their minimum index overfishing levels. Royal red shrimp 
landings were below their maximum level. 

Dr. Kemmerer had presented a brief overview to the Committee of the Ad Hoc Limited Entry 
Committee's action regarding the draft Shrimp Options Paper. The Committee instructed 
staff to make various revisions to the document prior to submitting it for public review. It was 
felt that a license limitation program would likely be the best approach with this fishery. The 
Committee also recommended that the Council immediately proceed to develop a plan that 
would identify shrimp vessels fishing in the EEZ. 

Mr. Tatum stated that the actions taken by the Council over the preceding two years had 
been beneficial to local fishermen. For that reason he moved that the Council open for 
1992 those areas in the Tortugas Sanctuary that had been temporarily opened, using 
the same timeframe previously set. 

Mr. Leary stated that the shrimp within the Tortugas Sanctuary had been historically smaller 
than those outside this area. This had been subject to variations over time. Opening and 
closing by monitoring had proved unsuccessful due to frequent changes within the stock in 
the region. The sequence of movements by these shrimp began in the nursery areas of the 
Everglades, and from there down through the Keys past an unfishable area. Dr. Klima had 
advised that the opening period between April and September was not a peak migration 
period for the shrimp. Therefore, it would not greatly impact subsequent recruitment into the 
fishery. 

Mr. Tatum pointed out that a mechanism that could be triggered to take action in the event 
of problems was already in place. Mr. Jernigan spoke in favor of opening the Sanctuary. 
Mr. Pedrick remarked that the record was not clear on the relationship between recruitment 
and the justification for opening. Dr. Kemmerer noted that when he had asked Dr. Klima if 
the opening of the Sanctuary area would jeopardize the existing stock his reply had been in 



the affirmative. The reason given was that effort would be increased if this area were to be 
opened for shrimping. Ms. Black suggested using shrimp poundage in lieu of parent stock 
counts as a measure of recruitment in the fishery. She supported opening the Sanctuary. 

Dr. Matlock expressed concern about the lack of data available for shrimp stock in the 
Sanctuary. Dr. Nelson stated that such information as did exist sometimes seemed 
contradictory. He felt pink shrimp stock could be endangered. Mr. Tatum disagreed. Dr. 
Kemmerer remarked that Council had previously voted to close these areas for management 
purposes, so therefore the issue was whether to continue following a previous decision. He 
further stated that this fishery was at its lowest level in its recorded history and questioned 
whether it should be put at increased jeopardy. Motion carried. 

Mr. McCulla advised Council members that those who voted against the previous motion 
retained the right to submit a minority report. 

a Shrimp Amendment 6 Options P a ~ e r  

Mr. Collins referenced Tab C, No. 9, 1 (Retention of White Shrimp in the Management Unit). 
He moved on behalf of the Committee that the Council hold in abeyance for two years 
action to remove white shrimp from the management unit, requesting that the Gulf 
States Marine Fisheries Commission develop an interstate plan for white shrimp 
management for consideration by the Council at that time. Mr. Green commented that 
a plan already existed for white shrimp. Mr. Swingle responded that a Commission plan had 
been developed and published some time in 1977. He felt the database for this document 
was probably outdated and did not include management measures, being chiefly a profile 

I of the shrimp fishery. Mr. Green suggested dividing the motion into two separate motions. 

Dr. Nelson offered a substitute motion to take no action and retain white shrimp in the 
fishery management plan. Mr. Lukens commented that it was appropriate when there was 
a predominance of any harvest of an organism within the states territorial waters to develop 
an interstate fishery management plan, though this was not a requirement. 

Ms. Black spoke in favor of a Gulf interstate collaboration on shrimp management. Dr. 
Nelson remarked that Dr. Klima would be making a presentation later in the year on white 
shrimp and management implications which should assist in making final decisions. Mr. 
Lukens spoke in favor of states working together to achieve a workable plan for shrimp. 

Dr. Matlock contended that similar arguments were used in considering seabobs and white 
shrimp, but used to exclude on one hand and to include on the other. He offered a 
substitute motion to remove white shrimp from the management unit of the FMP. Dr. 
Matlock's substitute motion failed by a vote of six to ten. 

Dr. Nelson's substitute motion carried by a vote of 10 to 6. 

Mr. Collins referenced Tab C, No. 9, 2B (Definition of Overfishing for White Shrimp). On 
behalf of the Committee he moved that the Council select Option 2B which would set a 
parent stock index level of 600 million parents as recommended by the Council's Stock 
Assessment Panel and which was taken to public hearings. Remedial action would be 



taken to reduce the catch after two consecutive years of parent stock falling below the 
i index level. Mr. Tatum amended the motion to recommend that a panel of experts from 

the Gulf region be convened to re-examine the issue of the parent stock index for white 
shrimp. Mr. Swingle noted that a duly constituted stock assessment panel already existed. 
Dr. Nelson inquired if any new data had become available on white shrimp. Mr. Tatum 
stated the principal purpose was to satisfy critics of the proposed 600 million parent stock 
level. Dr. Kemmerer reminded the Council that the parent stock level must drop below the 
600 million stock level for two years which would be a very rare occurrence. Mr. Tatum 
withdrew his motion. Committee motion carried by a vote of eleven to three. 

Mr. Collins referenced Tab C, No. 9, (Annual Review of the Texas Closure). Mr. Collins 
moved on behalf of the Committee to adopt Option 3A, The seasonal closure to 
shrimping off Texas is to include the entire EEZ (with an exception for royal red shrimp 
beyond 100 fathoms). The duration of the closure was normally to be May 15 through 
July 15 to conform with closure of state waters and may be adjusted by the Regional 
Director based on ecological conditions but may be no longer than 90 nor less than 45 
days. (No annual report is required). NMFS will continue to review the condition of 
brown shrimp stock and report any problems to the Council. 

Dr. Clark felt there should be a triggering mechanism preceding a stock assessment rather 
than a mandatory yearly review. Dr. Nelson agreed with this statement, citing Council 
budgetary limits. Mr. Swingle suggested reviewing the stock assessment only at the 
recommendation of the Regional Director. Mr. Leary commented that every managed 
species received an automatic annual review for overfishing. Mr. Swingle inquired if the 
framework measures would remain in the plan. He noted that they would provide the legal 
authority to recommend an annual change to the Regional Director. If removed, the change 
would require a plan amendment. Mr. Leary stated that Option 3A allowed flexibility for the 
Regional Director to match the time period of the closure with the states. There would be 
an automatic 200-mile closure throughout the coast and if a problem should arise, a plan 
amendment would be necessary. Mr. Green spoke in support of the motion, stating it would 
remove pressure both from the Council and the Regional Director. Dr. Kemmerer endorsed 
Mr. Leary's statement that an annual review of stock status would take place and that 
response to the Gulf Council was of highest priority within NMFS. Dr. Clark offered an 
amendment to the motion to state: If the Chairman of the Gulf Council received a 
formal request to alter the Texas closure the Chairman of the Gulf Council would advise 
the Chairman of the Shrimp Management Committee. The Chairman of the Shrimp 
Management Committee would then poll the members of the Committee. If the 
Committee members vote to consider the issue, the Shrimp Advisory Panel and the 
Shrimp Scientific and Statistical Committee would meet together to make a decision and 
convey their recommendations to the Gulf Council. 

Mr. Fondren asked if the framework could remain in the plan without the necessity of an 
annual review. Mr. Swingle responded affirmatively. Dr. Matlock offered a substitute motion 
to select Option 3B as amended: NMFS annually monitors the various effects of the 
seasonal closure of the EEZ off Texas. The Regional Director, after consultation with 
the Council, may modify the extent of the 200-mile closure or eliminate it for one 
season. Amendment 5 provides that the duration of the closure is normally to be May 
15 through July 15. The duration of the closure is to conform with closure of state 
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waters and may be adjusted by the Regional Director based on ecological conditions, 
, but may be no longer than 90 and no less than 45 days. 

Mr. Green spoke in favor of an amendment process, feeling that the Council's authority 
concerning shrimp had been severely hindered by political pressures. Mr. Tatum spoke 
against both the amended motion and the substitute motion. Dr. Matlock's substitute 
motion carried by a vote of eight to seven. 

Mr. Leary inquired if the intent of Option 4A was for NMFS to monitor the results of the Texas 
closure, advise the Regional Director who, if he perceives a problem, would report this to the 
Council which would take appropriate action. It was the consensus of the Council that this 
was a correct interpretation. Mr. Collins referenced Tab C, No. 9, (Annual Review of the 
Tortugas Shrimp Sanctuary) and, on behalf of the Committee, moved for adoption of 
Option 4A which reads: No change: NMFS will monitor the Tortugas shrimp fishery and 
advise the Regional Director and Council of the findings by July 15 of each year. The 
Regional Director may modify by no more than ten percent the geographical scope of 
the extent of the Tortugas Sanctuary in the EEZ or eliminate the closure of the EEZ for 
one year. 

Dr. Matlock offered a substitute motion to delete the language No change and and advise 
the Regional Director and Council of the findings by July 15 of each year. Dr. Nelson 
suggested modifying language to The Regional Director, after consultation with the 
Council, ... Dr. Matlock amended the substitute motion to include Dr. Nelson's 
recommendation. Mr. Swingle noted that the Regional Director retains the authority to reject 

i recommendations by the Council. Dr. Kemmerer reiterated that NMFS policy was to consult 
with the Council before taking any action. Mr. Pedrick inquired if there was clarifying 
language in the options paper. Mr. Leary read: The Regional Director shall have the 
authority after consultation with the Council to implement action to revise this management 
measure to regulatory amendment process. He has the authority to modify by no more than 
ten percent of the geographical scope of the extent of the Tortugas Shrimp Sanctuary in the 
EEZ, Gulf of Mexico, south of latitude 26 degrees north or to eliminate the closure of the EEZ 
off Florida for one season. Dr. Matlock's amended substitute motion carried by a vote of 
9 to 3. 

Mr. Collins referenced Tab C, No. 9, (Shrimp Vessel Permits). He stated that the Committee 
recognized that if permits are established for shrimp vessels fishing in the EEZ there might 
be a rush to establish a presence in the fishery and the number of permits may increase 
dramatically above the level actually fishing the EEZ. However, if the Council chooses to 
consider limited efforts in the fishery the initial step would be identification of the vessels 
fishing in the EEZ. The Committee recommended and Mr. Collins moved to select Option 
5a which states that vessels trawling for shrimp in the EEZ are required to have a 
federal permit. Dr. Clark offered a substitute motion for no change. Dr. Kemmerer 
strongly opposed the substitute motion, stating this was delaying action that was critically 
needed. He felt that permitting vessels fishing in the EEZ was vital, pointing out that all state 
waters required permits and these were needed as a valuable source of data. Mr. Green 
moved to table the main motion and substitute motion until items relative to permits had 
been discussed. Mr. Green's motion carried by vote of 12 to 2. 



Dr. Clark recommended developing a single permit logbook program combining all species 
1 managed by the Gulf Council carried out in a consistent manner. Dr. Kemmerer spoke in 

support of the integrated permit program suggested by Dr. Clark and noted that NMFS could 
compile an issue paper to be reviewed by APs and SSCs. Dr. Nelson recommended placing 
this item on the agenda. Mr. Swingle felt this could be accomplished by the next meeting 
since many plans already required permits. 

Dr. Matlock remarked that legislation had just been enacted which required a license for 
fishing in federal waters. There was strong opposition to this measure being mounted by all 
coastal senators and representatives. Mr. Swingle advised this act applied to all navigable 
waters and all vessels over 16 feet in length, adding that the money would go directly into 
the United States Treasury and would not necessarily benefit the Coast Guard. 

Ms. Black suggested altering existing NMFS forms to allow fishermen to indicate whether 
they harvested shrimp in the EEZ. 

Dr. Nelson moved to require staff to prepare an options paper for a generic amendment 
for all Gulf managed fisheries that would address permits and data collection, consider 
recreational permitting and research all state systems that require vessel permitting. 
Dr. Kemmerer expressed doubt that his staff would have sufficient time to develop this 
document and asked if the Council staff might undertake this project. Mr. Swingle remarked 
that his chief concern was the issues related to the permitting process, including applicable 
state laws and asked Dr. Kemmerer what the paper should encompass. Dr. Kemmerer 
suggested a series of options to be presented to the Council at the November meeting listing 
advantages and disadvantages of each. Mr. Green inquired if the motion applied to both 
vessels and fishermen. Mr. McCulla felt both should be included. Dr. Kemmerer suggested 
altering the motion's language to Staff, in cooperation with NMFS, prepare ... Dr. Nelson 
objected to this change, stating that it was given that NMFS and staff always cooperated in 
these endeavors. Motion carried. 

Dr. Kemmerer moved to reconsider the tabled motion regarding 5A, Vessels trawling for 
shrimp in the EEZ are required to have a federal permit, and the substitute motion 
Option 5B. No Change: No permits required for shrimp boats). Motion carried. 

Substitute motion carried to adopt Option 5B for no change - no permits required for 
shrimp boats. 

Mackerel Amendment 6 Options Paper 

On behalf of the Coastal Migratory Pelagics Committee Dr. Nelson moved to include 
Section II. Problems in the Fishery, number 13 Inconsistencies in state and federal 
minimum sizes create compliance and enforcement problems and thwart states' effort 
towards conservation, and 14 The combination of low quotas and excessive effort has 
resulted in early season closures in the EEZ and disruption of traditional fisheries and 
markets in some states, as suggested by the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council. Dr. Matlock asked why in number 13 the minimum size was the only regulation 
identified as creating problems. Mr. Williams responded that North Carolina and possibly, 
Georgia either had or desired a larger minimum size limit than mandated in the EEZ. Dr. 



Matlock offered a substitute motion to alter item 13 to read as follows: Inconsistencies 
in state and federal regulations create compliance and enforcement problems ... 
Dr. Kemmerer felt that the rationale for number 13 seemed to be advocating the preemption 
of states rights. Ms. Black agreed. Dr. Nelson inquired where the language for the rationale 
originated. Mr. Leary responded that the wording was initiated by the South Atlantic Council. 
Dr. Nelson noted that the rationale language would not be published as part of the options 
paper and was just a notification of action taken by the South Atlantic Council. 

Mr. Tatum suggested thwart states' efforts should be modified to thwart efforts since both 
state and federal conservation endeavors would be impacted. Dr. Matlock agreed to 
incorporate this change. Substitute motion as modified carried unanimouslv. 

Dr. Nelson reviewed recommendations under Section IV (Management Options). The 
Committee had recommended no action on Option A, Rebuilding overfished stocks within 
a specific period. The South Atlantic Council had suggested setting recovery time at one 
generation time but the Committee decided to retain the one and a half generation recovery 
time. The Committee recommended no change for Option B, Frequency of Assessments 
and Adjustments. Option C, Allocation of Gulf Migratory Group King Mackerel, contained 
many options concerning the reallocation of Gulf group king mackerel. The Committee 
recommended Option C1 (no change). 

Dr. Matlock moved to adopt an option that allocated the TAC for king mackerel in the 
Gulf group to recreational fishermen. His rationale was that the report entitled Economic 
Impact of ABC Ranges for Gulf Group King and Spanish Mackerel stated that, in order 
to accomplish the management plan's objectives of maximizing net economic benefits, the 
allocation of Gulf group king mackerel should provide 100% to recreational fishermen. He 
further stated that if this was not done it would constitute a violation of the plan. Dr. 
Kemmerer interjected that his suggestion would be in violation of the Magnuson Act which 
stated specifically that economics should not be the determinant in the allocation of 
resources. Also, the economics paper referenced had not yet been subjected to peer review. 
Dr. Clark moved to table the motion. Motion failed. 

Dr. Matlock asked Dr. Kemmerer if the Council was being asked also not to take action on 
reports provided by NMFS until they had been subjected to a peer review. Dr. Kemmerer 
responded the Council must make this decision. Ms. Black spoke against the motion based 
on the precedent it would set. Mr. Green commented that the Magnuson Act required the 
Council to consider both the social and economic impacts of a decision. Ms. Black 
maintained that allocation on economics violated the guidelines of the Magnuson Act. Mr. 
Jernigan contended that NMFS was not fulfilling its responsibilities in reviewing and providing 
sound information. Mr. Green spoke in support of Mr. Jernigan's statement. Dr. Kemmerer 
pointed out that the document under discussion contained a report from NMFS on the 
economics of the allocation. He continued that most economic studies used were being 
funded by NMFS. 

Dr. Nelson commented that the management objective was not to maximize, but to optimize. 
He offered a substitute motion to ask staff to prepare additional options for the next 
evaluation of the Mackerel Amendment 6 Options Paper, studying the present quota, the 



gear presently allowed in the fishery, and recommended Council action to increase the 
value of the commercial harvest without negatively impacting the industry. Mr. Green 
inquired if this motion was meant to increase the value of the harvest by minimizing the flood 
of fish on the market by perhaps supplanting the net fishery with a hook-and-line fishery. Dr. 
Nelson responded affirmatively. Mr. Tatum observed there continued to be complaints by 
the industry related to the glut of fish harvested following closures, its effect on prices, and 
wastage of resource. He felt the motion should be expanded to include all the managed 
fisheries. 

Dr. Kemmerer stated that when the report from the Ad Hoc Limited Entry Committee was 
presented to the Council it would include a recommendation to consider mackerel as a 
possible candidate for a limited entry program. Dr. Kemmerer moved to table Dr. Nelson's 
substitute motion until this recommendation had been submitted to the Council. Motion 
failed. 

Dr. Clark noted that substantial amounts of money had been spent to produce economic 
reports from which little action had resulted. Dr. Nelson questioned why Dr. Kemmerer had 
proposed tabling his motion which advocated researching ways the free market could be 
allowed to balance supply and demand of king mackerel in the commercial sector. He noted 
this left a motion on the floor that mandated king mackerel to be managed solely as a 
recreational fishery. Dr. Kemmerer responded he was not objecting to Dr. Nelson's motion 
but simply wanted it delayed until limited entry aspects could be considered since a main 
objective of limited entry would be to avoid regulation. He felt Dr. Nelson was supporting trip 
limits and gear requirements which would not be part of a limited entry program. Mr. 

I 
McCulla observed that if Dr. Matlock's motion were adopted by the Council limited entry 
would not be an option. Dr. Nelson noted that, while data indicated overwhelming economic 
benefits of allotting mackerel totally to the recreational fishery, he supported seeking 
alternatives that would allow some retention of the commercial fishery. Mr. Lukens stressed 
that it was most critical to increase the demand for the resource. Ms. Black spoke in support 
of a careful examination of all fisheries, as to quotas, seasons, and other regulations and 
their effects on the industries and related industries. 

Dr. Nelson inquired what would result if no action was taken on the allocation section of the 
options paper at that time. Mr. Swingle responded that the issue could be presented at 
public hearings for comment prior to the Council's final decision. Mr. Swingle read Dr. 
Nelson's substitute motion which was to ask staff to prepare additional options for the 
next evaluation of the Mackerel Amendment 6 Options Paper, studying the present 
quota, the gear presently allowed in the fishery, and recommended Council action to 
increase the value of the commercial harvest without negatively impacting the industry. 
Substitute motion carried. 

Dr. Matlock moved that the Council adopt Option C-3 Revise the allocation for Gulf 
group king mackerel to be separated into eastern and western subgroups. The new 
allocations are to become effective for the fishing year in which the stock assessment 
panel is able to provide ABC ranges for the separate subgroups. The separation is to 
be at the Florida-Alabama line based on allele frequencies. (Option 1-2 would 
implement with seasonal adjustment.). 



Mr. Fondren agreed that there was not enough knowledge available to manage group king 
mackerel separately. Mr. Swingle commented that a number of years ago the Council had 
discussed this issue and had sent a letter to the State Department asking them to consider 
negotiations with Mexico concerning joint management of king. mackerel stock. Their 
response was conditionally affirmative, the proviso being it must be conclusively proven they 
were a separate stock. 

Mr. Leary gave a slide presentation prepared by the SEFC which indicated that based on 
available Mexican data, there would be very little TAC available to U.S. fishermen after 
Mexican catch is removed from the western group.. Dr. Matlock questioned why Mexican 
catch was included when discussing separation of east and west and not included in 
dialogues concerning TACs for the Gulf group as an entity. Mr. Leary responded that they 
were included, the stock assessment paper explained that the ABC range was essentially for 
an eastern group of fish, with a small amount from the western group of Mexico. Dr. Matlock 
maintained that since the data existed it could as easily be used in a separation. Mr. Leary 
stressed that the data was old. Dr. Clark spoke in favor of the motion. Dr. Nelson opposed 
the motion, stating he saw no reason for designating the Florida-Alabama line. Mr. Green 
observed that data which had been presented to the Council seemed to identify an eastern- 
western group. He felt Dr. Matlock's motion recognized this and urged action be taken. 

Dr. Kemmerer stated that his impression was that the SSC and assessment panel's position 
was to remain with the single stock approach as opposed to splitting. Mr. Leary responded 
that the Council was on record in Amendment 5 as recognizing the differences between 
eastern and western fish. It would be separated when available data was received. Dr. 
Kemmerer mentioned some concerns of the SSC regarding the single allele. Mr. Leary 

I agreed with this statement; however, attempts to identify other alleles for separation had 
been unsuccessful. Motion carried that the Council adopt Option C-3 Revise the 
allocation for Gulf group king mackerel to be separated into eastern and western 
subgroups. The new allocations are to become effective for the fishing year in which 
the stock assessment panel is able to provide ABC ranges for the separate subgroups. 
The separation is to be at the Florida-Alabama line based on allele frequencies. (Option 
1-2 would implement with seasonal adjustment.). 

Dr. Nelson stated that Sections D Adjustment of Quotes to Compensate for Exceeding 
Previous Years Quotas, E, Dolphin Management, and F, Distribute the Commercial King 
Mackerel Allocation More Equitably Among Fishermen, required no action. The Committee 
recommended no change for Sections G, Income Requirement for Commercial Permits, and 
H, Commercial Permit Moratorium. On behalf of the Committee, Dr. Nelson moved to adopt 
Option 1-1: The procedure for seasonal adjustments, as may be recommended by the 
Council and which may be implemented by the Regional Director by modified Notice 
Action, is revised to include implementation of adjustment of size limits, vessel trip 
limits, closed seasons or areas, and gear restrictions, as well as the current allowable 
adjustment of MSYs, TACs, quotas, bag limits, and permits. Dr. Nelson advised that this 
motion would give greater latitude for adjustment in the framework action annually. 

Dr. Matlock offered a substitute motion to adopt Option 1-3: No change. Seasonal 
adjustments are limited to MSYs, TACs, quotas, bag limits, and permits. He advocated 
letting the marketplace control the fishery. Mr. Jernigan maintained that the object of Option 



1-1 was to allow size limit changes without going through a plan amendment procedure. He 
did not view it as a market regulating process. Dr. Nelson agreed that, where possible, the 
marketplace should control the fishery. Substitute motion failed. 

Motion carried. 

On behalf of the Committee, Dr. Nelson moved to adopt Option J-1: The recreational 
allocation of species in the management unit will be controlled by daily bag limits for anglers. 
Different bag limits may be set for anglers on charter or private recreation vessels. The bag 
limit is intended to reduce the recreational catch and distribute it fairly throughout the fishing 
year. There is to be no reversion of the bag limit to zero if the recreational allocation is 
reached; rather the Councils and RD will consider appropriate changes in the following 
seasonal adjustments. The recreational catch has exceeded it allocation each year since 
1985 (Table 4). Dr. Nelson stated that the bag limits would not revert to zero when the 
recreational allocation is reached on overfished stocks. It was understood that the Council 
would exercise care in setting appropriate bag limits. The intent was to remove the quota 
closures on the recreational bag limit and to set a bag limit and stay within the projected 
recreational allocation for each year. If that is not reached or exceeded adjustments would 
be made in subsequent years. The recreational fishery would not be closed based on 
projections of quotas being reached. Mr. Collins asked if NMFS would continue to monitor 
the catch through the year. Dr. Kemmerer responded this would have to be done. 

Dr. Kemmerer offered an amendment to the motion: If the recreational allocation was 
exceeded for two consecutive years future management would be revert to basing 
closing on quotas or bag limits. Mr. Fondren felt there was a need for a more accurate 
accounting of recreational catch. Mr. Tatum observed there was a good possibility that an 
overrun could be caused by misjudgment of management. Dr. Nelson suggested language 
to indicate if the bag limit proposed by the Council was rejected by NMFS at the annual 
adjustment, the bag limit would revert to zero. This would be reversed when the Council 
recommendation was accepted. Mr. Horn asked if the overruns were due to poor 
management by the states. Dr. Kemmerer responded affirmatively. Dr. Matlock maintained 
that the error factor in estimating numbers should be considered. Dr. Kemmerer withdrew 
his motion. - 

Mr. Horn objected and re-entered Dr. Kemmerer's amendment. Motion failed bv a vote of 
six to eiaht. 

Ms. Black offered an substitute motion that Council and Regional Director will make 
appropriate changes in the following seasonal adjustment. (the word consider is 
eliminated and replaced with make). Mr. Green asked if Ms. Black's motion would have 
required a reduction in the bag limit for the past three years. Ms. Black responded her 
motion only called for a decision on whether this would have been an appropriate action. 

Ms. Black inquired what happened to sales made to states after quotas have been filled and 
how did this apply to future quotas. Dr. Clark stated they were handled in the same manner 
as recreational overruns. Substitute motion carried. 



Dr. Nelson moved that bag limits for king mackerel must be set under the annual 
adjustment mechanism and unless set by the Council and approved by NMFS in the 
following fishing year the bag limit will revert to zero. Dr. Kemmerer suggested reverting 
to one instead of zero. Dr. Nelson agreed to this change to his motion. Dr. Clark asked 
if, over the past five years of recreational quotas, if all the Gulf states had closed, would there 
have been an overrun. Dr. Kemmerer responded they would have been close to the quota. 
Dr. Clark expressed the belief that the Council had done a good job in selecting quotas and 
felt Dr. Nelson's motion indicated that they had not. Dr. Nelson disagreed. Dr. Matlock 
asked if a similar motion was being considered for commercial allocations which also 
overruns. Mr. Green observed that a bag limit might be ten fish and by this motion would 
automatically revert to one fish, which seemed inappropriate. Dr. Clark spoke in favor of 
adopting Option J-1 as written. 

Mr. Pedrick expressed the same concerns as Mr. Green as to a possible loss of OY under 
the motion's conditions. Motion failed. 

The Committee recommended and Dr. Nelson moved to add and adopt a new option (K-5) 
that the bag limit was to be effective for a calendar year (January 1 through December 
31), providing that Option J-1 is selected. Mr. McCulla asked if the Committee had not 
recommended changing the year for the commercial quota. Dr. Nelson indicated that the 
Committee had no preference for the commercial year and were willing to send all the 
options to public hearings for comments. Motion carried. 

Dr. Nelson stated that no action was recommended by the Committee for Option L 
Management of Gulf Bluefish. Mr. Wallin moved to select Option L-1 with a ten inch, ten 
fish bag limit for the recreational fishery and a ten inch limit for the commercial fishery. 
Dr. Nelson spoke against the motion, citing a lack of data to support it. Motion failed by 
a vote of three to ten. 

Dr. Clark moved to add and adopt Option K-6 Modifications of Fishing Years to present 
at public hearings a September 1st fishing year for Gulf king mackerel. Motion carried. 

Dr. Nelson stated that the Committee took no action on Option M, Management for Little 
Tunny, but directed staff to ascertain additional information on the fishery. Dr. Nelson moved 
to extend the direction to staff to include the bluefish fishery. Motion carried. 

Mr. Wallin moved to recommend a minimum size limit for king mackerel of 20 inches fork 
length and 22 inches total length. Dr. Nelson commented that Law Enforcement had 
requested that a single measurement be selected for simplicity purposes. Mr. Wallin 
amended !I& motion to select a 20 inch minimum fork length. Mr. Tatum objected, stating 
there presently existed a 12 inch minimum size limit which was the only size pier fishermen 
would be able to catch. He stressed that this would be unfair to those people who did not 
own boats and therefore could not have access to waters which contained the larger fish. 
He advocated no change. Dr. Nelson spoke in support of the motion and expressed interest 
in forthcoming public hearing comments on this issue. Dr. Kemmerer felt that setting a 
minimum size limit on this fish would be premature since present data was incomplete. Dr. 
Matlock remarked that some tagging information existed. Mr. Jernigan spoke in support of 



the motion on the basis of the opportunity to increase bag limits without increasing harvest 
of this fish. Further, he felt it afforded some protection against overruns. 

Mr. Tatum offered a substitute motion to support no change for the purposes of the 
amendment, but to recommend studying size limits for use at a later date. Motion failed 
for lack of a second. 

Motion as amended carried. 

Chairman's Election 

Mr. Horn was elected Interim Vice Chairman by acclamation. 

Administrative Policv 

Mr. Horn referenced Tab F, No. 4 where some changes in SOPPs were made in response 
to the 1990 Amendment to the Magnuson Act and set forth in Dr. Fox's letter (Tab F, No. 3). 
On page 16, No. 5 (Habitat Protection Committee) language from the 1990 Amendment 
to the Magnuson Act is added as follows: The Committee may make recommendations 
concerning any activity undertaken, or proposed to be undertaken, by any state or 
federal agency that may affect the habitat of a fishery resource under its jurisdiction and 
shall make recommendations concerning any such activity that is likely to substantially 
affect the habitat of an anadromous fishery resource under its jurisdiction. Page 17, No. 
7 (Personnel Committee) is modified so that all personnel recommendations are no 
longer made to the Council, but they may make these recommendations. This change 
was related to authority granted to the Executive Director to grant staff raises and to 
hire and dismiss clerical personnel. The Executive Director is charged with keeping the 
Committee informed of all such personnel actions which may, if it chooses, refer action 
to the Council. On page 17, No. 11 (Advisory Panels), paragraph one, language from 
the 1990 Amendment to the Magnuson Act was inserted which: (1) identifies APs as 
industry advisory committees and, (2) provides fair representation of recreational and 
commercial fishing industries. Also, under paragraph two, the Council's policy as 
related to membership for violation of fishery resources laws and regulations, the 
Committee recommends changing this policy to read: Persons are excluded from 
membership if they have violated any federal or state marine resource law or regulation 
within the past five years. Page 19, (Advisory Panels) the Council's policy for SSC 
membership is inserted. The Committee recommended the same change in policy as 
in the AP (above) in that portion related to the violation of laws and regulations. Page 
20, D (Location) the amendment language allowing the Council to meet with the states 
affected by a joint plan is inserted. Page 22, language allowing the Council to have brief 
closures of meetings is inserted. Pages 35-36, No. 4 (Property Management) is modified 
to reflect the current OMB rules. On behalf of the Committee Mr. Horn moved that these 
changes in SOPPs be adopted. Motion carried. 

Mr. Horn referenced Tab F, No. 5. He advised that General Counsel had revised the draft 
policy on new information that was reviewed by the Committee in April. This policy was 
required by the 1990 Amendment to the Magnuson Act. On page 4, middle paragraph, line 
7, the Committee recommended modifying the language from the public is to be advised 



to the public shall be advised. On line 9 relevant committee session will be was changed 
to read: relevant committee session shall be. On line 12 will be scheduled was modified 
to read shall be scheduled. The Committee recommended changes on page 5, last 
paragraph, first sentence from may bring in to should bring in. On behalf of the 
Committee, Mr. Horn moved to adopt these changes. 

Ms. Black asked if a new analysis using no new data was considered to be new information. 
Mr. Pedrick responded that if the Council believed the information was both new and relevant 
the Council had the discretion to consider it new information. Ms. Black inquired what 
process the Council would follow if this information were questioned by the public. Mr. 
Pedrick replied that if the data were questioned the Council could choose to reopen the issue 
for further discussion. Mr. Swingle commented that data without an analysis had little 
significance. Motion carried. 

Mr. Horn referenced Tab F, No. 6, page 33, center. The Committee recommended and Mr. 
Horn moved that (Monday through Friday) be deleted from the policy and the staff 
modify the travel vouchers by place the number of certified days they work each week. 
Dr. Nelson asked the reason for this motion. Mr. Horn responded that there was concern 
that some Council members worked six to seven days a week rather than a standard 5-day 
week. Therefore, if they were required to participate in some Council activity on a substantial 
part of a workday, even if on a weekend, they should be compensated. Mr. Horn gave an 
example of a public hearing that ran late, causing a Council member to remain overnight and 
return home the next day. Motion carried. 

Mr. Horn referenced a proposed rule under Tab F, No. 7. The Committee did not 
recommend any changes to this rule. 

Dr. Nelson objected to agenda changes caused by Council members departures before the 
scheduled end of meetings. He advocated a SOPPs change that would deny compensation 
to Council members who depart early. Mr. Green commented this could be accomplished 
if it could be arranged that members would reach their homes that evening before midnight. 
He felt no one should be expected to put in a full day's work and then be forced to travel late 
at night. Mr. Swingle stated that members could remain over an extra night if necessary. 
Mr. Pedrick noted that Dr. Nelson's suggestion could take the form of a legal policy, but not 
a matter of law. Mr. Green moved that the Council convene the next morning at 7:30 a.m. 
rather than 8:30 a.m. Motion failed. 

Mr. Tatum moved to recess the meeting until the following morning. Motion failed. 

Law Enforcement Reports 

Mr. Pedrick advised there was a total of $42,000 in penalties for June, 1991, including many 
reef fish violations. There was a 100 percent compliance rate for TEDs on the Gulf Coast for 
one week (June 28-July 5) during this period. Twelve Coast Guard boats were operating off 
the coast of Galveston alone. Ms. Black asked if there was available data on compliance in 
50 fathoms by long-line fishermen. Mr. Pedrick indicated compliance had been good and 
offered to obtain figures supporting this statement. He commented that most reef fish 



violations had been from the recreational fishery. Mr. Tatum inquired if a minor violation 
occurred aboard a vessel if this would preclude the operator from serving on an advisory 
panel. Mr. Pedrick felt this would be best determined at the discretion of the Council, stating 
that in the case of a minimal violation it should perhaps not be an impediment. Dr. Nelson 
inquired how the Council policy applied in cases of corporate violations, for instance if a 
member of an organization with violations was to be considered a candidate for a panel. Mr. 
Pedrick indicated that this person would be considered ineligible to serve. Mr. Wallin felt a 
person should not be excluded from serving on a panel because of a minor infraction and 
advocated a change in policy. Dr. Nelson recommended referring this issue to the 
Administrative Committee. Mr. Green agreed with Dr. Nelson's statement, adding it could 
be cumbersome if Council were forced to consider each such case individually. Dr. Nelson 
moved that the Administrative Policy Committee consider this issue at its next meeting. 
Motion carried unanimously. 

Budaet 

Mr. Collins referenced Tab H, No. 4, letter written by the Council to Dr. Fox and dated July 
25, 1990, which requested a funding analysis be conducted to approximate available monies 
to the various Councils more fairly. A meeting of the Council executive directors in May, 
1991 produced four options for allocating funds among regional Fishery Management 
Councils. NMFS analysis indicated that the Gulf Council would receive 17.6 percent of the 
total available funding, which was an increase of 3.8 percent. The Committee recommended 
and Mr. Collins moved that the Council notify Dr. Fox of its support for allocation of 
funding based on workload analysis alone (Table 4). The Council would further 
recommend that, due to the number of fisheries managed, their size and complexity, 
that the Gulf Council be first in the analyses, and not second as is presently the case. 
Mr. Nix commented that for the past two years since he had served on the Council funds 
had been returned unused. He questioned if more money was needed by the Council. Mr. 
Swingle advised that a request had been made to NMFS to allow the Council to spend 
$49,000 of funds which had been carried over from 1989 into 1990. Because of a 
misinterpretation $49,000 had been added to the Council budget to cover reef fish activities. 
This produced the extra funds. Mr. Swingle advised that the establishment of a 
Socioeconomic Assessment Panel was being discussed but had not been budgeted. Mr. 
Collins stated needed meetings had been curtailed in the past because of a shortage of 
monies. Mr. Swingle stressed that the Gulf Council had operated on a tight budget for a 
number of years. He further stated that the procedure being considered would provide 
adequate funding for each Council. 

Dr. Clark offered a substitute motion to delete all language following the first sentence. 
Mr. Jernigan spoke in support of this motion. Dr. Kemmerer spoke against both the motion 
and the substitute motion. He felt the Council should not recommend to Dr. Fox that they 
be first in the analysis unless the necessary criteria existed to support this position. Dr. 
Kemmerer spoke in favor of Tables 1 and 2. Mr. Collins remarked that the motion was 
intended to express support of Dr. Fox's position. Mr. Tatum felt there was no need to send 
a letter to Dr. Fox, unless just to thank him for the report. Mr. Tatum offered a substitute 
motion for Council to write a letter to Dr. Fox thanking him for the report. Mr. Swingle 
indicated that a request had been made by Dr. Fox's office requesting comments and/or 



changes suggested. Motion failed for lack of a second. Dr. Clark's Substitute motion 
carried. 

Mr. Collins advised that the Committee had noted that 60 percent of the points were awarded 
to the lead Council, with 40 percent being given to the remaining Councils. However, NMFS 
was now charged with managing billfish, swordfish, and shark and had allocated 80 percent 
for their plans. The Committee recommended and Mr. Collins so moved that the Council 
advise Dr. Fox that 60 percent of the points should be given to NMFS and 40 percent 
to the Councils. Motion carried. 

Ad Hoc Limited Entry 

Dr. Clark stated that Dr. Fox seemed to have chosen to support an ITQ system. Mr. Lindall 
commented that this type of system would probably not be suitable for the shrimp fishery. 
Mr. Green felt all options should be considered prior to adopting an ITQ system. Mr. Lindall 
stated that, in his opinion, Dr. Fox would encourage the Council to examine all forms of 
limited entry. Mr. Green stressed that the management of the many and varied fisheries 
demanded more than a simplified approach. Dr. Clark stated that the options paper 
prepared by Staff was excellent. Dr. Matlock moved that, after incorporating comments 
from the Ad Hoc Limited Entry Committee, the document be forwarded to the Shrimp 
Management Committee. 

Dr. Clark offered a substitute motion that the options paper be forwarded to workshops. 
Dr. Matlock felt the Council was not sending a clear message of their intent and that NMFS 
seemed to be indicating that ITQs were to be mandated. He recommended that the Council 
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review the options paper after it was returned from the Ad Hoc Limited Entry Committee and 
select preferred alternatives. Mr. Green agreed with Dr. Matlock's statement. Dr. Nelson 
offered a substitute motion to send the options paper to the Shrimp Management 
Committee and direct them to begin working on a amendment for the institution of a 
limited entry system. Mr. Green felt the language used in Dr. Nelson's motion was 
dictatorial and that the Committee should only be requested to investigate the desirability of 
preparing an amendment. Dr. Nelson's substitute motion failed bv a tie vote. Dr. Clark's 
substitute motion failed. 

Motion carried that, after incorporating comments from the Ad Hoc Limited Entry 
Committee, the document be forwarded to the Shrimp Management Committee. Dr. 
Matlock clarified the intent of his motion, explaining it sought the guidance of the Shrimp 
Management Committee on how to proceed after they have reviewed the document that the 
Ad Hoc Limited Entry Committee had prepared. The Council then can decide how to 
respond. 

Dr. Clark moved on behalf of the Committee to recommend to the Council that an 
amendment to the Shrimp Plan be developed which would identify the vessels fishing 
in the EEZ. As a member of the Council he moved to table this motion since it had been 
dealt with by the Council during the course of the present Council meeting. Motion & 
table carried. 



Dr. Clark observed that there was some concern among the Ad Hoc Limited Entry 
Committee members that the wrong fishery may have been targeted. They decided to select 
mackerel in lieu of shrimp. Reasons for this decision included: (1) the fishery is in some 
distress, (2) it is a relatively easy fishery to manage, and (3) the South Atlantic Council task 
team is working on mackerel and this could be a joint effort on the part of the two Councils. 
On behalf of the Committee, Dr. Clark moved that the Committee be directed by the 
Council to prepare an options paper similar to the one just developed for shrimp for a 
limited access system for coastal mackerel pelagics. Also, that the Committee select 
proposed and rejected options and return to the Council the action as a draft amendment. 

Dr. Nelson questioned the appropriateness of having the Ad Hoc Limited Entry Committee 
develop this paper. He felt the designated fishery management committee should be 
assigned this task. Also, he suggested waiting until the ITQ systems study had been 
completed before proceeding. Dr. Clark felt that Council members should learn as much as 
possible about limited entry systems before applying them to the various managed fisheries. 
Mr. McCulla expressed agreement. Dr. Nelson offered a substitute motion that the Council 
request that the Coastal Migratory Pelagics Committee begin to develop an options 
paper. Dr. Clark offered a substitute motion that Council ask each management 
committee to review the Shrimp Options Paper and decide whether they want to apply 
it to their fishery. Dr. Nelson preferred that the Council determine whether individual 
fisheries should develop a limited entry options paper. Mr. Green recommended that each 
management committee should read the publication of a limited entry symposium which was 
held in Denver, Colorado in 1978 and other similar material. Mr. Swingle suggested adapting 
the existing Shrimp Options Paper, with necessary alterations, to each of the managed 
fisheries. Dr. Clark felt this would be time-consuming. Mr. Fondren advocated a Council 
session focused on Limited Entry. Dr. Matlock spoke in support of this statement. 

Dr. Clark's substitute motion failed. Dr. Nelson's substitute motion carried. 

Dr. Clark moved to schedule at least a full day's session at a Council meeting to discuss 
limited entry. Motion carried unanimouslv. 

Mr. Swingle referenced Tab G, No. 3, stating that the Shrimp Management Committee and 
the Council had considered a control date notice for the Federal Register for the shrimp 
fishery. It had been tabled and referred to the Ad Hoc Limited Entry Committee which had 
not had time to address this issue. It had been reinserted, with language changes for 
Council consideration. Dr. Nelson moved to set a control date of January 1, 1992. Dr. 
Matlock opposed this motion, stating it was inappropriate to set a date prior to the review 
by the Shrimp Management Committee of the Shrimp Options Paper, also citing language 
changes which had not been discussed and approved by the Council. Mr. Lindall stressed 
that this notice did not commit the Council to a limited entry program. Motion failed. 

Directors Reports 

Dr. Nelson stated there was little to report other than a fairly successful law enforcement 
effort had taken place in the Big Bend area of Florida. 



Mr. Tatum reported that law enforcement efforts were going well. A number of vessels had 
been boarded off the Alabama coast, with a subsequent decline in violations. He presented 
a handout on red snapper and vermilion snapper. 

Dr. Clark detailed Louisiana legislative action as follows: (1) passed a bill that gave the 
Commission a policy similar to the Magnuson Act, (2) red drum had been designated a 
game fish in Louisiana and the Commission had been given regulatory authority over all 
marine fisheries except for gear, (3) a new mullet plan was developed and passed, and (4) 
a bill passed to increase the gill net fee for all finfish fishermen to $250, with the out of state 
fishermen paying $1000. These funds will be utilized to set up a trip ticket system similar to 
that in use by the state of Florida. 

Mr. Gill advised that on July 25th the new Mississippi regulations on spotted sea trout and 
the gill net ordinance would take effect. The possession limit for spotted sea trout for a 
three-day trip had been reduced from 75 to 25 fish. The shrimp season was very poor due 
to fresh water run-offs. They were continuing to work with the other Gulf states to attempt 
to bring consistency to regulations. 

Dr. Matlock pointed out that the new reef fish regulations would be effective in state waters 
on September 1 st, eight species would be restricted as of this date, and no shrimping would 
be allowed in any nursery areas. 

Mr. Lukens stated that several new commissioners had been added to the Gulf States Marine 
Fisheries Commission. The Commission had adopted a strategic plan for anadromous fish 
restoration which targeted striped bass, Gulf of Mexico sturgeon, and Alabama shad. They 
were seeking funding from Congress. A resolution was passed to support continued use of 
non-competitive cooperative agreements, particularly for Seamap and federal and state 
statistics programs. 

Mr. Fjetland gave a report on the status of the Kemp-Ridley sea turtle program. Protection 
of nests was instituted in 1978 in cooperation with the Mexican government. Approximately 
924 nests were in existence at that time but declined by the mid-1980s to roughly 700 nests. 
However, they have rebounded and nests now number over 1100. It is expected that over 
80,000 hatchlings will be released this year. 

Reef Fish 

Public Testimony 

Don DeM- of Key West, stated that the grouper population was reduced and most of 
those caught were undersized. In dives made over the past year west of Key West, ranging 
in depth from 250 to 60 feet, he had neither caught nor seen any red snapper. He 
commented that artificial reefs were causing fish to congregate instead of spreading out over 
the Gulf. As a result these areas were overfished and perhaps should be protected. He 
cited an instance where great numbers of large black groupers were discovered three years 
ago in an area west of the Tortugas. This was in a depth of 210 feet near a wreck sunk in 
1904. These fish were harvested and none have been found there since. 



FJoaer Koskg of the Southern Offshore Fishermen's Association supported adding the 
unused portion of the grouper quota from 1990 to the 1991 quota. He stated many small 
fishermen were negatively impacted following the last closure. He objected to the number 
of recreational divers who are selling fish. He remarked that 100 permits were lost between 
1990-1991. Mr. Pedrick inquired if charter fishermen were selling the excess over the bag 
limit. Mr. Koske responded that some charter boat captains were allowing passengers to 
keep only two out of the five legally caught fish and themselves selling the remaining three. 

Robin Lamberte, a conservationist for Project Reef Keeper felt there was unnecessary 
mortality of fish. She felt the fish trap mesh size should be increased. She also advocated 
seasonal closures. 

Bob Soaeth, Executive Director of the Southern Offshore Fishermen's Association, stated that 
closures were devastating to the fishery in terms of loss of income and markets. He 
supported carrying over the unused quota to the current year. He suggested setting 
closures for mid-April and September. 

Committee Recommendations 

Mr. Tatum presented the committee report. Mr. Gregory gave a summarization of public 
comment letters that had been received by fax. The main theme of this correspondence was 
concern that closures were taking place simultaneously in both grouper and snapper 
fisheries. Another problem mentioned was of imports replacing domestic harvest in the 
marketplace. Mr. Swingle indicated that the stock assessment panel report was due August 
31, 1991. On behalf of the Committee, Mr. Tatum moved that the Council consider adding 
the 0.7 million pounds that were not caught in 1990 due to a premature closure to this 
year's quota, subject to final Council approval after review of the red grouper 
assessment in September, 1991. Motion carried. 

Dr. Nelson suggested that the staff request comments by mail from the Stock Assessment 
Panel on the proposed addition from last year's quota to that of the present year. There was 
general agreement with this recommendation and that actions in setting TAC for other 
species would be delayed to November to allow AP and SSC reviews. 

a Reef Fish Amendment 4 O~tions Paper 

On behalf of the Committee Mr. Tatum moved to recommend both Options (1) Specify 
that the NMFS stock and socioeconomic assessments be provided prior to August 
rather than the current receipt date of April and, (2) Specify that if the RD decides not 
to implement the recommended management measures or to otherwise hold the 
measures in abeyance, then he must notify the Council of his intended action within 15 
days of receipt of the Council's proposal and the reasons for his concern along with 
suggested changes to the proposed management measures that would alleviate his 
concerns. Such notice shall specify: 1) the applicable law with which the amendment 
is inconsistent, 2) the nature of such inconsistencies, and 3) recommendations 
concerning the actions that could be taken by the Council to conform the amendment 
to the requirements of applicable law. Dr. Matlock objected to 3) in Option 2. He moved 



to select only Option 1. Motion failed for lack of a second. Mr. Tatum noted that Option 
I 2 was taken nearly verbatim from the Magnuson Act. Mr. Tatum's motion carried. 

Mr. Tatum stated that the Committee had recommended no action on vessel permitting. 

The Committee recommended and Mr.,Tatum so moved that the Council set a moratorium 
on commercial reef fish permits effedive July 1,1992, not to exceed five years prior to 
the expiration of the five-year period, the Council may, if they so determine, proceed 
with a limited entry program. Dr. Nelson noted ancillary issues related to this motion 
needed to be resolved. Mr. Pedrick responded that these questions, including transferability 
and retirement of a vessel, should probably be discussed at public hearings. Dr. Clark 
inquired if these issues should be dealt with prior to bringing before the public. Mr. Pedrick 
suggested offering options for consideration at the public hearings. Dr. Clark offered a 
substitute motion that staff be directed to list a series of options on transferability and 
retirement of vessels. Dr. Nelson asked if the Council would be constrained to selecting 
one of the listed options. Mr. Pedrick responded negatively, adding that other options could 
be offered at the public hearings. He stated the first issue to be decided was whether there 
should be a moratorium and, if so, a decision should be made on transferability. Dr. Nelson 
felt the options paper should more fully address these related issues. Mr. Collins agreed. 
Dr. Matlock questioned why the moratorium was only being imposed on the directed 
commercial sector. Substitute motion carried. 

Mr. Tatum indicated that the committee preference was to adopt status quo in regard to 
amberjack size limits. 
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Mr. Lindall moved to apply to lesser amberjack the same management measures that 
presently existed for greater amberjack to aid in enforcement. Dr. Matlock asked for an 
estimate of the proportion of total amberjack landings lesser amberjack currently made up. 
Mr. Gregory responded that lesser amberjack are recorded as being relatively uncommon 
in Gulf waters. Dr. Matlock commented that this would indicate that impact in this case 
would be negligible. Motion carried. 

Mr. Lindall moved to add almaco jack and banded rudderfish to the management unit 
to allow future management measures to be applied under the framework procedure. 
Mr. Wallin asked why these species were separated in the past. Mr. Gregory replied that the 
original FMP listed two categories of reef fish, those in the fishery management unit and 
those in the fishery as incidental species. The amberjack category was not subclassified 
since at that time they were all recognized as being incidental. Motion carried. 

On behalf of the Committee, under Grouper Quota, Mr. Tatum moved to adopt Option 3: 
Combine the deep and shallow-water grouper quotas into a single overall grouper 
quota. Motion carried. 

On behalf of the Committee, Mr. Tatum moved that the framework procedure be modified 
to allow each subdivision of the grouper quota into subquotas if information indicates 
that such subdivision would improve management of this valuable multi-species fishery. 
Motion carried. 



Under Section 4, Other Committee Action, on behalf of the Committee, Mr. Tatum moved 
that Council add below Scientific Data Needs: research needs to develop fishery 
independent monitoring procedures for reef fish stock. Motion carried. 

Mr. Tatum moved that staff arrange for public hearings to consider Draft Amendment 4 
during August, 1991. Motion carried. Dr. Nelson asked how many hearings would be held 
and in what location. Mr. Gregory recommended 1-2 public hearings in Texas and Florida, 
1-2 in Louisiana, 1 in either or both Mississippi and Alabama. 

Dr. Clark moved to hold public hearings as follows: Texas (2), Louisiana (I), Alabama 
(I), and Florida (2). Motion carried. 

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 1:40 P.M. FOR LACK OF A QUORUM. 



For Gulf of Mexico fisheries the species of concern would most likely be the bottleno e dolphin 
and the manatee. As you can see from this table, the ABR for bottlenose dolphin in the Gulf is 
significantly higher than what we anticipated as taken. However, there may be local restrictions 

localized restrictions on vsr 3 ef r 
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affecting local stocks of dolphin. Similarly for manatee, although the take with fishing is relatively 
low, due to the status of the stock any take could be significant and there may need to be 


