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The one hundred and twentieth meeting of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council was called to 
order by Chairman H. Gilmer Nix at 8:30 a.m., May 13, 1992. Council members in attendance were: 

VOTING MEMBERS 

David Anthony 
Jane Black 
Julius Collins 
Frank Fisher 
Joe Gill 
John Green 
Philip Horn 
James Jenkins 
Andrew Kemmerer 
Albert King 
Vernon Minton 
Russell Nelson 
Gilmer Nix 
William Perret 
Ralph Rayburn (designee for Rudolph Rosen) 
Robert Shipp 
Thomas Wallin 

NONVOTING MEMBERS 

LTCMDR Alec Watson (designee for RADM Loy) 
Lt. Karl Moore 
Conrad Fjetland (designee for James Pulliam) 
Doug Fruge (designee for James Pulliam) 
David Donaldson (designee for Larry Simpson) 

Florida 
Louisiana 
Texas 
Texas 
Mississippi 
Texas 
Mississippi 
Louisiana 
NMFS 
Alabama 
Alabama 
Florida 
Florida 
Louisiana 
Texas 
Alabama 
Florida 

U.S. Coast Guard 
U.S. Coast Guard 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission 



STAFF 

Wayne Swingle 
Terrance Leary 
Antonio Lamberte 
Steven Atran 
John Pedrick 
Kyla Seals 
Camilla Moyer 

Executive Director 
Fishery Biologist 
Economist 
Population Dynamics/Statistician 
NOAA General Counsel 
Secretary 
Secretary 

OTHER PARTICIPANTS 

George G. Brumfield, Moss Point, Mississippi 
R. F. Zales, II, Panama Ciy, Florida 
Dennis Spitzbergen, South Atlantic Council 
Dr. John Wi ig ,  NMFS, Washington, DC 
Russ Fee, National Fisherman 
Linda Johnson, Kenner, Louisiana 
Donald Waters, Pensacola, Florida 
Roger Koske, Madeira Beach, Florida 
Ronald Anderson, Golden Meadow, Louisiana 
Mike Justin, NMFS, St. Petersburg, Florida 
Ed Schroeder, Galveston, Texas 
Robert Sadler, NMFS, St. Petersburg, Florida 
Heidi Lovett, St. Petersburg, Florida 
Ken Beaird, Destin, Florida 
Tom Murray, Tampa, Florida 
Robert Spaeth, Madeira Beach, Florida 
Dr. Pete Eldridge, NMFS, St. Petersburg, Florida 
Mark Godcharles, NMFS, St. Petersburg, Florida 
Steven Berkeley, South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

Chairman Nix presented a Certificate of Service to LTCMDR Alec Watson in recognition and appreciation 
of distinguished and dedicated service to the people of the Gulf States. LTCMDR Watson has been 
reassigned and Lt. Karl Moore has been designated as his replacement. 

Adoption of Aaenda 

The agenda was adopted with the following additions: Discussion of requests for biological studies on a 
two-tiered Texas shrimp closure and regulatory changes requested by the South Atlantic Council for the 
spiny lobster fishery. 

A D D ~ O V ~ ~  of Minutes 

The minutes of the Gulf Council meeting held in Mobile, Alabama on March 11-12, 1992, were approved with 
the following changes: Page 4, last line should read "...to the committee and the actual...". Page 11, middle 
of first paragraph should read "Mr. Rayburn observed this fishery seemed to be a derby fishery. Comments 
made at the public hearing seemed to indicate it was not necessary that the commercial industry did not 
get their fair share because there was a TAC process, but rather that individuals did not get their fair share 
due to varying circumstances." Page 20, second full paragraph, next to last line should read "He did note...". 
Page 21, first sentence of the last paragraph should read "...legislative committee, Environmental Affairs 
Committee" ..., and on line 6 of this paragraph date should be April 28. Page 22, last word in first line should 
be "Biloxi". 



Public Testimony 

Kina and Spanish Mackerel 

Bob Zales. II, Charter Boat Operator, Panama City, Florida, expressed concern about proposed changes 
in determining the ABC range. He felt the stock assessment was based on the premise that 100 percent 
of mackerel caught during the winter on the east coast of Florida were Gulf fish and felt that recent NMFS 
tagging data had proved this to be false. He stressed that catch and release programs and the two fish bag 
limit had been very beneficial to the king mackerel fishery. Mr. Zales expressed the opinion that, while a 
ten fish bag limit for Spanish mackerel would not harm this fishery, it actually was excessive. He reiterated 
his support of catch and release. Mr. Perret asked if the released fish generally survived. Mr. Zales 
responded these fish were hardy and, properly handled, were quite resilient. Dr. Kemmerer inquired what 
impact the zero bag limit had upon the industry. Mr. Zales replied that in the Panhandle area there were 
other species to be targeted which lessened the effect of the zero bag limit. 

Jerrv Sansom, Organized Fishermen of Florida (OFF), spoke in support of Amendment 6. He expressed 
agreement with recommendations by the South Atlantic Council but felt the income requirement should be 
no less than $25,000, at least for fish landed in Florida. 

Red S n a ~ ~ e r  

Jerrv Sansom felt the red snapper season must be extended to prevent the loss of major fresh red snapper 
markets. He recommended an ITQ system for this fishery. Mr. Spitzbergen remarked that Mr. Sansom had 
testified at the South Atlantic Council that in Mackerel Amendment 6 it would be desirable to alter the time 
limit from midnight to 6:00 a.m. the following morning for Spanish mackerel vessel trips. He asked Mr. 
Sansom to explain this request to the Gulf Council. Mr. Sansom responded that fishermen had discussed 
this issue and concluded the 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m. twenty-four hour fishing schedule would be more 
practical than the midnight to midnight timetable. The 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m. timeframe, with unloading to 
take place before 6:00 p.m. would be easier to monitor and would allow fishermen to unload the catch 
during daylight. Mr. Horn asked how many members of Organized Fishermen of Florida were snapper 
fishermen. Mr. Sansom responded approximately two dozen fishermen depended on red snapper for their 
livelihood and approximately 160 fishermen caught roughly 1,000 pounds per year as bycatch. Mr. Sansom 
stressed that fresh red snapper from Gulf waters was superior to the frozen product purchased from Mexico 
and Panama. He stated historically red snapper fishermen had made six to twelve trips per year but were 
forced to fish intensively under the quota system. He recommended an ITQ method of managing the 
fishery, allowing the fishermen to determine when during the year they will fish for red snapper. Ms. Black 
commented that fishermen often seemed to think in short-range terms. Mr. Sansom felt this was because 
they had daily expenses which must be met. When one fishery closed, as a necessity they would switch 
to another species. Ms. Black asked the percentage of fishermen in OFF that targeted red snapper. Mr. 
Sansom responded approximately 40 percent. 

Donald Waters, commercial fisherman, Pensacola, Florida, stated that no fish would survive being brought 
up from 40 fathoms and suggested an incidental catch limit equal to 10 percent of total catch. He remarked 
that to claim 500 pounds of snapper as bycatch he would have to land 5,000 pounds of some other species. 
He objected to fish being wasted. Dr. Shipp asked Mr. Waters where he fished during the trip limit period 
and what percentage of his catch was red snapper. Mr. Waters replied he fished in Louisiana waters and 
caught approximately 500 pounds of yellowfin tuna, 1,000 pounds of snapper and 3,000 pounds of blackfin 
tuna on the first trip. Tuna prices had dropped drastically and he had made three back-to-back trips 
attempting to catch snapper off Louisiana with a total catch of 2,900 pounds of snapper. His crew received 
about $1000 each, with much of the profits going to pay trip expenses. The last 600 pounds were caught 
off Mobile, Alabama, and were a nice grade of fish. Mr. Collins asked how many snappers Mr. Waters had 



to throw back. Mr. Waters responded approximately ten percent, or 200 pounds of fish. Attempts were 
made to avoid these fish and to stay in depths of 40 to 50 fathoms but it was difficult to avoid red snapper 
when targeting vermilion snapper since they travelled together. He felt a small amount of fresh red snapper 
landings should be permitted in order to keep the markets alive. This red snapper bycatch would not be 
wasted and could be used as a payback. Mr. Green asked if Mr. Waters intended the fish caught in bycatch 
could be deducted from the commercial quota for the current year or the ensuing year. Mr. Waters 
responded affirmatively. Mr. Rayburn asked if Mr. Waters was stating that a 1,000 pound trip limit was not 
cost effective. Mr. Waters replied that small boats (29 - 32 feet in length) could make a profit but larger 
boats were more expensive to operate which dissipated profits. He felt speculators in the red snapper 
industry needed to be eliminated and the historical fishery retained. Mr. Wallin asked if Mr. Waters had 
targeted red snapper, what his average catch was, and where he fished. Mr. Waters responded affirmatively, 
stating a day's catch off Pensacola and Mobile was approximately 1,200 pounds per day. Ms. Black 
remarked that some of Mr. Waters concerns might require emergency action and asked what he would 
recommend for 1993 trip limits. Mr. Waters felt the advantage had been given to owners of small boats and 
suggested requiring longer trips into deeper water. He acknowledged the issue was difficult and stressed 
the need to eliminate speculators from the fishery and spoke in support of an ITQ system. Ms. Black 
inquired if Mr. Waters believed fishermen generally understood that the Council was currently only working 
on a one-year plan. Mr. Waters expressed the opinion that most fishermen operating aboard vessels which 
they did not own were principally concerned with daily earnings rather than the future. Mr. Minton inquired 
the size of Mr. Waters' vessel, how long, where, and in what depths he had fished this vessel. Mr. Waters 
responded his vessel was 40 feet long, he had operated it for four years off Pensacola in depths up to 60 
fathoms. Mr. Minton asked which type of gear had been used. Mr. Waters replied he used a bandit rig. 
Mr. Minton inquired what effect gear restrictions might have upon Mr. Waters fishing operations. Mr. Waters 
stated fish were smart enough to become wary when too much pressure was applied and would not bite 
a hook in these circumstances. Dr. Kemmerer asked if Mr. Waters' landings records were in good order. 
Mr. Waters responded affirmatively. Mr. Collins commented that red snapper had formerly been the most 
difficult, but now was the easiest fish to catch. He asked the reason for this. Mr. Waters responded that 
the 13-inch limit regulation had an impact and that presently more of them were available to catch. Mr. King 
asked Mr. Waters how many artificial reefs he had built. Mr. Waters stated he had constructed 
approximately 130 artificial reefs in the past ten years. Mr. Gill inquired if Mr. Waters advocated increasing 
the size limit for red snapper. Mr. Waters responded negatively, adding that 13-inch fish had spawned once 
and that restaurants favored the 13-inch size. Also, given the mortality rate, a size increase would create 
a wastage of fish. 

Linda Johnson, vessel owner, Kenner, Louisiana, spoke in support of conservation without waste. She felt 
more emphasis was needed on socioeconomic concerns of the fishermen as mandated by the Magnuson 
Act. She spoke in favor of opening the red drum fishery in federal waters and restoring the red snapper 
fishery to the historical fishermen. Ms. Johnson contended that the options paper had not contained any 
provisions intended to protect the historical fishermen and questioned this. She stated that over 2,000 red 
snapper permits had been issued for the 1992 fishing year and others were pending. Historical fishermen 
had earned the right to catch more than 1,000 pounds of fish per trip since they had consistently done so 
in the past. It was not cost-effective to operate a large vessel to harvest such a small catch or for the dealer 
to run trucks back and forth to pick up smaller amounts of fish. Ms. Johnson requested the Council 
recommend opening the 1993 fishing season beginning September 1992 through August 1994, with closures 
during spawning (May 1 through September 1). She reiterated her request that the Council ensure the 
survival of the fishery's historic fishermen rather than catering to the speculators. Mr. King referenced a 
November 1989 entry in the Federal Reaister that stated that any participant entering the red snapper fishery 
in the Gulf of Mexico would not be guaranteed access to the waters. Ms. Johnson stated reef fish permits 
were not issued until 1990, when 1,776 were issued. Mr. King asked if records indicated how many of these 
permits were issued to fishermen targeting red snapper. Ms. Johnson noted that only 20 percent of the 
fishermen were required to report, but red snapper fishermen were not great in number at that time. Mr. 
King commented that ITQs would be under discussion during the red snapper workshops and it would be 



useful to know how many would qualify as historical fishermen. Ms. Johnson remarked that i f  ITQs were 
awarded to all the persons now holding permits as red snapper fishermen, everyone would go out of 
business. Dr. Kemmerer asked for Ms. Johnson's opinion as to the level of compliance during the 1,000 
pound trip limit for red snapper. Ms. Johnson felt the 1,000 pound limit had not been exceeded, but for the 
larger boats it had been used as bycatch. Mr. Rayburn inquired i f  Ms. Johnson meant to advise leaving the 
fishery open from September through August with no quota assigned. Ms. Johnson responded this was not 
at all her recommendation and reiterated her contention that the fleet must be reduced by eliminating 
speculators. She felt a qualifying period must be established. Mr. Perret expressed concern that persons 
might be excluded from a fishery when the resource belonged to all. Dr. Anthony asked i f  there were many 
small boats in the historic snapper fishery. Ms. Johnson replied negatively, stating the average vessel would 
be approximately 55 feet long. She explained the smaller boats were not suited to the depths and weather 
conditions red snapper were usually fished in. Dr. Anthony questioned the reports that charter boats, which 
did not venture far offshore, were bringing in large numbers of snapper. Ms. Johnson responded that she 
was not familiar with 30-foot boat landings. Mr. Waters noted that in Louisiana larger boats were used in 
the historical fishery, but in calmer areas around Pensacola and the Destin areas some smaller boats 
operated. Ms. Black asked Ms. Johnson for an estimate of the average price of red snapper during the 53- 
day open period. Ms. Johnson responded prices averaged $1.75 per pound. Ms. Black asked how historic 
commercial fishermen viewed charter boats ability to sell catch under the commercial quota. Ms. Johnson 
indicated the fact that charter boat fishermen could obtain a commercial reef fish permit, catch and sell fish 
until the quota was filled, and then continue to fish under the bag limit was a source of resentment among 
commercial fishermen. She felt the recreational sector should have their own quota. Ms. Black asked i f  
commercial fishermen would want the privilege of converting to a charter boat operation. Ms. Johnson 
responded that it was too costly to convert a commercial fishing boat to meet the requirements of a charter 
boat. Ms. Black inquired if the commercial fishery would be willing to take part in workshops to help resolve 
problems in the fishery. Ms. Johnson replied affirmatively. Mr. Fisher asked how many historical red 
snapper vessels existed. Ms. Johnson advised there were about 150 red snapper vessels operating in Gulf 
waters. Mr. Wallin inquired how many these vessels were 50 feet or larger. Ms. Johnson replied that the 
average was 55 to 65 feet in length. 

Bob S~aeth, representing the Southern Offshore Fishing Association, Madeira Beach, Florida, spoke in 
support of current regulations, noting they had created positive results in the fishery. He expressed the 
opinion that further regulation was unnecessary. Reading from a statement he suggested that trip limits of 
1,500 pounds for part of the season would be acceptable, with 2,500 pound trip limits for the balance of the 
fishing year. It was recommended that a commercial allocation be established and trip limits without a quota 
or date, in order to eliminate the derby effect and stabilize prices. He spoke against a quota system, stating 
they caused problems. A fixed closed season, such as June 1 through August 31, was favored since (1) 
commercial boats could travel further offshore during the summer months to target other species (2) during 
winter months vessels must consider safety factors, and (3) with the commercial sector further offshore 
during the summer months the recreational sector would have a more profitable business in shallow water. 
It was recommended to set the fishing year from September 1, 1992, for the 1993 fishing year in order to 
reduce the number of permittees fishing for red snapper recreationally. The summer closing would coincide 
with the red snapper spawning season. Mr. Spaeth felt that the charter boat operators should have their 
own category because of their unique position in the fishery. He maintained that, unless a method was 
developed to maintain viability when fisheries close, U.S. production capability could suffer serious damage. 

Roaer Koske, Southern Offshore Fishermen's Association, Madeira Beach, Florida, noted that this was the 
first year that comprehensive records were being kept in the red snapper fishery. He expressed the belief 
that the quota on red snapper was artificially low and agreed that recreational fishermen should have their 
own quota. He supported using trip tickets to qualify in the fishery in lieu of IRS records. 

Ken Beaird, Destin, Florida, represented the National Association of Charter Boat Operators, and maintained 
that the charter boat industry was suffering a 25 percent decline in business. The reason for this was the 



recession had caused less bookings from corporations. Charter boat operators had to supplement their 
incomes by making commercial trips. Mr. Minton suggested limiting gear in artificial reef areas. Mr. Beaird 
observed that enforcement was difficult. Mr. Minton suggested self-policing. Mr. Beaird noted that 
fishermen do observe each other. Mr. Wallin asked if Mr. Beaird was in favor of a separate quota for charter 
boat fishermen. Mr. Beaird replied he was not convinced this would be appropriate. Mr. Collins asked for 
information about artificial reefs. Mr. Beaird stated these were controlled by the Florida Department of 
Natural Resources, the Department of Environmental Regulation, Corps of Engineers, and the Coast Guard. 
Certain areas were permitted for creation of artificial reefs and were under strict guidelines. Dr. Nelson 
agreed with this statement, adding that some further requirements were presently being reviewed. Ms. Black 
asked if all three fishermen on a charter boat would be fishing simultaneously. Mr. Beaird replied that 
usually at night when the captain has been at the wheel all day, the vessel will be anchored and he will sleep 
while the two crew members fish. Ms. Black asked how long an average trip lasted. Mr. Beaird responded 
usually about four days. 

Mackerel Manaaement Committee Re~ort 

Dr. Nelson reported that the committee had not yet discussed the South Atlantic Council's final positions 
on several items in Amendment 6. He indicated that a control date for the mackerel fishery needed to be 
addressed and the potential scheduling of a joint South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico Coastal Pelagics 
Committee meeting to discuss limited entry for this fishery. 

On behalf of the committee, Dr. Nelson moved for a TAC for Gulf group king mackerel of 6.1 million 
pounds (the upper level of ABC) with a bag limit of two fish per person per day. (There is to be no 
allowance of three fish for anglers or charter boats). (Current TAC is 5.75 million pounds.) Dr. 
Kemmerer noted that the two fish per person per day bag limit would exceed the recreational allocation by 
approximately one and one-half million pounds. He asked if this was the intent of the motion. Dr. Nelson 
responded negatively. Dr. Kemmerer offered an amendment to the motion for a two fish bag limit for 
July and August to revert to one fish bag limit for the remainder of that quota year and remain in 
effect for all the following year. Mr. Swingle asked if the amendment was only to include bag limits, not 
to include TAC. Dr. Kemmerer responded affirmatively. Dr. Shipp maintained that Dr. Kemmerer's one and 
one-half million pound figure did not agree with the bar graph presented by Dr. Powers during the Mackerel 
Management Committee meeting. Mr. Leary retrieved the bar graph slide and exhibited it on the overhead. 
Dr. Kemmerer contended that his figure was reasonably correct. Dr. Anthony expressed the belief that the 
recreational sector would object to the one fish bag limit at a time when the fishery seemed on the rebound. 
Dr. Nelson conceded there was a high probability that TAC would be exceeded. However, he supported 
Dr. Kemmerer's motion as precautionary until catch data are available. Dr. Anthony spoke against Dr. 
Kemmerer's motion. Dr. Kemmerer maintained that the committee motion was in violation of the Magnuson 
Act and that he would be forced to either reject the proposed TAC or that part of Amendment 6 which 
applies. He observed that as the stock began to increase more people would target these fish, which could 
negate present fishery gains. Dr. Kemmerer maintained that if a two fish bag limit were set year-round the 
TAC would have to be set at eight to eight and one-half million pounds. Dr. Nelson commented that it was 
confusing to fishermen to have odd-year adjustments in TAC. He asked Dr. Kemmerer if he had further 
recommendations. Dr. Kemmerer reiterated that Amendment 6, if it allowed overfishing, would be in violation 
of the Magnuson Act. He suggested setting the bag limit at two fish for the first four months of the year and 
then closing during the last three months. Mr. King contended that there is always difficulty in having an 
improved condition of a stock recognized. He felt the TAC had limited options. Mr. Swingle stated there 
was no direction in the plan to determine what ABC boundaries would be. Dr. Kemmerer moved to table 
the committee motion and his amended motion until General Counsel was present to advise the 
Council. Motion carried. 



Following a lunch recess, the Council was joined by Mr. Pedrick. Mr. Horn asked Mr. Pedrick for a legal 
opinion on Council's authority to set TACs and ABCs. Mr. Pedrick advised that Council cannot set TAC that 
exceeds the upper range of ABC for an overfished species. Gulf king mackerel was in that category. 
However, Council is not bound by the type of risk analysis done by the Stock Assessment Panel (SAP) and 
can set its own policy. The framework procedure is written in a way that puts the stock assessment panel's 
written report in the context of a recommendation. Therefore, Council could establish a policy on the 
bounds of ABCs and may or may not involve the SSC. Mr. Perret asked if the Stock Assessment Panel had 
changed the risk analysis from the range of 16 - 84 to the current 50 - 50 monte carlo. Mr. Pedrick stated 
he was not aware of how this selection was made but it could have been initiated by the panel in good faith. 
However, he reiterated that the Council had the authority to set the risk analysis as it chose. Mr. Perret 
maintained the Council had never taken action to set the range at 50 - 50 monte carlo. Mr. Leary advised 
that the concept of pre-season adjustments originated when Amendment 1 was under consideration. It was 
the Council's understanding that they must operate within parameters. General guidelines were established 
by setting up stock assessment panels to draw up an ABC range. This would then be reviewed by the 
scientific and statistical committee and returned to the Council for adjustments. It was later determined that 
the TAC for overfished stocks must be below the upper level of ABC. It was decided to leave the SAP free 
to make their own determination using the best available data. The SSC would serve as a peer review 
group. Mr. Leary referred to the bar graph on page eight of the 1992 Report of the Mackerel Stock 
Assessment Panel (Tab B, No. 3) and pointed out that the possibilities ranged up to 20 million pounds of 
Gulf king mackerel. The 84 percentile equaled 15 million pounds which was near MSY and stocks were not 
fully recovered. The SAP felt the risk was great at these percentages so chose the 50 percentile which 
brought the upper level to 6.1 million pounds. Mr. Perret asked when Amendment 1 was implemented. Mr. 
Leary responded in 1985. Mr. Perret contended this was an arbitrary decision made by a panel and should 
be voted on by the Council members. Mr. Powers observed that the methodology used to achieve these 
percentages was less an issue than the risk factor involved. He maintained the figures using either delta 
or monte carlo systems were very similar. Ms. Black asked if the impact of the change in the risk analysis 
had been an issue in the SAP, SSC and subsequent AP meetings. Dr. Nelson indicated it had been touched 
on by the SAP but not discussed at length. Dr. Kemmerer noted that the intent of SAPS was to produce 
purely scientific data and not concern themselves with issues such as bag limits. Dr. Kemmerer's 
amendment to the motion failed for a two fish bag limit for July and August to revert to one fish bag 
limit for the remainder of that quota year and remain in effect for all the following year. 

Mr. Rayburn asked if Mr. Pedrick was advising that the SAP reviewed biological data, interpreted it, and 
presented it to the Council. It was the Council's prerogative to determine a TAC within the ABC and set a 
bag limit. Mr. Pedrick agreed. Mr. Minton advised returning to the 16 percent - 84 percent margin and set 
TAC within these parameters. He referred to page 7 of the SAP report. Mr. Green pointed out that the SAP 
report had indicated though Gulf king mackerel had been fished beyond TAC for a number of years, it 
continually recovered. Dr. Anthony spoke in support of Mr. Green's comment. Dr. Shipp offered a 
substitute motion to set TAC for Gulf group king mackerel at 7.8 million pounds. Dr. Kemmerer 
contended the fishery would not support an increase in harvest. Mr. Pedrick advised Council needed to 
choose an ABC range before setting TAC. Mr. Swingle noted that the monte carlo range was 3.6 to 14.9 
and in the delta smoothing process the range was 4.0 to 10.7. Dr. Shipp offered an amendment to the 
committee motion to use the delta method and establish an ABC range of 4.0 to 10.7 and select a TAC 
of 7.8 million pounds. Dr. Nelson felt the TAC should remain at 6.1 million pounds. He expressed concern 
that it was unclear how much Gulf stock was actually in the mixing zone. Dr. Shipp noted he would have 
preferred remaining with the 6.1 million pound TAC but felt an adjustment was needed to accommodate the 
two fish bag limit. Amendment to the committee motion carried by vote of 14 to 1, with Dr. Kemmerer 
opposing. 

Dr. Kemmerer felt until information was received on the mixing zone, the Council should not make a decision 
and he spoke in opposition to the motion. Dr. Nelson maintained that page 5 of the Mackerel Stock 



Assessment Panel report stated: "Results from these recent studies indicate that over the period 1983-Feb. 
1992, between 5-25% of fish along the Atlantic coast in the winter are fish from the Gulf migratory group." 
He felt this was good information. Committee motion as amended carried by vote of 11 to 2 to use the 
delta method and establish an ABC range of 4.0 to 10.7 and select a TAC of 7.8 million pounds with 
a bag limit of two fish per person per day. (There is to be no allowance of three fish for anglers or 
charter boats). (Current TAC is 5.75 million pounds.) 

On behalf of the committee, Dr. Nelson moved for a TAC for Gulf Spanish mackerel at 8.6 million 
pounds (which is the current level and which is below the upper level of ABC range of 9.8 million 
pounds), and a daily bag limit to conform to the adjacent state, and not to exceed 10 fish. Mr. Horn 
asked if Dr. Powers had the figures for the delta method also. Dr. Powers asked if the Council wanted the 
ABC fixed the same as for Gulf group king mackerel between 16 and 60 percent. Mr. Horn observed his 
concern was that, though the Gulf group Spanish mackerel quota had not been met, the potential to do so 
remained. He asked what would be the comparable 60 percent range using the delta method. Dr. Powers 
responded 10.2 million pounds. Dr. Nelson noted that neither the recreational or commercial sector had 
reached their quota during the past three years. The yield for 1991-1992 was projected to be 5.7 million 
pounds out of an 8.6 million pound quota. Motion carried, with no objection. 

On behalf of the committee, Dr. Nelson moved to adjust the MSY for cobia upward from 1 million 
pounds to 2.2 million pounds based on more complete information obtained in recent years. This 
increase was approved by the SSC and South Atlantic Council, and may be accomplished as a 
seasonal adjustment. Motion carried. 

Dr. Nelson stated the committee noted the Socioeconomic Panel was concerned about the limited data base 
of economic and social information available. The panel recommended some actions to correct the problem 
and these appear in the report vab 86, page 4, item 4). On behalf of the committee, Dr. Nelson moved 
that the Council implement the following recommendations: 

The SEP felt that if this panel is to meet its' responsibility for the 1993 review, the following 
minimum tasks must be completed: 

a) convening of a small group of social scientists to develop a consensus on the allocation 
framework; 

b) updating of the Prochaska commercial mackerel demand study; 

c) re-estimation of the Milon recreational demand analysis using more recent information; and 

d) a social assessment which addresses the coastal migratory pelagic fishery." 

Mr. Swingle noted that the term "social scientists" encompassed economists, anthropologists, and 
sociologists. Ms. Black referenced Item a), asking if this meant the impacts of altering the division between 
east and west in the Gulf would be considered. Dr. Nelson responded that it had been agreed that this was 
needed in order to do a dynamic bio-economic model, incorporating both the static stock and allow for 
changes in stock abundance to be reflected as a set of parameters within the model. This model was to 
be used to give allocation advice. This did not pertain to the east-west division. Motion carried. 

Mr. Nix asked if anyone wished to file a minoriiy report and Mr. Swingle offered staff assistance if needed. 
There were no requests. 



Dr. Nelson stated that the committee could not address final actions on Amendment 6 and deferred to the 
Council. He asked Mr. Leary to point out the areas of Amendment 6 where the Gulf and South Atlantic 
positions were not consistent. Dr. Nelson suggested if agreement could not be reached on these measures 
that they be deleted from the amendment. Mr. Spitzbergen noted that the recovery period must be agreed 
upon by both Councils. Mr. Leary referenced Draft Amendment 6 flab B, No. 9), page 5, "13. Lack of 
adequate information makes it difficult to evaluate the effect of heavy local fishing pressure on dolphin." The 
South Atlantic Council version reads: "There may be a problem of localized depletion of dolphin due 
to heavy localized fishing pressure." Mr. Spitzbergen noted that three states in the South Atlantic region 
had dolphin rules and a judge had recently ruled that state regulations would not prevail when there were 
no similar federal regulations. Though dolphin did not seem to be in danger of being overfished, in some 
localized areas there seemed to be a depletion problem. The intent of the South Atlantic Council was for 
the states to have latitude to manage these localities. Dr. Nelson moved to adopt the South Atlantic 
policy on localized depletion (see above) and state that it is not the Gulf Council's intent to preclude 
a state implementing more restrictive regulations on the dolphin fishery to address localized fishing 
problems. Dr. Nelson commented that the dolphin migrated north past the Keys and Miami and up into 
North Carolina waters. At that time many small dolphins pass close to shore and recreational fishermen, 
chiefly in the Miami area, would catch hundreds of these fish. Though this did not seem to be a biological 
problem, the numbers were so diminished as they moved further up the coast there were many less dolphin 
available for anglers in those areas. In order to retain fish for the waters further north, a ten fish bag limit 
for Florida waters was established. Motion carried, with one opposition. 

Mr. Leary referenced Option B (Rebuilding overfished stocks within a specific period), on page 5. The 
Council in their January, 1992, meeting had deferred action on this issue until such time that the Mackerel 
Stock Assessment Panel could define generation time. The Mackerel SAP has since accomplished this task 
and included in their report their method of determination. King mackerel generation time was calculated 
at ten years, Spanish mackerel at five years, and cobia at seven years. The South Atlantic Council reviewed 
this report but decided not to use a generation time and selected a recovery time for king mackerel at 
twelve years, beginning in 1985; and for Spanish mackerel, seven years, beginning in 1987. The Gulf 
Council's position was Option B-2, which stated that the recovery period was not to exceed one and one- 
half generation time for that species. Mr. Spitzbergen noted that the South Atlantic Council had adopted 
a compromise position on this issue. Dr. Anthony moved that the Gulf Council adopt the South Atlantic 
Council position on recovery times (see bold, above) outlined in Tab B, No. 10. Mr. Perret asked what 
was to be done about cobia. Dr. Nelson replied they were not overfished and therefore did not require a 
recovery period. Mr. Horn spoke against the one generation time and in support of one and one-half 
generation time for recovery of Gulf group king mackerel. Motion carried by vote of 12 to 4. 

Mr. Leary referenced Amendment 6, page 15, (b) December 1 until 80 percent of adjusted quota is taken: 
(Vessel fishing days begin at 6:00 a.m. and extend until 6:00 a.m. the following day, and vessels must 
be unloaded by 6:00 p.m. of that following day.) Mr. Wallin moved to adopt (b), above. Mr. Rayburn 
suggested altering the term ''trip limits" to "possession limits" as recommended by the Law Enforcement 
Committee. He explained this change would be for enforcement purposes. Mr. Swingle asked Mr. Pedrick 
if this language could be incorporated into the regulations when they are drafted, with a clarifying statement. 
Mr. Pedrick responded affirmatively. Motion carried. 

Mr. Leary referred to Amendment 6, page 18, (Option G-4), To be eligible for a permit the owner or 
operator must be able to show that at least (10 or 25) percent of his earned income was derived from 
commercial fishing (i.e., sale of catch or charter fishing), or they realized gross sales of seafood or 
income derived from commercial charter or headboat fishing of ($5,000 or $10,000) from one of the 
three preceding calendar years. The Gulf Council had selected 25 percent or $10,000 of earned income 
and the South Atlantic Council had chosen 10 percent or $5,000 of earned income. Both Councils had 
agreed applicants may qualify in one of the three preceding calendar years. Mr. Spitzbergen commented 



that the only fishermen who provide fresh-caught mackerel to the restaurants in the North Carolina - Georgia 
area are the part-time fishermen. Public hearings held in those states found no support for choices above 
the ten percent figure. Dr. Kemmerer moved to retain the 25 percent and $10,000 earned income 
position for one of three preceding years (above). He noted that if this motion were to pass he would 
recommend that this issue be addressed in the next amendment. He did not advocate delaying Amendment 
6 in order to consider this matter further. Dr. Nelson suggested and. Dr. Kemmerer concurred to amend 
the motion to retain the language "for one of three preceding years" and table the income -- 
requirements until after the joint meeting of the two Councils. Amended motion carried. 

Mr. Leary suggested some editorial changes in Amendment 6. In the table on page 25, in the explanation 
regarding the amount of small fish that were taken in 1989-1990, note that the 30 percent reduction was 
applicable to a 20-inch size limit, only had it been in effect in 1989 and 1990. Appendix pages A-1 through 
A-3 consolidated the actions of all the previous amendments into the procedures for framework adjustments. 
He pointed out in Amendment 5 cobia was included in the framework adjustment for size limits, MSYs and 
bag limits. Cobia was included in Section D, but it was not included in page 83 in the F-1 section where 
it reads: "adjustment of point estimates of MSY for cobia and for mackerel within a special range". He 
requested adding cobia to that section for consistency purposes. Dr. Anthony moved to forward the 
amendment to the Secretary of Commerce giving staff editorial license to make technical changes 
(see above). 

A roll call vote was taken on Dr. Anthony's motion as follows: 

Dr. Anthony 
Mr. Collins 
Mr. Gill 
Mr. Horn 
Dr. Kemmerer 
Mr. Minton 
Mr. Perret 
Dr. Shipp 
Mr. Nix 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Ms. Black 
Dr. Fisher 
Mr. Green 
Mr. Jenkins 
Mr. King 
Dr. Nelson 
Mr. Rayburn 
Mr. Wallin 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Motion carried. -- 
Dr. Nelson noted it had been determined that a retroactive control date could be assigned. The Council 
must decide whether to set a control date for mackerel and notify the public that if they did not possess a 
commercial permit for this fishery as of January 1, 1992, they might be excluded from the commercial sector 
of this fishery in the future. Mr. Swingle observed that Mr. Pedrick had stated this would be permissible 
since these dates had been advertised in 17 public hearings in the Gulf and South Atlantic areas. Dr. Nelson 
moved to set a control date of January 1, 1992, for all permits in the Coastal Pelagic fishery. Dr. 
Kemmerer inquired if Dr. Nelson meant to include both commercial and recreational permitted vessels in 
his motion. Dr. Nelson responded affirmatively. Motion carried with Ms. Black abstaining. 

Dr. Nelson advised that Dr. Walter Milon had completed a study on the efficacy of an ITQ system for the 
coastal pelagic fishery, and staff drafted an options paper on limited entry. He suggested convening a joint 
meeting of the Coastal Pelagic Management Committees of the Gulf and South Atlantic Councils. 

Reef Fish Manaaement Committee Re~ort 

Mr. Wallin reported that the committee had reviewed the status of red snapper landings during the 1992 
season and during the emergency rule and had received summaries of the stock assessment panel report 



and the SSC and AP recommendations. They had also examined the options paper measure to extend the 
1992 red snapper season. To provide guidance to the stock assessment panel, the committee requests the 
following be considered in the assessment: 

a) Combination of a trip limit and restricting commercial fishermen to 30 fathoms of water or deeper 

b) Combination of a trip limit and restricting commercial fishermen to 15 fathoms of water or deeper 

c) Open the fishery (by emergency rule) from September 1, 1992 to November 15, 1992. 
Close the fishery from November 15, 1992, to January 15, 1993. 
Open the fishery from January 15, 1993 to May 30, 1993 (or when the quota is filled). 
i) implement the above season with no trip limits 
ii) implement the above season with a 1,000 pound trip limit for the first open period. 
iii) implement the above season with a 1,000 pound trip limit for the first open period, and a 

5,000 pound trip limit for the second open period. 

d) Commercial closure during the spawning season, and a recreational closure during the first three 
months of the commercial season. 

In consideration of the need to begin a plan amendment procedure for any changes to take effect in 
January; 

The Committee recommends that the Council direct staff to develop an options paper, to be considered in 
July, for plan amendments to address the following: 

- Changes to the starting date of the red snapper fishing year 
- Changes to reef fish dealer and vessel permitting requirements and provisions 
- Eliminating the use of fish traps in the Gulf of Mexico 
- Spawning season closures for mutton snapper and amberjack 
- Single species permits 
- Requirement that every fish in the management unit be landed head and tail intact 
- Special management zones: 

- off Alabama 
- Florida middle grounds 
- mutton snapper spawning aggregation sites 
- other areas as appropriate 

Mr. Atran advised the gear restrictions, closed season, area, and time changes were covered under 
framework procedures and would not require an amendment. Dr. Shipp asked if the Council should 
recommend an ITQ system for red snapper if it could be implemented by early 1993. Mr. Swingle replied 
that workshops on this issue were scheduled for June and August, which could result in the development 
of an ITQ or other limited entry system, but doubted it could be activated by the first of next year. He 
pointed out that the allocation procedure alone would probably require about two months, in particular if 
an appeals board was involved. Ms. Black asked if it would be possible to establish an emergency rule to 
prevent the re-occurrence of derby fishing. Mr. Swingle stated that the Council would review at the 
September meeting the recommendations of the stock assessment panel for extending the fishing season. 
This would go forward through regulatory amendment since the framework procedure does allow for trip 
limits and closed periods. He commented that it might be profitable to develop and send a questionnaire 
to red snapper fishermen for their input, noting that a few individuals tended to dominate public hearings. 
Mr. Swingle observed that a socioeconomic paper prepared by Dr. Morgavio indicated that 87 percent of 
shrimp fishermen contacted individually supported limited entry in Louisiana. Ms. Black asked if the 
questionnaire would be prepared, returned, and analyzed in time for the July Council meeting. She was 



concerned that delays could seriously impact the red snapper fishery. Mr. Swingle responded that the 
Council would take action the second week of September and expected a regulatory amendment would be 
completed and sent to NMFS by October 15th. If all criteria were met, it should be implemented by January 
1, 1993. Mr. Lindall felt if the proposed regulatory amendment were forwarded to NMFS by November 1, 
1992, it would be possible to activate this amendment by January 1, 1993. Dr. Nelson spoke in support 
of sending a questionnaire to the snapper fishermen. Mr. Swingle suggested that Drs. Orbach and Ditton 
could draft the questionnaire, including provisos to explain how each choice would affect the fishery, for 
submission to Council at their July meeting. Dr. Kemmerer felt sending and evaluating questionnaires was 
time-consuming. Dr. Nelson offered to issue the questionnaires from his office and forward them on to the 
other Gulf state directors. He commented that there were a limited number of red snapper fishermen. Ms. 
Black stressed that any questionnaire should be so worded as not to lead the respondant in any way. She 
expressed concern that social and economic impacts of delaying the red snapper opening had not been 
fully explored by the Council. Mr. Nix remarked that this would be reviewed at the September meeting. Ms. 
Black reiterated the socioeconomic impact needed more study. Dr. Anthony referenced the Reef Fish 
Management Committee summary, item c, noting neither opening the fishery by emergency rule from 
September 1, 1992 to November 15, 1992, or closing the fishery from November 15, 1992, to January 15, 
1993, received support from the committee. He observed these were not options they wished the stock 
assessment panel to consider. Dr. Nelson stated he would like to review at the July meeting an options 
paper containing the recent changes, in preparation for decision-making in September. Dr. Kemmerer 
commented that time to accomplish this task was limited. Mr. Rayburn felt that industry was chiefly 
concerned with opening the fishery and abolishing quotas. Ms. Black contended that with a wider sampling 
of opinion achieved through a questionnaire, some useful suggestions might be garnered from the industry. 
Mr. Nix concurred, adding fishermen should be advised in this document that their suggestions could be 
valuable in averting a derby fishery next year. Mr. Wallin expressed agreement with Mr. Rayburn's 
comments. Mr. Nix supported Mr. Swingle's view that a small number of spokespeople dominated public 
hearings and that a questionnaire sent to each individual in the fishery might bring in fresh ideas. Ms. Black 
noted that the fishery was driven to derby fish because the quota system put pressure on the fishermen. 
Possibly an allocation system would be preferable. Council anreed by consensus to develop and 
distribute a questionnaire to red snapper fishermen. 

Mr. Green moved that when the Reef Fish Stock Assessment Panel considered the following, as 
recommended by the Reef Fish Management Committee, the Law Enforcement Panel also receive a 
copy of the agenda for their comments on enforceability of any options set forth in item c. 

a) Combination of a trip limit and restricting commercial fishermen to 30 fathoms of water or 
deeper 

b) Combination of a trip limit and restricting commercial fishermen to 15 fathoms of water or 
deeper 

c) Open the fishery (by emergency rule) from September 1, 1992 to November 15, 1992. 
Close the fishery from November 15, 1992, to January 15, 1993. 
Open the fishery from January 15, 1993 to May 30, 1993 (or when the quota is filled. 
i) implement the above season with no trip limits 
ii) implement the above season with a 1,000 pound trip limit for the first open period. 
iii) implement the above season with a 1,000 pound trip limit for the first open period, and 

a 5,000 pound trip limit for the second open period. 

d) Commercial closure during the spawning season, and a recreational closure during the first 
three months of the commercial season. 



Motion carried. -- 

Mr. Green asked if the limited entry workshops would include other fishery issues. Mr. Swingle responded 
it had been suggested that discussions of how to extend the 1993 season could be held. However, the 
Council had decided to disseminate questionnaires to red snapper fishermen instead. Dr. Kemmerer moved 
that Council send letters to each fishing association that deals with snapper and each state SeaGrant 
group and request guidance on whether to extend the 1993 fishing season, and if so, how. He felt 
more industry input would be useful. Motion carried. 

Red Drum Manaaement Committee Re~ort 

Mr. Horn stated the committee reviewed the comments and recommendations of the advisory panel, the 
SSC, and NMFS on Draft Amendment 3. On behalf of the committee Mr. Horn moved that the amendment 
with the following editorial revisions be submitted to NMFS for implementation. On page 3 of that 
document, the committee accepted the SSC recommendation that the parenthetical phrase "(less than 
30-inches total length)" in the last sentence following the word "juvenile" be deleted. This was 
recommended because some fish less than 30-inches in length are adults. On page 4 in the first 
paragraph, third line, the committee accepted the SSC recommendation that "age four" be footnoted 
to indicate that "more recent data from Wilson, et al. (1992) indicates that some age three fish are 
recruited to the offshore stock." 

On page 8 at the top of the page, the committee changed "Proposed Alternative" to "Preferred Option" 
based on NMFS recommendations. On page 9, the committee similarly changed "Rejected Alternative" 
to "Rejected Option." Although one NMFS reviewer had suggested deleting the Initial Regulatory 
Flexibility Analysis on page 11, the committee retained the section. Committee members suggested 
staff revise language on page 13 under Impacts on Other Fisheries. 

Mr. Minton recommended that the word "juvenile" referenced in the page 3 revisions (above) should read 
"juvenile and subadults". Mr. Swingle agreed with this statement and suggested it might be appropriate to 
strike "juvenile" and substitute "red drum less than 30 inches total length". Mr. Minton moved to substitute 
the phrase "juvenile and subadults" for the word "juvenile" in the editorial revision for page 3. Motion 
carried b~ consensus. 

A roll call vote was taken on the committee motion as follows: 

Dr. Anthony 
Mr. Collins 
Mr. Gill 
Mr. Horn 
Dr. Kemmerer 
Mr. Minton 
Mr. Perret 
Dr. Shipp 
Mr. Nix 

Motion carried. -- 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Ms. Black 
Dr. Fisher 
Mr. Green 
Mr. Jenkins 
Mr. King 
Dr. Nelson 
Mr. Rayburn 
Mr. Wallin 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Mr. Horn stated the committee also reviewed two issues in the proposed regulations for the amendment 
which is Tab D, No. 6 Handout. In implementing Amendment 3, NMFS proposes to (1) remove the TAC 
procedure from the regulations and; (2) to remove regulation language which would require that a person 
landing red drum, other than from the directed commercial fishery, must comply with the landing laws of 



the state where landed. The TAC procedure is being removed because it is not necessary in the regulations 
since it is in the FMP and because it is not a rule. The landing law provision is being removed because 
there is no fishery in the EEZ and it is not in accord with the case ruling by the District Court for the District 
of Columbia. Removal of this provision does not preclude use by the Council of landing laws when a 
harvest is allowed from the EEZ. The committee took no action on these issues. 

Administrative Policv Committee Re~ort 

Mr. Jenkins stated the committee considered two issues under Tab E, No. 3 of the new regulatory language 
of 50 CFR Part 601 which govern salary compensation of Council members. Both of these issues relate to 
salary compensation to members for travel time associated with attending Council meetings and other 
functions. The rule provides that members will be compensated for travel on the day preceding and day 
following a scheduled meeting that precludes a member from conducting his normal business on the day 
in question. The rule further provides that time is compensable where a member is required to expend a 
private effort which substantiallv disru~ts a work day to the extent the work day is lost to the member. The 
issues were, how should substantially disrupts be interpreted and what constitutes a work day. 

Historically, the Council had compensated members for travel days regardless of whether they occurred on 
work days or not. The rule prohibited such salary compensation unless travel effected a work day. It was 
pointed out that some members work only Monday through Friday and others work six or occasionally 
seven days per week. 

On behalf of the committee Mr. Jenkins moved that salary compensation for travel days be handled on 
a case by case basis, leaving to the Council member the discretion to state whether a work day had 
been substantially disrupted by either of the travel days of that person. The Council staff will develop 
a form for payroll purposes which the member will fill out and sign indicating work days affected. The 
form will be included with the travel authorization and returned for computation of salary by the staff. 
Mr. Pedrick stated that the standard that should be applied to compensating a Council members on a day 
preceding or following travel is that this travel precludes a member from conducting normal business. He 
suggested a revision to read: ''The salary compensation for travel days be handled on a case-by-case basis, 
leaving to the Council member the discretion to state whether that member was precluded from conducting 
his/her normal business on the day in question on either of the travel days of that person". Mr. Green 
contended travel was often necessary on weekends in order to attend meetings and should be 
compensated. Mr. Jenkins agreed with Mr. Green's statement. Mr. Pedrick recommended a letter be written 
to the Secretary of Commerce requesting a regulation change. Mr. Horn amended the motion to 
incorporate the language "The salary compensation for travel days be handled on a case-by-case 
basis, leaving to the Council member the discretion to state whether that member was precluded from 
conducting his/her normal business on the day in question on either of the travel days of that person" 
into the committee motion. Motion carried with one abstention. 

Mr. Jenkins moved the Council request a regulation change to allow compensation for weekend travel 
to attend meetings. Motion carried. 

Law Enforcement Committee Re~ort 

Mr. Rayburn stated the committee had recommended that t r i ~  limits in Coastal Pelagics Amendment 6 be 
changed to possession^. It was felt this would facilitate enforcement. On behalf of the committee Mr. 
Rayburn moved to recommend that the Council indicate to NMFS that it does not endorse a split 
closure off Texas. He noted that during the January meeting a group had appeared before the Council 
and requested that NMFS study the possibilities of a split season, with a line set at the San Bernard River. 



Northeast of this line the closure would be limited to 15 miles and south of the line it would extend outward 
for 200 miles. The Law Enforcement Advisory Panel and Law Enforcement Committee recommended that 
this not be endorsed by the Council. Dr. Anthony asked whether Council members from Texas agreed with 
this decision. Mr. Collins responded that most shrimpers from the lower coast of Texas opposed the split 
season as not enforceable. Mr. Horn commented that testimony from fishermen from the upper Texas coast 
indicated opposition to the 200-mile closure for economic reasons. Motion carried. 

Marine Recreational Fishina Statistic Survey 

Dr. Witzig gave a slide presentation, covering the survey, history, and methods of calculation. The Marine 
Recreational Fishing Statistic Survey was begun in 1979 along both the Atlantic and Pacific Ocean coasts. 
Before this date there were no coastwide surveys using consistent and standard methodologies. Five types 
of information are needed to estimate catch. The CPUE and the total estimated effort are needed to develop 
the equation, and telephone surveys conducted every two months are used to gather this information. For 
purposes of the survey, the east and west coasts of Florida are dealt with separately. Except during summer 
months when persons vacationing may travel further, only coastal counties are included in the survey. The 
exception is Florida where all counties are considered coastal since the state is almost entirely surrounded 
by water. Approximately 90 percent of all households contacted report no fishing activity. An intercept 
survey is conducted to estimate out-of-state fishing activity. Survey interviewers assigned to heavily fished 
sites report observed catches of various species. 

Dr. Anthony asked if three people fishing from one boat are intercepted would this be reported as three 
separate fishing trips. Dr. Witzig responded if all were fishing this would be reported as three separate trips 
for purposes of the survey. However, this practice was being examined and may be abolished in the future. 
Dr. Anthony commented that his boat had been intercepted twice and no questions were asked about catch 
and release. Dr. Wi i ig  replied that this was an oversight since inquiries about catch and release were 
normally included. Dr. Anthony suggested that inquiries be more specific when asking distances from shore 
or where the catches were made. Mr. Collins asked how households were chosen for surveys and if they 
reported no fishing trips would they be recontacted. Dr. Witzig replied a working block of telephone 
numbers were used and samples of prefix numbers with a random selection of the final four numbers. This 
sampling frame and directory was updated on an annual basis. Mr. Atran questioned for households 
containing multiple telephone lines if data might be obtained from this household more than once in a single 
survey. Dr. Wi i ig  advised this would be precluded since one of the questions asked was if they had already 
been contacted. Mr. Atran asked when these surveys were made. Dr. Witzig responded the surveys 
covered a fourteen-day period, typically between 6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. Mr. Green inquired how long 
interviewers had been engaged in this work. Dr. Witzig responded some of them had been interviewing 
fishermen since the late seventies and others had less experience. Those in supervisory positions had at 
least three years of previous experience. New employees were observed for performance on their first three 
assignments. Dr. Nelson commented that he had been contacted at home by an interviewer and felt they 
had done a good job. Mr. Swingle asked if the interviewer encountered species identification problems. 
Dr. Witzig responded the interviewer followed a procedure in attempting to achieve accuracy in identification. 
Mr. Atran asked if spear fishermen were classified as anglers or interviewed in the survey sampling. Dr. 
Witzig stated they were not excluded, but only occasionally interviewed. Mr. Atran inquired if fishermen 
using gill nets and other none hook-and-line gear were interviewed. Dr. Witzig replied affirmatively, but to 
a lesser degree. Dr. Kemmerer asked if Dr. Witzig felt that overall estimates were in the high or the low 
range. Dr. Witzig responded he could only state he believed them to be unbiased. He suggested splitting 
Florida into four zones (northeast, northwest, middle, and the Keys) when estimating mackerel populations. 
Mr. Zales expressed concern about inaccuracies in estimating mackerel stock for January and February of 
last year. Dr. Witzig responded these were a result of a change in coding occurring early last year and 
which had created some confusion. Mr. Zales asked why there was no method in place to catch errors 
earlier. Dr. Witzig replied that a mackerel review panel reviewed information on a bi-monthly basis. 



Law Enforcement Re~ort 

Mr. Pedrick reported that over the first five months of this year 145 cases were investigated, many involved 
reef fish and endangered species. Since the end of 1991 over 50 unpaid penalty cases were referred to the 
U.S. Attorneys for prosecution in the federal district courts. Those who were involved in Magnuson Act 
violations and are the owner of a vessel may have it seized if they fail to pay penalties. A well-known 
treasure salvor blew approximately 60 holes in a seagrass bed in the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary 
which had also resulted in destruction of soft and hard corals. There was a further report that a cannon and 
anchor from the historic vessel under this area were removed in violation of the Marine Protection Research 
and Sanctuaries Act. A suit has been filed with a preliminary hearing soon to take place. Mr. Minton asked 
if there was a set rate for violations. Mr. Pedrick replied internal guidelines dictated fines appropriate to the 
person's income and payments could be made over a three-year period. Dr. Nelson inquired if an anchor 
were brought up covered with living coral would this be a violation. Mr. Pedrick responded affirmatively, 
stating such a situation recently occurred in the Flower Gardens Sanctuary. In that case the person involved 
was informed of the law and the anchor had remained untouched. Mr. Jenkins noted that four out of five 
endangered species violations appeared to be by Vietnamese fishermen and asked if there was a language 
problem. Mr. Pedrick replied there also appeared to be cultural problems related to some of the sea turtle 
violations. Mr. Jenkins noted there had been 200 pelican eggs taken from a rookery in Louisiana by 
Vietnamese fishermen. Dr. Kemmerer commented that in some cases Vietnamese are receiving bad advice. 
The U.S. Department of Justice had sponsored an education program directed toward Vietnamese fishermen 
in an effort to establish better communication. Mr. Minton advised that radio broadcasts through the 
Catholic Relief Organization had attempted to provide education on U.S. fishery laws. 

LtCmdr Watson advised there would be a report on enforcement efforts during the Texas shrimp closure 
at the next Council meeting. He announced that Lt. Karl Moore would be filling his position on the Council 
since he was scheduled for transfer this summer. 

Miaratorv S~ecies Manaaement Committee Re~ort 

Dr. Nelson stated that the newsletter would be used to solicit candidates to serve on the Tuna Advisory 
Panel. The Migratory Species Management Committee met in closed session to consider consolidation of 
the Billfish, Swordfish and Shark Advisory Panels. After discussion, the committee decided to retain the 
advisory panels status quo. 

Director's Re~orts 

Mr. Perret gave a slide presentation. He noted that when in spring large amounts of rain caused the river 
to rise on the Louisiana coast which had an adverse effect on shrimp recruitment. This condition had 
existed in the previous year. When long-term salinity was at 10 parts per 1,000 or higher, shrimp 
populations increased. Higher water temperatures also had a beneficial effect. Recruitment was very early 
this spring but survival rates were low, possibly because environmental conditions had not yet stabilized. 

Mr. Rayburn advised that the bay shrimp season opened May 15 and the Gulf, off Texas waters, closure was 
scheduled for 30 minutes after sunset May 15. It will reopen 30 minutes past sunset on July 6. Two limited 
entry hearings were held on the shrimp fishery by a legislative committee in Texas. The shrimp industry 
almost unanimously opposed any form of limited access in their fishery. Some interest in limited entry was 
expressed by bay shrimp fishermen. The commission was expected to increase the bag limit for Spanish 
mackerel to seven. Mr. Rayburn reported approximately 120 bottle-nose dolphin deaths off the central Texas 
Gulf coast. There were no indications as to the cause of this rather high mortality rate. 

Mr. Gill stated that the legislature had recently completed a session. A transport license bill had been 
passed which would require any fisherman unloading shrimp at Mississippi docks to pay a $100.00 licensing 



fee. Another bill was passed which allowed fishermen away from the dock over 24 hours to fillet their fish. 
However, they are required to fill out a form which advises them they would be in violation of the Lacey Act 
by bringing filleted fish controlled by the federal government and other states into the state of Mississippi. 
Mr. Gill related there had been a problem with persons catching shrimp in nursery areas on the Mississippi 
coast and selling them in other states as live bait. A new bill will allow only commercial shrimp fishermen 
to sell live bait to other states. Since commercial shrimpers are not allowed to fish in the estuarine areas 
it is hoped this action will halt this practice. Another part of this bill will allow recreational fishermen to use 
cast nets to catch shrimp in those areas and at the times of the year that salt water intrudes into fresh water 
areas. A bill was passed to require Mississippi regulations to be no more stringent than that of the federal 
government. Speckled trout hearings were presently being held which were proposing a catch of 25, to be 
14 inches in length, with 5 undersized allowed, those to be no smaller than 12 inches. 

Mr. Minton stated that a saltwater fishing license had been approved by the legislature and signed into law 
by the governor the previous week. It created a license for persons fishing south of a defined line which 
was set by regulation. It affected the freshwater laws also. Formerly, a freshwater license was required in 
order to fish in any area that contained freshwater fish. The new legislation states that, regardless of species 
caught, if you were above this line, if you possessed this new license, which would cost $15.00 per year, 
plus a $1 .OO issuance fee, you were in compliance with the law. A charterboat license bill was also passed, 
with varying fees. 

Dr. Nelson advised that Monroe County had requested that the two-day sports season for spiny lobster in 
the Keys be eliminated. They have found it taxes their ability to feed, house, and provide medical care for 
the large number of people that invade the Keys for this event. The commission decided to schedule this 
activity for the last Wednesday and Thursday in the month of August. The feeling was that less people 
would attend in the middle of a week. A further incentive to not attend this event was provided by doubling 
the bag limit for those two days for anyone fishing for spiny lobster outside the Keys. 

Mr. Donaldson stated that the commission had held their annual spring meeting in Biloxi, Mississippi this 
year. The SEAMAP 1989 atlas had been published and was a summary of all biological and environmental 
information collected by this program. A reef fish survey had been implemented using a trap video 
methodology. Video cameras were being placed on hard bottom locations throughout the Gulf for 
approximately one hour periods in order to identify species in these areas. Best results had been achieved 
in Florida Gulf waters where the water was generally more clear. 

Mr. Fjetland reported that Director Michael Spear of the Southwest Region office was being reassigned to 
the Washington office. He is to be replaced by a Mr. Budebaugh, who is currently the Regional Director in 
Denver, Colorado. Mr. Fjetland had also changed positions and was now located in Austin, Texas, with the 
full-time responsibility for inter-agency coastal affairs. 

Mr. Fruge advised that in April of this year the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Corps of Engineers had 
sponsored a meeting in Vicksburg, Mississippi. Various fish and game and water quality agencies from 
states bordering the lower Mississippi were represented, with the exception of Kentucky. The purpose of 
this event was to discuss formation of an inter-agency organization to attempt to better coordinate the 
management of the lower Mississippi habitat and living resources, with the primary focus on the fisheries. 
Another five-person meeting would be held in the summer months to draft by-laws and formalize agreements 
for this fledgling organization. 



Other Business 

Dr. Kemmerer referred to Tab I, no. 3. He stated that the South Atlantic Council had objected to the fact 
that the Gulf Council did not plan to issue permits for vessels using lobster traps off the Florida coast. They 
also disputed the adoption of portions of Florida's trap rule. They did not want to rule out the use of wire 
traps. He commented that Florida's trap reduction program would not take place until a later date. Mr. 
Pedrick advised that the Florida Marine Fishery Commission had never considered eliminating wire traps and 
there was no reference to this issue in any public hearings. However, a reference to this matter was made 
in the Commission's submittal letter and in a summary of the measures that Florida was requesting. He 
recommended soliciting a letter from the Commission which stated it was not their intent to eliminate wire 
traps. This would enable the Council to change the regulation. A letter could be sent to the Regional 
Director from the Council asking Dr. Kemmerer to retract this request in Order to make the necessary 
regulatory changes. These alterations would (1) allow wire traps, and (2) return to status quo, which was 
requiring a federal permit for fish trappers fishing in the EEZ. None of these steps would require 
implementation of administrative procedures. Dr. Nelson commented that wire traps in state waters were 
objectionable because they tend to catch many tropical fish. He moved that Council concur in requiring 
the federal permit for lobster trappers fishing in the EEZ for an additional year. Motion carried. 

Dr. Kemmerer stated that NMFS would be proposing new TED rules and expect a great deal of interest from 
the public. Public hearings would be held in late June and in July of this year. A MARFIN meeting would 
take place in Orlando to discuss funding of projects for the following year and to review an operations plan. 

Mr. Rayburn asked if the Shrimp Management Committee intended to take final action on Amendment 6 at 
the July Council meeting. Mr. Leary advised that the Section VII consultation was not projected to be 
completed in time for the July meeting. Dr. Kemmerer confirmed this statement. Mr. Swingle stated that 
Dr. Orbach would submit a draft of the socioeconomic portion to the Socioeconomic Panel for review. It 
will then be peer-group reviewed by the economists and sociologists on the Standing SSC. Dr. Kemmerer 
recommended that the report be presented to the Shrimp Management Committee. Mr. Swingle advised 
that the Shrimp Management Committee would also be receiving at their next meeting a report on the 
Tortugas Sanctuary and the annual report on overfishing definitions. Mr. Rayburn asked the schedule for 
the completion of the biological assessment under Section VII. Dr. Kemmerer replied he did not have the 
schedule on hand. Mr. Rayburn asked if completion was expected by July. Dr. Kemmerer responded 
negatively. 

MEETING ADJOURNED 11:20 A.M. 


