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M I N U T E S  

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

ONE HUNDRED AND TWENTY-SECOND MEETING 

NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 

SEPTEMBER 16-17,1992 

The one hundred and twenty-second meeting of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council was called to 
order by Chairman H. Gilrner Nix at 8:35 a.m., September 16, 1992. Council members in attendance were: 

VOTING MEMBERS 

David Anthony 
Jane Black 

1 Julius Collins 

Frank Fisher 
Joe Gill 
Philip Horn 
James Jenkins 
Andrew Kemmerer 
Albert King 
Vernon Minton 
Russell Nelson 
Gilmer Nix 
L. Don Perkins 
William Perret 
Ralph Rayburn (designee for Andrew Sansom) 
Robert Shipp 
Thomas Wallin 

NONVOTING MEMBERS 

Douglas FrugC (designee for James Pulliam) 
Larry Simpson 

LtJG Karl Moore (designee for RADM Card) 

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

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Gulf States Marine Fisheries 

Commission 
U.S. Coast Guard 



STAFF 

Wayne Swingle 
Terrance Leary 
Tony Lamberte 
Steven Atran 
John Pedrick 
Beverly Badio  
Julie Krebs 

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

OTHER PARTICIPANTS 

William Lindall, National Marine Fisheries Service, St. Petersburg, Florida 
Wilma Anderson, Aransas Pass, Texas 
Ronald Anderson, Golden Meadow, Louisiana 
Lewis Anderson, Panama City, Florida 
Pete Aparicio, Victoria, Texas 
Horace Blanchard, Houma, Louisiana 
Curtis Bostick, Marco Island, Florida 
Sonny Bosworth, Dickenson, Texas 
George Brumfield, Moss Point, Mississippi 
Rick Burns, Orange Beach, Alabama 
Johnnie Clayton, Navarre, Florida 
Anthony Cuccia, Metairie, Louisiana 
Linda Johnson, Kenner, Louisiana 

i 
Chris Lagarde, Pascagoula, Mississippi 
Terry Malone, Mobile, Alabama 
Gene Myers, Gulf Shores, Alabama 
John Nowlin, Panama City, Florida 
Clarence Luguet, Jr., New Orleans, Louisiana 
Jim Reahard, Grand Bay, Alabama 
Orian Rowe, Bon Secour, Alabama 
Wendell Sauls, Panama City, Florida 
Ed Schroeder, Galveston, Texas 
Ross Stirling, Crystal Beach, Texas 
Mike Thierry, Dauphin Island, Alabama 
John Thompson, Buras, Louisiana 
Tom Van Devender, Mississippi Bureau of Marine Resources, Biloxi, Mississippi 
Wayne Warner, Golden Meadow, Louisiana 
Donald Waters, Pensacola, Florida 
Mike Whitfield, Panama City, Florida 
Jean Williams, Pascagoula, Mississippi 
Kay Williams, Pascagoula, Mississippi 
Henry Williams, Pascagoula, Mississippi 
Bob Zales, 11, Panama City, Florida 

Ado~tion of Agenda 

The agenda was adopted with the addition of the following under 'Other Business': Discussion of the March 
1993 Council meeting and the status of the red drum stock assessment. 



An~roval of Minutes 
'\ 

The minutes of the Gulf Council meeting held in Islamorada, Florida, on July 15-16, 1992, were approved 
with the following corrections: (underlined) Page seven, first line, second paragraph, should read: "Mr. 
Swingle asked if the South Florida Water Management District monitors the salinitya the outflows of their 
system into Florida Bay." Page 28, second paragraph, second to last line, should read: "One of the projects 
involves a research proposal on the use of archaeological coral as cultch material for ovster production." 
Page 17, Resnick Darnell's first name was misspelled and should read Rezneck Darnell. 

Public Testimony 

Red Snanner 1993 TAC/Ouota/Bag Limits 

Ed Schroeder, Gulf Coast Party Boat and Charter Boat Association and Galveston Party Boats, Galveston, 
Texas, (statement attached). Mr. Horn questioned the amount of red snapper that would be discarded with 
a 14-inch size limit. Mr. Schroeder replied that some charter boat operators would not fish areas where 
undersized fish (under 13 inches) were abundant since it discouraged customers who had to discard fish due 
to the size limit, and caused potential enforcement problems when customers attempted to conceal fish in 
their clothing or gym bags, etc. Mr. Collins questioned whether customers had difficulty catching 14-inch 
sued fish. Mr. Schroeder felt that experienced fishermen probably would not have difficulty catching legal- 
sized red snapper. Mr. Collins questioned whether Mr. Schroeder noticed an increase or decrease in the 
abundance of red snapper over the last two or three years. Mr. Schroeder replied that they had experienced 
trips where customers caught their bag limit in a short period of time. He added abundance had increased 
as evidenced by the fact that captains and experienced fishermen had no difficulty catching their daily bag 
limit. Mr. Minton questioned the percentage of trips fished in natural hard bottom. Mr. Schroeder 
responded approximately 50 percent of the time was fished in natural bottom although many man-made 
structures were located in the area, i.e., drilling platforms. Mr. Minton questioned whether Mr. Schroeder's 
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organization actively placed material to be used as artificial reefs. Mr. Schroeder replied no since too much 
shrimping activity occurred in the area. 

Donald Waters, Pensacola, Florida, had been in the red snapper fishery since 1974. He felt the proposed 
1,000-pound trip limits would have the same effect as the derby fishing which occurred the first two months 
of 1992 due to the influx of small boats entering the fishery. He urged the Council to take action to reduce 
the size of the red snapper fleet in order to extend the fishing season. He felt the charter boat fishery was 
important and should be protected perhaps by special management zones such as proposed by the state of 
Alabama; however, he expressed concern that other states may request protected areas. He predicted the 
1,000-pound trip limits would result in more frequent trips. 

Dr. Nelson questioned whether Mr. Waters supported the committee's recommendation limiting red snapper 
endorsements to those fishermen with landings of 5,000 pounds in any two of the last three years. Mr. 
Waters replied yes. Dr. Nelson also questioned whether Mr. Waters felt there was a significant difference 
between harvesting 2,000 pounds and 1,000 pounds via trip limits. Mr. Waters stated that if the fleet size 
were reduced, experienced red snapper fishermen would fish so as to maintain a viable market price; 
therefore, they would be less likely to harvest excessive pounds of fish. Mr. King questioned Mr. Water's 
opinion relative to the effects of the proposed 14-inch size limit on commercial red snapper fishermen. Mr. 
Waters felt a 14-inch size limit would not significantly impact the fishery. He urged the Council to permit 
a bycatch allowance during closed seasons in deep water to prohibit waste of the resource. Mr. Wallin 
questioned whether Mr. Waters favored periodic trip limits (two weeks per month without a quota) or trip 
limits restricted to a certain amount of pounds per trip. Mr. Waters recommended trip limits in conjunction 
with closed seasons in order to alleviated the derby effect which occurred in 1992. 



Mike Thierry, charter and headboat fisherman from Dauphin Island, Alabama, observed a significant increase 
1 in the abundance and size of fish off the Alabama coast since the implementation of bag and size limits. He 

fished primarily off artificial reefs in permitted areas in Alabama, and urged the Council to seriously consider 
creating special management areas of these permitted reef areas in order to provide protection for the 
species and to protect traditional red snapper fishermen. He concurred with the committee's 
recommendation for a 7-fish bag limit and a 14-inch red snapper size limit in the charter boat industry. 

Ms. Black questioned Mr. Thierry's opinion relative to special management areas which restricted 
commercial vessels with prohibited gear to be in transit and not fishing. Mr. Thierry recommended limiting 
gear to three hooks rather than restricting the number of commercial vessels in the area in order to alleviate 
some of the fishing pressure. 

Ross Stirling, shrimp fisherman from Crystal Beach, Texas, felt the Council's regulations created additional 
problems for the industry. He maintained that management measures such as permit requirements and 
closures allowed more individuals in the fishery who previously had no intention of entering the fishery. He 
felt there were too many small boats in the fishery harvesting 200 to 300 pounds of fish per day, several of 
which possessed no permits. He indicated the 5,000-pound requirement would eliminate him from the 
fishery. 

Mr. Perret questioned whether Mr. Stirling could provide suggestions to alleviate the current problems in 
the fishery. Mr. Stirling questioned the validity of the red snapper stock assessments and suggested the 
Council eliminate previous stock assessment and collect current information. He agreed that the stocks 
should be protected, but felt their condition was less severe than indicated by the stock assessments. He 
disagreed with all the proposed regulations listed in the red snapper questionnaire. 

Henry Williams, commercial red snapper fisherman representing the Save America's Seafood Industry 

I Coalition (SASI), disagreed with the proposed 14-inch size limit since it would result in higher release 
mortality in deeper waters. He agreed with the proposed regulation requiring commercial fishermen to use 
three hooks in the SMZ, but suggested only circle hooks be used in order to maintain a high survival rate. 
He opposed artificial reefs since juvenile red snapper congregated there and were more easily accessible. 
He strongly suggested studying the impacts of artificial reefs on the red snapper fishery. 

Johnnie Clayton, Navarre, Florida, representing the Northwest Chapter of Organized Fishermen of Florida, 
agreed with Mr. Waters' comments that the proposed 1,000-pound trip limits would create an influx of 
participants in the fishery. His organization favored the 5,000-pound landings qualifying level. Mr. Rayburn 
questioned whether OFF favored two week periodic closures or the 5,000-pound landings qualifier. Mr. 
Clayton stated OFF favored the 5,000-pound landings qualifier since two week periodic closures would 
destroy red snapper commercial fishermen and allow an open season for recreational fishermen. 

Jim Reahard, commercial fisherman and member of SASI, stated that the existing regulations were 
ineffective throughout the industry. He felt the Council had created a "black market" whereby red snapper 
were allotted to recreational fishermen while commercial fishermen suffered. He recommended a program 
to either aid commercial red snapper fishermen, or subsidize them for being eliminated from the fishery. 

Dr. Kemmerer related that enforcement was a critical part of fisheries management and required assistance 
from the general public. He urged fishermen to contact either himself or National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) enforcement agents when violations occurred. He stated he could almost guarantee that within a 
month or two months, depending upon the circumstances and the complexity of the issue, a case would be 
initiated. He pointed out that any information obtained would be kept strictly confidential on both the state 
and federal level. Ms. Black questioned Mr. Reahard's opinion relative to the proposal for a 5,000-pound 
qualifying level for red snapper permittees with a 200-pound allowance for all other fishermen. Mr. Reahard 



'1 expressed concern that an endorsement may set a precedent whereby fishermen would be limited to fishing 
for certain species and not be able to participate in other fisheries. 

Linda Johnson, representing the Do You Care Coalition of Commercial Fishermen, Kenner, Louisiana, 
described their organization as a small group of historically dependent red snapper fishermen and their 
families who had been socially impeded and economically depleted through the regulations enacted by the 
Council. The historical red snapper fishermen requested protection equal, at the least, to the protection and 
concern granted to the resource. The Coalition recommended the total allowable catch (TAC) be raised to 
6.0 million pounds in conjunction with the extension of the target year. Her organization felt the extension 
date should be whatever date the 20 percent spawning potential ratio (SPR) was reached while allowing 
dependents of the resource the ability to survive. The year SPR would be achieved should not be important 
as long as the resource was in a state of recovery and dependents of the harvesters of the user groups be 
ensured their survival in the fishery. The Coalition recommended the Council adopt the committee motion 
to establish by emergency action a red snapper endorsement to the reef fish permit to those permittees who 
had annual red snapper landings of 5,000 pounds in any two of the last three years, and combine this action 
with the framework measure which would allow a 2,000-pound trip limit for those participants remaining in 
the fishery. As an alternative measure to the committee motion requiring proof of landings of 5,000 pounds, 
the Coalition recommended that only participants who held a reef fish permit for three consecutive years be 
allowed to harvest red snapper in 1993. She estimated that the 3.1 million TAC would be harvested in under 
ten days if the number of vessels participating in the fishery were allowed to harvest 1,000 pounds per trip. 
She noted information was available in NMFS computers to identify reef fish permittees over the last three 
years which could be used to significantly reduce effort. The Coalition opposed special management zones 
stating they would result in illegal separation. The Coalition felt the proposed 14-inch size limit would result 
in further culling and waste of the resource. They recommended the Socioeconomic Assessment Panel be 
comprised of industry representatives as well as sociologists and economists to provide input in the 
development of socioeconomic reports. 
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Ms. Black questioned whether the Coalition preferred the 5,000-pound landings qualifier or their proposed 
alternative to allow only participants who held a reef fish permit for three consecutive years be allowed to 
harvest red snapper in 1993. Ms. Johnson preferred the later since it would be easier for NMFS to 
implement with existing information. Ms. Black asked Ms. Johnson what action should be taken if the red 
snapper endorsement was not available by January 1, 1993. Ms. Johnson felt if NMFS was unable to 
implement the system by February 15, the fishery should remain open to everyone until the quota was filled. 
Dr. Shipp asked whether the Coalition would support special management zones if the enforcement concerns 
were addressed. Ms. Johnson replied that the Coalition opposed special management zones regardless of 
the circumstances, stating that the zones segregated one sector of the fishery. However, the Coalition 
supported a reduction in the number of hooks in the proposed area, i.e., a three-hook reduction. Dr. 
Anthony questioned the number of fishermen who would q u w  under the Coalition's alternative proposal. 
Ms. Johnson replied approximately 1,200 fishermen. Mr. Rayburn questioned whether the Coalition still 
advocated a closure during the summer months. Ms. Johnson replied yes, stating she did not address this 
issue but rather addressed the current proposed actions. She recommended the fishery open January 1,1993, 
through May 31, close June, July, and August, reopen September, and continue fishing the remainder of the 
year. 

Mr. Rayburn noted that approximately 762 additional permits were issued in 1992. Therefore, since NMFS 
issued new permits in 1992, perhaps the fishery was not in such a poor condition that it was no longer 
economically feasible for new entrants in the fishery. Ms. Johnson disagreed stating economics was not 
responsible for new entrants into a closed fishery, rather the Council advertised its intent to implement a 
moratorium which allowed unqualified persons to own and operate vessels while supplementing their income 
through other sources. 



Wayne Warner, red snapper fisherman, disagreed with the proposed 14-inch size limit, noting it would 
destroy the market for 1 to 2-pound fish. He felt the proposed 1,000-pound bycatch allowance would force 
fishermen further offshore resulting in dangerous fishing conditions during the winter months. He concurred 
with the committee motion but was unsure whether the provision would be implemented in a timely manner. 
He agreed with the Coalition's recommendation that the committee motion, if adopted, be incorporated with 
the provision allowing 2,000-pound trip limits. He also opposed two-week periodic closures since fishermen 
would be forced to fish during inclement weather. 

Dr. Nelson questioned Mr. Warner's opinion as to whether the 2,000-pound trip limits were adequate or 
should be set higher. Mr. Warner felt trip limits should be set no higher than 2,000 pounds in order to 
conserve the resource. Dr. Kemmerer questioned whether the 14-inch size limit restriction would actually 
benefit the market by improving the catch. Mr. Warner disagreed stating the price of 2-4 pound fish would 
have to be reduced in order to compete in the lower-priced market. Dr. Anthony questioned whether Mr. 
Warner preferred a higher TAC with a 14-inch size limit or a lower TAC with a 13-inch size limit. Mr. 
Warner preferred the former in order to extend the season. 

Ronald Anderson, Golden Meadow, Louisiana, supported the concept of the committee motion to reduce 
the number of vessels in the fishery. He supported the 6.0 million pound TAC, but disagreed with the 
proposed 14-inch size limit. He noted the 13-inch size limit was already established and the stocks were in 
a state of recovery; therefore, he questioned the necessity of raising the size limit at this time. He 
maintained that the proposed 2,000-pound trip limits would still cause a derby fishery. Mr. Anderson related 
as a member of the Reef Fish AP, he introduced a motion to implement 2,500-pound trip limits with a 
maximum of two trips per month which would eliminate derby type fishing, eliminate the overabundance of 
fish after a closure, stabilize the market price with a constant supply of fish, allow owners and crews to 
realize a profit, encourage crews to harvest other species on the same trip in order to increase their profits, 
and would extend the fishing year to 210 days or seven months. If the number of vessels in the fishery were 
reduced further, the fishing season may possibly be extended throughout the year. The fishermen would have 
the flexibility of fishing during other times of the year when the weather improved. He strongly opposed 
special management zones off Alabama since other states may request likewise protection. His proposed 
recommendation would also discourage fishing by participants who reside in one state but land their catch 
in another. Dr. Anthony expressed concern with the enforcement aspect of implementing Mr. Anderson's 
recommendation. Mr. Anderson suggested establishing a coupon system to indicate when a participant had 
harvested his or her allowable catch. Dr. Kemmerer questioned whether it would be beneficial to permit 
dealers under a coupon system. Mr. Anderson agreed, stating dealer permitting should have been required 
during the development of the FMP in the 1980s. 

John Thompson, commercial red snapper fisherman from Buras, Louisiana, encouraged the Council to 
seriously consider the enforcement aspects of each of the proposed measures. He commented that there 
were 100,000 sport fishermen in the Gulf of Mexico each weekend; therefore, if 100,000 fishermen caught 
3 fish at 2 pounds per fish, it would result in a harvest of 600,000 pounds of fish per day or 1,200,000 pounds 
per weekend. Mr. Collins questioned why recreational fishing continued if, according to Mr. Thompson's 
statistics, the recreational quota of 2.0 million pounds would be filled in two weekends. Mr. Thompson 
maintained that the reason recreational fishing continued was due to lack of enforcement of the recreational 
quota. Mr. Jenkins questioned Mr. Thompson's statistics relative to the number of sport fishermen and the 
fact that they harvested 3 fish per person. Mr. Thompson replied that his figures were not exact; however, 
public testimony revealed on several occasions that fishermen were able to harvest 1,000 pounds of fish in 
two hours. Mr. Thompson reiterated the importance of enforcement of the regulations. Dr. Kemmerer 
explained that the NMFS Enforcement Division worked cooperatively with the states and the Coast Guard 
and made cases based on input from the participants in the fishery. 

Horace Blanchard, fisherman from Houma, Louisiana, was previously involved in a limited entry program 
in Alaska but currently fished for tuna and swordfish. He owned two permitted vessels measuring 93 feet 



and 72 feet one of which would qualify under the proposed 5,000-pound landings qualifier, but the other was 
questionable. H e  opposed allocations stating they limited an individual's right to earn a living. He 
recommended individual fish quotas where all fishermen were treated equally. He stated in Alaska 
fishermen sign a statement with the processors that all bycatch would be donated towards a fisheries 
rehabilitation fund (not a general fund) allocated to promote fish rehabilitation. Alaska also enacted a 
wanton waste law making it illegal to waste food. He stated in 1991, he personally donated food to the 
elderly and the poor. H e  reiterated his recommendation to implement individual fish quotas which would 
allow the sale of permits among individuals. 

Mr. Simpson questioned Mr. Blanchard as to how long he fished for salmon in Alaska. Mr. Blanchard 
replied since the 1970s. Mr. Simpson questioned whether a permit under the limited entry system must be 
fished on a periodic basis in order to retain the permit. Mr. Blanchard replied no. Mr. Simpson questioned 
whether a permittee could allow another fisherman to use his/her permit. Mr. Blanchard replied no, with 
the exception of special circumstances such as illness, etc. Mr. Simpson questioned what was the current 
value of the permit. Mr. Blanchard recently purchased a permit for his grandson for $27,000. He pointed 
out the current price as of January 1992, was $100,000 per permit, and his family held six permits. He  noted 
that permit holders who were not business oriented would sell their permits for practically nothing, but 
current value of the permits was $110,000. Mr. Simpson questioned Mr. Blanchard's opinion relative to 
developing a limited entry system gradually through individual fish quotas or by requiring external constraints 
or parameters, i.e., the 5,000-pound landings qualifier. Mr. Blanchard replied that the terms "traditional" or 
"historical" fishermen were rhetoric. He employed five fishermen in Panama City who fished as well as any 
of the "traditional" or "historic" fishermen present at this meeting, but would not qualify as "traditional" red 
snapper fishermen. A captain on one of his vessels landed 15,000 pounds of red snapper for 15 consecutive 
years, yet he would not qualify under the 5,000-pound qualifying level. Mr. Blanchard recommended the 
Council approach the situation on a business level by implementing individual fish quotas; therefore, those 
fishermen who were business oriented would survive. Mr. Simpson questioned whether speculation would 
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occur if individual fish quotas were granted to everyone who applied. Mr. Blanchard responded that as the 
permits attained status, they would attain value, and as they attained value the price would increase. He 
reiterated that the fishery should be operated as a business, and only those fishermen who were business 
oriented would be able to survive. 

Mr. King questioned whether another user group existed in Alaska, such as a recreational fishery, that 
required 50 percent of the fish be allocated to them. Mr. Blanchard replied yes, and explained that two 
percent of the gross salmon catch in Alaska was donated to a fund to rehabilitate the fisheries to produce 
more and ample fish for both user groups. Also, 90 percent of the fishermen (primarily sport fishermen) 
allocated king salmon towards stream rehabilitation which was comprised of hatcheries and habitat 
restorations. He added the two percent requirement was self imposed by the fishermen in the Alaskan 
fishery. Mr. King questioned what would be necessary for a fisherman to fish in Alaska. Mr. Blanchard 
replied that in 1992, nine red salmon per person could be harvested by the sport fishermen. When the 
escapement goals were reached in the river at 16 percent, the fishery was opened and fishermen were 
allowed to catch salmon using nets, rod and reel, etc. Mr. King clarified, however, that the Alaskan fishery 
was completely different from the Gulf fishery in that they were literally able to monitor the number of fish 
that would be classified as spawners in these river systems using various methods. Mr. Blanchard agreed. 

Gene Myers, General Manager of the Orange Beach Marina, and President of the Orange Beach Chamber 
of Commerce, Orange Beach, Alabama, discussed the economic impact to the charter boat and recreational 
fishing industry which generated many support industries in the Orange Beach area. H e  favored artificial 
reefs since they promoted fish abundance and created a management resource. H e  noted the economic 
impact to the area was great, and individuals were content with the allowable bag limit. He  contended that 
larger red snapper were found around artificial reefs in deeper waters rather than juvenile red snapper. He 
cited several economic impacts to the Orange Beach area including the fact that 70 charter boats in that area 
each employed at least two people, and several support industries supplied ice, food, fuel, bait, slip ramp 



rental, and advertising agencies that place advertisements for the charter industries, as well as the tourist 
industry. 

Ms. Black questioned Mr. Myers' opinion relative to special management zones. Mr. Myers felt special 
management zones would be warranted off the state of Alabama. He maintained that charter boats fished 
one area for a certain time and would return to that spot at a later date. Ms. Black questioned Mr. Myers' 
opinion relative to gear restrictions in the proposed special management zones and how to address the loss 
of the commercial fisherman's investment in artificial reefs in these areas. Mr. Myers felt a three hook 
restriction would be more feasible rather than derigging a vessel. He added in the Orange Beach, Alabama, 
area there were not a lot of commercial artificial reefs, and he was unsure how to address the situation. Dr. 
Shipp asked Mr. Myers to explain how the shrimp industry interacted in placing the artificial reefs in the 
area. Mr. Myers replied that the Corps of Engineers worked with the shrimp industry to develop a plan 
which would establish artificial reefs with a minimum amount of damage to shrimp trawlers. An additional 
plan was proposed by the Chamber of Commerce and the Gulf Coast Conservation Association (GCCA) 
to establish an inshore reef system with the cooperation of the shrimp industry. Mr. Collins questioned 
whether a decline in fishing effort occurred in the Orange Beach area over the last few years. Mr. Myers 
replied that despite the poor economy, charters improved in 1992 primarily due to favorable weather 
conditions. Mr. King questioned whether Mr. Myers' charter boat possessed a commercial reef fish permit. 
Mr. Myers replied no, stating he opposed regulations allowing charter boats to possess commercial reef fish 
permits. He added, however, that the 5,000-pound landings qualifier would probably eliminate the majority 
of this group. Dr. Anthony questioned whether the Orange Beach Chamber of Commerce conducted studies 
to determine the aggregate economic impact of the charter boat industry in Orange Beach. Mr. Myers 
replied that approximately three years ago, the Chamber conducted an in-house study which estimated the 
economic benefit of the charter boat industry at $10 million per year, and they were in the process of 
conducting further studies to obtain current estimates. Mr. Myers also emphasized the importance of 
enforcement while implementing regulations. 

Mr. Minton felt it may not be difficult to justify an economic crisis in order to protect the proposed special 
management areas. He recalled in 1990, the Council considered a potential bag limit of two or three fish 
in Panama City, Florida; however, it was the general consensus that the charter boat industry would be 
severely damaged. He questioned whether the proposed special management zones would have a 
catastrophic economic impact in Alabama, if because of management policies directed by the Council and 
changes in fishing effort, there was directed effort without some type of gear restriction. Mr. Myers replied 
that several factors on the commercial side would dictate how important that effort might be. When the 
Council imposed the 1,000-pound trip limit through emergency action, it severely affected the artificial reefs. 
Therefore, he felt unless the trip limits were increased to 2,000 or 2,500 pounds, and the number of 
participants were reduced, the Council should consider sanctuaries in conjunction with gear restrictions. He 
felt the uniqueness of the fishing area in Alabama could be used to justify special management zones in 
Alabama. Mr. King pointed out that an abundance of red snapper as well as other species such as shrimp 
were available in the proposed special management areas; therefore, he questioned the potential precedent- 
setting action of setting special conditions for a specific fish when other species were available. He stated, 
for the record, that there were some Council members who felt that, until these problems were addressed 
and solved, the proposed special management zones would be viewed as causing more special and unique 
problems to the fisheries in general. 

Rick Burns, Orange Beach Charter Boat Association, Orange Beach, Alabama, noted that with the 
abundance of red snapper off the coast of Alabama they could survive with the 7-fish bag limit and proposed 
14-inch size limit; however, he questioned whether the 14-inch size limit was enforceable. He concurred with 
the proposed special management zones with some type of commercial gear restriction, i.e., hook restriction. 

Wendell Sauls, Panama City, Florida, expressed concern regarding the number of vessels in the red snapper 
fleet. He concurred with the committee motion recommending a 5,000-pound landings qualifier with a trip 



limit. He suggested a possible split season, i.e., fishing the beginning and end of the year. He also stated 
that a three-year qualitier may help reduced the fleet. He favored trip limits but only if the number of 
vessels in the fishery was reduced, otherwise a derby fishery would still occur. He concurred with the 
recommendation to open the fishery by February 15, 1993, only if fishing effort in the red snapper fishery 
was reduced. He disagreed with the proposed 14-inch size limit. He supported special management zones, 
but disagreed with the proposed location. He fished off the Alabama coast twice a year on his way to 
Louisiana, therefore, the proposed restriction would force him to make a 40 hour run without stopping. He 
added that the area in question was in federal jurisdiction, and any fisherman had the right to fish in those 
waters. 

Jean Williams who represented SASI of Pascagoula, Mississippi, stated that with the advent of the Council's 
regulations, several families who were members of the Coalition were economically distressed. She urged 
the Council to consider the plight of the families dependent on the fisheries. 

Mr. King requested Mr. Mike Whitfield who was a red snapper commercial fisherman from Panama City, 
Florida, be allowed to speak before the Council. Mr. Whitfield disagreed with the proposed 14-inch size 
limit, stating the 13-inch size limit was responsible for enough mortality. He felt allowing a bycatch in the 
red snapper fishery was impossible to enforce. He opposed the quota system, stating it put unnecessary 
constraints on commercial fishermen. He recommended establishing 1,000-pound trip limits with the 
elimination of the quota system. 

Shrimr, Amendment 6 

Wilma Anderson, Executive Director of the Texas Shrimp Association (TSA), Aransas Pass, Texas, addressed 
the Council (statement attached). Mr. Collins presented economic statistics in the Brownsville/Port Isabel, 
Texas, area as follows: The Chamber of Commerce estimated the value of the shrimp industry to the region 
between $150 to $180 million. Fuel costs were estimated at $60,000 to $75,000 per year, per vessel. He 
pointed out that support industries employed over 3,000 people in the area, and had a significant impact on 
the overall economy of the area. He questioned Ms. Anderson as to the economic impact of the shrimp 
industry in the Aransas Pass area. Ms. Anderson reported that the dockside value of the shrimp industry 
in the Port Aransas area alone was $600,000, excluding the economic impact of support industries and 
employment. The industry was in the process of developing a portfolio outlining the economic impact of the 
shrimp industry. She noted the shrimp industry was responsible for hundreds of thousands of jobs to all 
ethnic groups, many of whom did not have adequate education to find alternative employment. She 
cautioned that the Council's regulations would force many of these people to become dependent on state 
social programs, i.e., welfare and food stamps. She also noted the shrimp industry supported the tourist 
industry by providing shrimp to hotels, restaurants, etc. Mr. Collins questioned TSA's opinion relative to 
mandatory observers on shrimp vessels. She personally felt the state of Texas had already complied with 
NMFS request to carry observers by providing a vessel from the Shrimp Research Foundation, one vessel 
from the Gulf and South Atlantic Foundation, and four vessels from TSA. Mr. Collins questioned TSA's 
opinion relative to permits for all shrimp vessels. TSA felt permits were unnecessary since the information 
was already contained in NMFS computers. Mr. Collins questioned whether information on the size of the 
fleet would be distorted due to the influx of vessels submitting applications. Ms. Anderson agreed, stating 
many permit applications would be received from unqualified persons for the purpose of obtaining a permit 
to resell at a later date. 

Sonny Bosworth, member of Texas Shrimp Association from Dickenson, Texas, pointed out that white shrimp 
were not present beyond 20 fathoms since they were an inshore fishery and should be regulated by the states. 
He opposed permits, stating they were a prelude to individual transferable quotas (ITQs) which limited his 
right to shrimp. He opposed limited entry in the Gulf of Mexico because the shrimp fleet had experienced 
a reduction over the last ten years. He opposed mandatory observers on shrimp vessels since several 
shrimpers were willing to cooperate by providing voluntary observers. He concluded by urging the Council 
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to reject Amendment 6 in its entirety. Dr. Kemmerer explained to Mr. Bosworth that the permit system had 
nothing to do with limited entry or ITQs. Mr. Bosworth felt the permit system was an initial step towards 
a limited entry program or ITQs. 

Orian Rowe, Bon Secour, Alabama, questioned the data which was used to develop the overfishing definition 
of white shrimp. He disagreed with the 600 million level of spawning adult white shrimp, stating the figure 
was chosen arbitrarily by the Southeast Fisheries Center of NMFS to further the Government's agenda 
against the shrimp industry. He expressed mixed emotions regarding the proposed permit system, stating 
he would not want to lose his privilege of fishing by having his permit revoked for the carelessness of a vessel 
captain. He noted a reduction in the shrimp fleet occurred over the last 40 years, yet this fact was 
overlooked in all of the documents and correspondence developed by the Department of Commerce and 
NMFS. He questioned NMFS' methods of data collection since he recalled only being interviewed once and 
was unsure whether that was by NMFS or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Mr. Rowe recommended a 
voluntary observer program, and cited an instance where he was chosen to take an observer onboard. The 
observer missed his first plane resulting in his making two round trips to the airport of 60 miles each way, 
his boat had to be docked for 24 hours, and the observer became ill on the vessel. Therefore, the total 
investment including food, lodging, etc., resulted in approximately $2,300. 

Mr. Mhiton asked Mr. Rowe if he was familiar with the trip interview system whereby information obtained 
through the program was used to determine where shrimping activity occurred, etc. Mr. Minton explained 
that a NMFS port agent or a state agent interviewed captains of vessels directly regarding poundage of 
shrimp harvested, areas fished, etc. Mr. Rowe was not familiar with the program. Dr. Kemmerer clarified 
that if an observer was scheduled to board a vessel and was not present at the dock at the specified time, 
the observer would be held liable. The captain was in complete charge of the vessel, and if the observer in 
any way hindered operations, the captain was not obligated to keep the observer onboard. In the case of 
illness, Dr. Kemmerer suggested contacting the Coast Guard to remove the observer. 

Anthony Cuccia, Assistant Managing Director of the American Shrimp Processors Association and member 
of the Shrimp Advisory Panel since 1977, (statement attached). 

Pete Aparicio, President of the Texas Shrimp Association, Victoria, Texas, did not recognize any benefits 
or advantages from the measures proposed in Amendment 6. He felt the measures would require additional 
NMFS personnel at the expense of the taxpayers. He questioned the necessity of permits to determine the 
size of the shrimp fleet, and would welcome the opportunity to carry an observer aboard his vessel. Dr. 
Kemmerer mentioned he would arrange an observer onboard Mr. Aparicio's vessel as soon as possible. He 
reiterated that the permit requirement would not only determine the size of the shrimp fleet, but would also 
obtain necessary information regarding the vessels including the changes that would occur over time. At this 
time, that information was not available. He noted the permit system would also obtain data from the states 
on a more consistent basis, and would allow NMFS the opportunity to monitor the status of the shrimp fleet. 
He reiterated the intent of the permit system was not to implement a future limited entry system, but to 
determine where participants were in the fishery and the potential of the fishery. Dr. Kemmerer questioned 
whether Mr. Aparicio supported a non-revokable permit. Mr. Aparicio responded he did not support a 
permanent system. 

Ross Stirling, shrimp fisherman from Crystal Beach, Texas, opposed the overfishing definition for white 
shrimp. He questioned the Council's action to set the level for white shrimp at 600 million parents when 
brown shrimp were at 125 million and pink shrimp were at 100 million. He noted white shrimp reproduced 
as well, if not better, than brown and pink shrimp. He maintained that recruitment was less of a problem 
than the effect of environmental conditions, noting a large number of parent stock at any given year did not 
ensure a good season due to environmental conditions. He felt the parent stock was not a definite answer 
to a good season or a bad season. He reported white shrimp fell below the 500 million parent stock level 
for three consecutive years in the 1960s, and without the Council's interference, the stock recovered. The 



majority of white shrimp were harvested in state waters; therefore, any regulations implemented by the 
Council would be more or less nullified. He felt the only reason for setting federal standards for overfishing 
white shrimp would be both bureaucratic and political. He recommended the states regulate white shrimp. 
He suggested the Texas closure continue to be reviewed annually. He personally felt the Texas closure 
should be set a nine nautical miles which would eliminate the annual review and federal intervention in state 
matters. He questioned the necessity of vessel permits, citing NMFS statement that "the counting of the 
visible vessels is debateable." He questioned this statement stating NMFS used the same data from the port 
agents to calculate CPUE and other information. Mr. Stirling opposed the protocol criteria, stating it was 
too in-depth and time consuming. He cited an instance where an observer onboard his vessel attempted to 
obtain the necessary data, but it was so involved that the shrimp would begin to spoil and the crew had to 
help him. Mr. Minton pointed out that the proposal to eliminate annual reports of the Texas closure would 
not deprive the industry of the flow of information but directed efforts toward obtaining data based on 
specific problems generated from the industry. Dr. Kemmerer referred to Mr. Striling's comments relative 
to the NMFS observer program, stating the observers were well trained and held masters degrees and in 
some instances even Ph.D.'s. 

Red Snanner Effort Management Workshons 

The report of the Red Snapper Workshops held in August 1992, was deferred from the committee session 
to the full Council. Dr. Orbach gave a slide presentation on effort management in the Gulf of Mexico. He 
emphasized in the workshops that discussion relative to long-term effort management options would not be 
implemented in 1993, but rather 1994 and beyond. The objectives of the first series of workshops held in 
June 1992, were to discuss with fishermen and other fishery constituents the problems and issues in the 
fishery, the different forms of effort management, i.e., ITQs, license limitation, gear-based management, etc., 
and to develop ideas for the second series of workshops. The objectives of the second series of workshops 
held in August 1992, were to summarize the results of the first series of workshops, and to evaluate 
alternatives for effort or access limitation for the red snapper fishery according to a specific set of criteria. 
The alternatives which were evaluated were: license limitation, ITQs, license limitation combined with ITQs, 
trip limits and seasonal openings, and the present management system. He emphasized that any future 
systems, in comparison with the present system, must be accomplished in the absence of a moratorium. 

The criteria by which the alternatives were evaluated were: 1) fishermen flexibility, 2) biological impacts, 
3) economic impacts, 4) sociological impacts, 5) enforceability, 6) administrative impacts, and 7) other (at 
the suggestion of participants). The alternatives were rated from very positive to very negative with plus and 
minus signs. Narrative comments were also recorded in the matrix. An attempt was made to reach a 
consensus before filling in the matrices, with qualifying or dissenting comments noted. Dr. Orbach reported 
that the results from the matrixes were added together, resulting in a relative ranking of the options with 
respect to each criteria. For example, under the category of fishermen flexibility, one of the reasons ITQs 
were ranked lower than license limitation was that ITQs would designate a maximum amount that each 
fisherman could catch, and some of the workshop participants felt that would reduce their flexibility. The 
use of ITQs ranked fairly high because it was considered the feasible method to distribute effort throughout 
the year. For the purposes of discussion at the workshops, a 1,000-pound trip limit and a two week opening 
beginning on the first of each month until the quota was filled was used. Several comments at the workshops 
suggested that trip limits and periodic openings increased the costs of producing a pound of fish due to 
inefficiencies introduced from trip limits, and "mini derbies" with adverse economic and sociological (safety 
and conflict) impacts. 

ITQs were generally ranked positively on all criteria except enforceability and administration, largely due to 
the complexity of the system and the geographic spread and diversity in the fishery itself. Negative comments 
on ITQs generally centered around limitations on individual catches, especially since the probable base period 
was one of low harvests, even though individual catches could be expanded through purchase of ITQs. 
Smaller scale fishermen were concerned that large scale fishermen would receive a disproportionate share 



of the quota, and those in the western Gulf were concerned that a major share of the ITQs would go to 
I those from the eastern Gulf, even though the eastern fishermen fish in the west. Dr. Orbach reported under 

the category of sociological impacts the present system ranked low because of the disruption of the system 
to people's lives in general. Trip limits and openings also ranked low since fishermen would have to fish 
during inclement weather and be subjected to "mini derbies." Under the category of enforcement, a license 
limitation system ranked high in enforceability, whereas ITQs and administration ranked low due to the fact 
there would be no closure and fishing would have to be monitored throughout the year. In addition, 
enforcement would be necessary to ensure individual quotas were not exceeded. The present management 
section ranked high since the fishery closed once the quota was filled. 

Dr. Orbach reiterated that the analysis was not strictly quantitative, but rather a general evaluation of what 
the participants in the workshops felt might achieve the objectives of the topics under consideration more 
fully. Virtually all participants agreed that much better enforcement would be required for proper 
management, especially if a new, more complicated system were developed. However, enforcement may not 
be as difficult if the number of participants in the fishery was reduced. 

Dr. Orbach noted during the workshops, many individuals, especially from the western Gulf, mentioned the 
possibility of exclusive registration areas within which only fishermen registered or permitted for that 
particular area would be allowed to fish. It was also noted that either a license limitation or ITQ system 
(particularly the latter) would be difficult to enforce without substantial state cooperation. Compatible 
closures would probably suffice in the case of license limitation, but for ITQs some form of agreement 
similar to that in the Shark FMP where those fishing in the EEZ would agree not to fish in the state zone 
many have to be considered. This was because under ITQs there would be no overall season closure. 
Fishermen would fish whenever they wished until they reached their ITQ amount, necessitating making 
determinations year round concerning each fisherman's catch to date and where the fish were harvested. 

I 
Dr. Orbach reported that virtually all workshop participants agreed that some form of dealer licensing was 
appropriate and would be necessary under any form of effort management, with the fisherman's federal 
license number recorded on all fish tickets. Some participants cautioned that such a system may have effects 
on dealers in terms of paper processing and possible consolidation of landings with a small number of buyers. 
Consideration was given to the suggestion to extend effort management to all reef fish because of the 
potential need for such a system in other reef fish fisheries, and in part because of the difficulty of separating 
red snapper from other reef fish fishing. 

The workshop participants also discussed recreational versus professional recreational fishing (charter and 
headboats). This issue had two impacts: The first was a concern that one sector (commercial fishing) should 
not have limited access while another (recreational) did not. The second, suggested by some charter boat 
fishermen, was the potential for a limited access system for professional recreational (charter and headboat) 
fishing. This alternative was discussed at the workshops, with mixed opinions from the workshop 
participants. However, if a license limitation system were considered for the charter and headboat sector, 
it would probably have to be accomplished in conjunction with other management measures such as 
designated sector quotas and special management zones. 

Dr. Orbach concluded, stating license limitation and ITQs were the highest rated of the alternatives although 
opinions varied widely. He recommended the Council pursue a third series of workshops to present to 
participants the Council's evaluation of the alternatives developed from the first two series of workshops. 
He also recommended if the Council decided to pursue a license limitation or ITQ system, that several 
details must be addressed which were raised by the workshop participants. With respect to extending 
management to other reef fish, the situation differed between red snapper and other reef fish significantly 
enough such that it may be advisable to proceed with the red snapper program as a "pilot", and, if the 
Council felt it appropriate, begin conceptual work on a possible expansion to all reef fish. At this time, Dr. 
Orbach felt it would probably not be advisable to include other reef fish in the current red snapper 



discussion, assuming that any possible proposal for a red snapper effort management program might proceed 
in 1993 for implementation in the 1994 fishing season. 

Dr. Orbach noted several details must be considered by the Council in the event a license limitation or ITQ 
system were implemented. He referred to the effort management system in Alaska, pointing out that the 
market feature of the system became effective only after an initial qualifying distribution of either the licenses 
or ITQs. In other words, fishermen must land a certain amount of fish in order to obtain points and thus 
qualify for a license. 

Dr. Orbach noted several questions must be addressed before implementing a license limitation or ITQ 
system for the red snapper fishery, such as whether to use the control date, whether permitted fishermen 
from 1990 and beyond would be allowed to participate, whether to require a permit for one, two, or all three 
years to obtain the original limited entry license, whether to implement a landing requirement and if so, for 
one, two, or three years), and whether to implement a threshold level of 1,000,5,000 pounds, etc. He noted 
these issues would be addressed though an analysis with NMFS and in working with the constituency. He 
assured that more detailed information would be available by the January 1993 Council meeting if the 
Council chose to conduct additional workshops. 

Dr. Orbach cautioned that the endorsement concepts to be addressed applied to 1993 only, but such action 
may have an impact on any long-term system. In his experience, the more complicated an emergency action, 
the more scrutiny that action would receive. He also noted having obtained detailed input relative to the 
present management system, there was some risk of burning bridges with an emergency action that may 
effect the progress toward the long-term system. For example, the 5,000-pound landings qualifier would 
include participants in the fishery since the control date was established, and possibly exclude some 
participants with small landings. It would also require possessing actual landings records for all participants 
who qualify which, while not impossible, would be difficult to implement within the next few months. The 
alternative three-year qualifying period for a red snapper permit would be more administratively simple, but 
would exclude participants who were involved in the fishery since the control date was established. He 
reiterated that whatever action taken for the 1993 fishing season as emergency action ideally should be 
accomplished with consideration for the overall long-term effects to the fishery. He questioned whether the 
Council wished to continue the process through a third series of workshops, and whether they should be 
restricted to red snapper. 

Ms. Black recommended continuing the program regardless of any action taken for the 1993 fishing season 
since the process was well underway and it would be difficult to obtain input from the same participants if 
any time elapsed. Dr. Kemmerer concurred with Ms. Black's recommendation. He questioned whether 
there was a good mixture of the kinds of participants at the workshops, i.e., small boats, large boats, new 
fishermen, and "traditional" fishermen. Dr. Orbach stated there were clearly some differences between the 
participants in the workshops, but overall a number of different groups were represented. 

Mr. Wallin moved to conduct a third series of effort management workshops in the red snapper fishery. 

Mr. Rayburn questioned Dr. Orbach's opinion, based on the responses of red snapper fishermen, of the 
likelihood of implementing the alternatives discussed at the workshops. Dr. Orbach replied that no system 
would please everyone, but-he was impressed since a large number of participants at the first series of 
workshops were present at the second series. He explained, however, that a effort reduction program for 
the red snapper fishery would be more difficult to establish since it was a multi-state fishery and the 
participants in the fishery were more diverse than fishermen in fisheries where such systems exist, i.e., spiny 
lobster and salmon fisheries. In addition, there was no single organization, such as OFF in Florida, who 
could help to coalesce fishermen to consider such a system. He felt there was an interest to pursue further 
with the potential for productive input. 



Mr. Rayburn questioned how the Council's actions for the 1993 fishing season, through some kind of 
limitation on access to the red snapper fishery such as a qualifier or endorsement, would impact the third 
series of workshops. Dr. Orbach responded that interest was clearly shown on the part of the industry for 
moving toward a direction of restricting the participation for 1993. He felt the more restrictive or sudden 
the Council's actions appeared, the more potential would exist to disrupt the proceedings although some 
action may be appropriate. He urged the Council to avoid any action which would drastically affect the 
participation in 1993 that people who may in fact qualify for a long-term system would be eliminated in 1993. 
Dr. Orbach conferred with Council staff and tentatively suggested that the third series of workshops be 
scheduled in early November although the potential actions concerning red snapper endorsements for 1993 
would have a significant effect on the discussion. 

Mr. Horn questioned whether the workshop participants felt a limited access system was inevitable and thus 
provided input, or whether they could express their opposition to such a system. Dr. Orbach related some 
comments from the workshops suggested the Council had already decided to implement some type of limited 
access system. Dr. Orbach pointed out that NMFS had clearly exhibited some preference toward these 
systems and even some preference for the ITQ type structure. He then reported to the workshop 
participants that he had spoken to Dr. Fox personally on many occasions, and Dr. Orbach informed him that 
the right management tool, i.e., ITQs, license limitation, etc., must be found to implement such a system; 
however, Dr. Orbach did not personally express preference for a particular approach. With respect to the 
Council's intentions, Dr. Orbach reported to the workshop participants that historically the Council was 
undecided as whether to implement a limited access system. 

Mr. Gill questioned whether the continuation of the limited access process was premature since any action 
would apply toward the 1994 fishing season. Dr. Orbach felt the potential existed for accomplishing 
something productive in the fishery with the red snapper endorsement concept for 1993. Furthermore, 
whatever action the Council chose would have to be explained at the third series of workshops. He felt 

\ action was required immediately to alleviate the concerns expressed by the industry and the Council toward 
the manageability, conservation, and the livelihood of those in the fishery. 

Motion carried to conduct a third series of effort management workshops in the red snapper fishery. -- 

Reef Fish Management Committee Renort 

Mr. Wallin reported that discussion of mutton snapper regulations was deferred until the November Council 
meeting because the public hearing scheduled for Key West, Florida, on August 25,1992, was postponed due 
to Hurricane Andrew. Draft Amendment 5 to the Reef Fish FMP was reviewed. It was noted that the 
Council voted to adopt a prohibition on the use of fish traps in the EEZ of the Gulf of Mexico without 
consideration of alternative options. It was further noted that at the last Reef Fish Management Committee 
meeting, staff pointed out that permit requirements for 1993 needed to be addressed by a plan amendment 
in order not to disenfranchise persons from the fishery due to a short season. 

Mr. Wallin moved, on behalf of the committee, that draft Amendment 5 contain an option that income in 
1992 would not count toward meeting the income requirement for a 1993 permit, i.e., the income 
requirement for 1993 could be met based on the years 199011991 instead of 199111992. Staff would develop 
alternative options, and all options were to be included in the draft amendment without a preferred option. 

Mr. Lindall clarified that during the moratorium, the Council decided to allow unqualified individuals to 
purchase a vessel that was permitted and have one year to qualify for the permit. In this case, he questioned 
whether it was the intent of the Council to automatically reissue permits to those persons in 1993. Mr. 
Swingle understood the motion to include more than the committee motion of eliminating 1992 as a 
qualifying year which was considered because apparently Amendment 4 required that if an individual 
qualified in one of two years of the income requirement period, a permit would be reissued. This raised 



concern that if 1993 was a bad year individuals could not qualify, resulting in two consecutive years in which 
individuals could not qualify; thus, they would be disenfranchised. The other alternative of qualifying in one 
of three years would apply to the vessel the individual purchased if the original permittee met the 
qualifications for the permit. Mr. Linda11 explained that quaUcations were reviewed based on the owner 
or operator; therefore, in this case, the vessel with the existing permit would be the new operator, and if the 
motion carried, those individuals would automatically receive permits in 1993 even though they did not meet 
the income requirement. 

Mr. Rayburn questioned whether an individual could use 1992 as a qualifying year. Mr. Swingle clarified that 
according to the committee motion, 1992 would be eliminated from consideration, but other options would 
be included in the public hearing draft, one of which would be an option to qualify in one of three years. 
Mr. Rayburn recommended the option to qualify in one of three years. 

Motion carried that draft Amendment 5 contain an option that 1992 would not count toward meeting the -- 
income requirement for a 1993 permit, i.e., the income requirement for 1993 could be met based on the 
years 1990/1991 instead of 199111992. Staff would develop alternative options, and all options were to be 
included in the draft amendment without a preferred option. 

The committee observed that fish traps had become prevalent as far west as Apalachicola, Florida. 
Therefore, Mr. Wallin moved, on behalf of the committee, that Panama City, Florida, be replaced by 
Apalachicola, Florida, as  a public hearing location for draft Amendment 5. Motion carried. 

In order to prevent vessels from using gear restricted in SMZs, Mr. Wallin moved, on behalf of the 
committee, that vessels in SMZs (off Alabama) with prohibited gear must be in transit and not fishing. 

Mr. Perret opposed the motion, stating he did not necessarily oppose the restriction itself, but the fact that 
an individual must remove the gear from the boat placing an unnecessary burden on a large number of 
people because the SMZ area was a fairly substantial area. If an individual used prohibited gear, he or she 
would be in violation and could be cited. Mr. Horn concurred with Mr. Perret's comments in opposition 
of the motion. Dr. Nelson argued that this measure should be included as an option in order to obtain input 
at public hearings. He noted the measure would be the most stringent action likely to be used by the 
Council in the event one or all of the areas were approved. In turn, alternatives may be offered by persons 
in the industry as a result of including this measure. Ultimately, he did not state he would support the 
motion, but reiterated that the measure should be included in order to obtain input relative to the whole 
concept of the SMZ and the potential impacts. 

Mr. Gill concurred with Mr. Perret's comments in opposition of the motion, pointing out the enforcement 
of such a measure would be extremely difficult. Mr. Minton concurred with Dr. Nelson's comments that the 
public should be aware that SMZ areas were under consideration, thus some positive and perhaps negative 
input may be obtained from the industry. Mr. King questioned whether the motion would proceed as the 
Council's preferred option. Mr. Swingle noted this point was unclear. Mr. King did not oppose including 
the motion as an option to be presented to the public, but opposed labeling it as the Council's preferred 
option. 

Dr. Kemmerer offered a substitute motion that the Council adopt the preferred option of vessels in SMZs 
with prohibited gear must not have that gear rigged for fishing. Mr. King asked for a definition of the term 
"rigged for fishing." Dr. Kemmerer answered "rigged for fishing" would mean that hooks could not be 
attached, etc. He noted a similar measure applied to shrimp trawls where they had to meet certain 
requirements. 

Dr. Shipp reported he originally made the committee motion and at that time he did not intend for it to be 
listed as a preferred option. Should the committee motion carry, he felt it should not proceed as the 



Council's preferred option in order to generate discussion. Mr. Perret questioned if shrimp trawling gear 
could be attached to a vessel during the Texas closure. Dr. Kemmerer referred to the proposed revised TED 
regulations where the term "not rigged was defined as the net not being attached to the doors. In the same 
sense, the term "not rigged referred to the hooks not being attached to the bandit rig, for example. H e  
noted the term could be defined for each type of fishing gear to determine a reasonable way to have the gear 
not rigged for fishing. 

Mr. Perret felt the substitute and committee motions were unnecessary and would place an undue burden 
on the fishing community. H e  felt the proposal would generate a great deal of negative discussion which may 
hinder the possibility of implementing special management areas. He recommended the proposal be made 
as simple as possible in order to obtain positive public input. Mr. Horn questioned the intent of the 
substitute motion in terms of the type of gear that would be permitted for commercial fishermen. Dr. 
Kemmerer replied that the intent of the substitute motion was that any prohibited gear could not be rigged 
for fishing. Mr. Horn questioned whether a commercial fisherman could fish with a rod and reel but not 
be able to use his bandit gear on the vessel. Dr. Kemmerer noted that the intent of the substitute motion 
was that any prohibited gear could not be rigged for fishing. Mr. Horn questioned whether the intent of the 
substitute motion was that if a specific number of hooks were allowed and a fishermen had that specific 
number of hooks on his power reels whether it would be acceptable, but if he had more than the allowable 
number it would not be acceptable and he could not use his bandit rigs. Dr. Kemmerer replied that if a 
bandit reel was a prohibited piece of gear then he would not be allowed hooks or TEDs. That was the 
reason a boat would be defined as rigged for fishing. On the other hand, if bandit gear was authorized in 
the area with three hooks only, and if he had five hooks he would be in violation. He reiterated the intent 
of the substitute motion was not to define the type of gear that was allowed or prohibited. Mr. Swingle 
explained that the gear was already defined within the measure by defining hand-held rod and reel as the 
preferred gear and then the alternatives were whether to apply a provision to limit the gear to three hooks 
and whether the alternatives would apply toward one, two, or all the areas. Dr. Kemmerer noted gear 
restrictions were not included as the preferred option. He reiterated the intent of the substitute motion 
would in no way define the type of gear to be used. 

Mr. Rayburn understood the intent of the substitute motion was to establish general provisions for future 
management zones which if not established, would be unenforceable. He questioned how the Coast Guard 
could make a case against individuals who had illegal gear onboard without a provision limiting the type of 
gear which would be allowed. Lieutenant Moore replied that the only way a case could be made against such 
individuals was to witness them actively using the gear. Mr. Rayburn suggested if the Council were to 
establish special management zones, a provision should be included to ensure the enforceability of the actions 
taken. Lieutenant Moore mentioned that the substitute motion would be preferable from an enforcement 
standpoint, stating if it were illegal for a vessel to be rigged, one would not have to prove whether an 
individual was fishing. 

Dr. Nelson pointed out that the issue was whether large areas should be limited to hook-and-line. H e  
concurred with Mr. Rayburn's comments that if the Council chose to establish management areas, provisions 
should be included to ensure their enforceability. 

Dr. Nelson offered a substitute motion that draft Amendment 5 be sent to public hearings with the 
committee motion prohibiting transit with illegal gear, Dr. Kemmerer's substitute motion that any 
prohibited gear should not be rigged for fishing, and any other options staff wished to include with no 
indication of a preferred option. 

Mr. Perret favored presenting the various options to the public, but expressed opposition relative to the 
restriction prohibiting the gear from being rigged. He maintained this provision was against state policy, 
noting when inshore waters were closed to shrimping, a shrimper could leave any port in Louisiana, Texas, 



Florida, Alabama, or Mississippi with their gear rigged and transit through the inshore waters of the state 
\ on his way to the EEZ without being in violation of the regulations. 

Mr. Minton questioned whether the present system allowed bandit or power rigs with three hooks in the 
proposed management area. Mr. Swingle stated this could be included as an option. The system as it was 
presently structured for those zones required hand-held rods with no more than three hooks and the 
alternative choices being whether that applies to any or all the areas. 

Dr. Shipp moved to call the auestion. Motion carried. 

Substitute motion carried, with Mr. Perret in opposition, that draft Amendment 5 be sent to public 
hearings with the committee motion prohibiting transit with illegal gear, Dr. Kemmerer's substitute motion 
that any prohibited gear should not be rigged for fishing, and any other options staffwished to include with 
no indication of a preferred option. 

Mr. Wallin moved, on behalf of the committee, that the Council approve draft Amendment 5, as  amended, 
to be presented a t  public hearings during late October. Motion carried. 

The committee discussed the red snapper 1993 TAC, emergency actions, and framework procedure actions. 
Mr. Wallin moved, on behalf of the committee, that the Council increase the red snapper TAC for 1993 to 
6.0 million pounds and raise the minimum size limit to 14-inches total length. The 6.0 million pound TAC 
would allocate 3.06 million pounds to the commercial sector and 2.94 million pounds to the recreational 
sector. 

Mr. Minton supported the motion but expressed concern that due to constantly changing size and bag limits, 
it was difficult to notify participants in the fishery of changes in regulations on a timely basis. He  noted 

i several cases against fishermen in Alabama were lost due to the failure by the appropriate agencies to notify 
the public of new size and/or bag limits. Mr. Horn concurred, relating Dr. Goodyear's comments that 
increasing the size limit to 14 inches would result in a minimal benefit to the resource. 

Mr. Horn questioned the justification for the proposed action to increase the minimum size, and offered a 
substitute motion to increase the red snapper TAC for 1993 to 6.0 million pounds and maintain the status 
quo for the size limit a t  13 inches. 

Mr. Perret questioned whether significant growth rates were found between male and female red snapper, 
noting in some species such as trout the males grew at a slower rate. Dr. Shipp reported studies had been 
conducted regarding red snapper growth rates between the sexes over the past five or six years; however, the 
difference in growth rates was minuscule. Dr. Nelson agreed, stating the same results were recognized in 
studies conducted in Florida and North Carolina. Mr. Perret concurred with Mr. Minton's comments 
regarding the difficulty of enforcing consistently changing regulations. He also questioned the justification 
of raising the size limit since recruitment increased indicating the stock was in a state of recovery. He 
quoted Dr. Goodyear who suggested that "higher size limits could be effective if fishermen can target larger 
fish, but if fishermen cannot fish selectively for size, the benefits of an increased size limit would be offset 
by increased release mortality." H e  recalled several comments from the public revealing a higher size limit 
would result in increased release mortality. He favored the substitute motion to retain the 13-inch size limit 
with continued monitoring to determine its effect on the fishery. 

Dr. Nelson agreed that the difference from 13 to 14 inches was not significant on a conservative basis; 
however, the difference from 13 to 16 inches would be significant and would ultimately allow the Council to 
maintain higher bag limits and higher TACs. He felt it would be beneficial to begin a gradual process of 
increasing the size limit on a slow and steady pace as the fishery could accommodate. Gradually as the age 
structure of the population grew to larger sizes, the fishery could accommodate a 16-inch minimum size limit. 



In this way, both the yield per recruit and the spawning stock ratios would increase. Dr. Nelson strongly 
supported the committee motion to increase the minimum size limit to 14 inches which would eventually 
increase the TAC by approximately 1.0 million pounds. Mr. Minton agreed with Dr. Nelson's comments, 
but expressed concern whether the public would understand the rationale for a gradual increase in the 
minimum size limits. He  felt the public would likely support measures proposed by the Council if proper 
justification and rationale were provided explaining the eventual long-term benefits to the industry, i.e., 
increased TAC and SPR. 

Ms. Black supported the substitute motion, noting the options paper excluded a provision to change the 
commercial size limits; therefore, the public was inadequately notified of the proposed increase to the 
minimum size limit. She referred to a statement from the Reef Fish Management Committee report which 
stated: "The increased size limit should result in some increase in the recovery rate, but its impact could not 
be analyzed at the meeting." She opposed changing the size limit in lieu of adequate information concerning 
the impacts of such action. Mr. King echoed the public's concern that the Council continually failed to 
analyze the impacts of its regulations before implementing new regulations; therefore, he strongly supported 
the substitute motion to retain the 13-inch minimum size limit. 

Mr. Perret questioned whether the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) discussed changing size limits. 
Mr. Atran reported staff presented size limit options to the Council at both the May and July meetings. The 
consensus from those meetings indicated the Council did not want to change the size limit; therefore, there 
was no discussion at the SSC meeting relative to size limits. Mr. King questioned whether the information 
referred to by Mr. Atran relative to increasing the size limit was the result of Council action or options 
presented by the staff. 

Mr. Rayburn expressed concern relative to the enforcement problems that would result from inconsistent 
minimum size limits in state and federal waters. He suggested the Council examine the possibility of 
increasing the minimum size limit in a gradual manner so that the states could work in conjunction with the 
Council. He  recommended draft Amendment 5 include an option to eventually increase the minimum size 
limit in a progressive manner to 16 inches. For example, 14 inches in 1994, 15 inches in 1995, etc. Mr. 
Swingle felt this measure could be accomplished through the framework measure, specifying that the 
minimum size limit would eventually be raised to 16 inches by increments every year. 

Mr. Rayburn amended substitute motion that within the framework measure, the minimum size limit 
for red snapper would increase to 14 inches on January 1,1994. 

Ms. Black expressed opposition to the amendment to the substitute motion on the same grounds as her 
opposition to the original committee motion. She reiterated that adequate notice was not provided to the 
commercial sector regarding possible changes in the minimum size limit. Mr. Nix noted the action would 
not occur for a year and a half; therefore, adequate notice would be provided. Ms. Black questioned the 
rationale for taking final action at this meeting for implementation in 1994. 

Mr. Pedrick understood the context of the options paper implied that changes in the size limit would apply 
to both the recreational and commercial sectors. He pointed out that if the Council decided, they could 
include in draft Amendment 5 more detailed language to change the size limits. Mr. Rayburn felt the 
measure should be included in draft Amendment 5 for public comment primarily so that the Council could 
not arbitrarily change the size limit next year for example. Mr. Swingle indicated that the size limit could 
be changed in any year under the framework procedure regardless of whether it was included in a plan 
amendment. Mr. Perret questioned the rationale for changing the size limit in 1994 when the impacts of the 
13-inch size limit were largely unknown. 

Ms. Black contended that commercial size limits were not considered in the options paper, noting page 6 
of the options paper under Section I1 referred to the quota versus non-quota management of the commercial 



allocation, while Section I11 referred to bag and size limits to implement the recreational allocation. Mr. 
, Pedrick agreed, but advised the framework procedure still allowed the Council to take final action as long 

as one public hearing was held prior to the meeting. He questioned whether the Federal Register notice 
included notice of size limit changes. Mr. Swingle recalled that public hearings were held on Reef Fish 
Amendment 1 at which time the public was notified that the Council could change TAC through the 
framework procedure which included size limits, bag limits, and quotas as methods of constraining the fishery 
so that the stock remained within the TAC levels. Mr. Pedrick noted that the Council could change size 
limits through the framework procedure but should examine the context of the intent for doing so. 

Mr. Rayburn withdrew amendment to the substitute motion that within the framework measure, the 
minimum size limit for red snapper would increase to 14 inches on January 1,1994. 

Mr. Horn moved to call the auestion. Motion carried. 

Substitute motion carried, by a vote of twelve to four, to increase the red snapper TAC for 1993 to 6.0 
million pounds and maintain the status quo for the size limit a t  13 inches. 

Dr. Nelson moved to include in draft Amendment 5 a provision which would raise the size limit to 14 
inches in 1994,15 inches in 1996, and 16 inches in 1998 for the express purpose of notifying the public of 
the Council's intent to gain potential increases in yield and SPR through gradual increases in the size limit. 

Mr. Horn opposed the motion, stating increasing the size limit to 16 inches would eliminate the largest 
market segment of the red snapper population in the 13 to 16-inch size category. It would also eliminate 
the largest size of marketable snapper in the 1 to 2-pound category, primarily sold to restaurants since it was 
the most readily available size of red snapper. He felt adoption of the motion would be premature at this 
time and reiterated his opposition. Mr. Gill also opposed the motion, noting the stock had increased with 
the 13-inch minimum size limit. Mr. Nix clarified that the motion was not final action, but was only to be 
included in draft Amendment 5 to obtain public input. Ms. Black opposed the motion, stating if the size 
limit were increased, the weight would be increased resulting in reduced commercial harvest. 

Dr. Nelson moved to call the auestion. Motion carried. 

Motion carried, by a vote of eleven to six. -- 

Mr. Wallin noted for a 6.0 million pound TAC to meet the 20 percent SPR goal, either the target date must 
be extended to 2009 or the shrimp bycatch reduction must be at least 60 percent beginning in 1994. The 
framework procedure permitted setting the target date to a maximum of 1% generation times which occurred 
in the year 2009. Therefore, he moved, on behalf of the committee, that the target date be changed from 
2007 to 2009. Motion carried, with Dr. Nelson in opposition. 

Mr. Wallin reported that implementing the commercial allocation of 3.06 million pounds could be partially 
accomplished by reducing the number of fishermen allowed to harvest red snapper. Limited access 
provisions could not be implemented under the framework procedure. In order for limited access to be 
implemented for 1993, any such provision must be implemented by emergency action and followed up with 
a plan amendment. 

In order to restrict access in the fishery to historical participants, Mr. Wallin moved, on behalf of the 
committee, that the Council establish by emergency action a red snapper endorsement to the reef fish 
permit. This endorsement would be issued to those permittees who have had annual red snapper landings 
of 5,000 pounds in any two of the last three years. Reef fish permittees who did not have a red snapper 
endorsement would be limited to possession limit of a maximum of 200 pounds of red snapper per vessel 
per trip. This provision was expected to result in issuing approximately 166 red snapper endorsements. 



Ms. Black offered a substitute motion to allow a vessel a 200-pound trip limit, regulated through 
, possession, unless the permittee held a reef fish permit in 1990,1991, and 1992. Those persons or vessels 

may then have a 2,000-pound trip limit, also regulated through possession. 

Dr. Nelson supported the substitute motion, although the number of permit holders would be reduced by 
at least 20 percent with a shorter season. 

Mr. Minton offered an amendment to the substitute motion that the trip limit be increased to 3,000 pounds. 
Mr. Minton explained the rationale for the amended substitute motion was to reduce the pressure on the 
general permitted areas. 

Mr. Perret questioned the number of "traditional" red snapper fishermen in the fishery. Dr. Orbach reported 
the committee motion resulted in an 80 percent reduction in landings with 166 persons remaining in the 
fishery, while the substitute motion resulted in a 30 percent reduction in landings and 236 persons remaining 
in the fishery. Dr. Shipp commented that both the committee and substitute motions would result in 
potentially 1,100 persons in the fishery. He opposed the substitute motion, but favored the amendment to 
the substitute motion. 

Mr. Rayburn recalled the respondents to the red snapper questionnaire preferred a 1,000-pound trip limit 
in order to extend the fishing season; therefore, he opposed the amendment to the substitute motion for 
3,000-pound trip limits. Mr. Atran computed from trip limit analysis that without the license limitation, 
3,000-pound trip limits would project to 97 to 108 days of fishing. The license limitation would reduce the 
projection somewhat. He noted approximately half of the red snapper fishermen landed less than 500 
pounds, therefore, they would be added to the fishery if the proposed 200-pound bycatch provision were 
approved. 

Dr. Kemmerer agreed that the proposed 3,000-pound trip limit was too high as noted in the Socioeconomic 
Assessment Panel report. He  noted clearly the intent of lower trip limits was to extend the fishing season 
as long as possible. H e  cautioned about implementing measures through emergency action since the impact 
to the fishery was unknown. However, if emergency action was necessary, it should be kept as simple as 
possible. He recommended the option to allow permittees who held a permit during the past three years; 
however, he cautioned this measure would detract the number of days available for participants to fish. Ms. 
Black noted the industry preferred the three-year option in order to simplify the process. Mr. Pedrick added 
administratively there was no legal difference between the two options, but the three-year option would likely 
be easier to implement. 

Dr. Anthony questioned whether the inclusion of trip limits complicated the likelihood of approval of 
Amendment 5. Dr. Kemmerer replied no, but expressed concern that the 5,000-pound landings qualifier may 
cause disputes between NMFS and individuals when presenting evidence of landings, whereas, the three-year 
option was indisputable (a person either held a permit or did not). Secondly, the three-year option would 
be more rapidly implemented. Dr. Nelson felt the impacts of the substitute motion and the amendment to 
the substitute motion would be greater and cause more problems than the original committee motion by 
permitting a substantial number of non-traditional fishermen in the fishery. 

Amendment to the substitute motion failed, by a vote of six to ten, to increase the trip limits to 3,000 
pounds. 

Mr. Perret offered an amendment to the substitute motion to issue red snapper endorsements to 
individuals who held a reef fish permit in 1990, 1991, or 1992, or demonstrated red snapper landings of 
5,000 pounds in any two of the last three years. 



Dr. Nelson maintained the amendment to the substitute motion would allow more participants in the fishery 
and further complicate the process. Mr. Horn questioned whether NMFS could provide a projection as to 
how long the fishery would remain open with trip limits and the number of participants taking into 
consideration fish that were harvested and not recorded under the permit system in 1992. Mr. Atran 
predicted approximately a 116-day fishing season with 2,000-pound trip limits and no effort reduction. In 
addition, the 200-pound bycatch provision would restore access to the fishery to a portion of existing reef fish 
fishermen. 

Mr. Rayburn questioned whether another method besides the 5,000-pound qualifier could be utilized to 
determine if an individual was an experienced or "traditional" red snapper fisherman. Dr. Kemmerer felt 
the 5,000-pound qualifier would probably be the best method of determining historical fishermen; however, 
it was administratively more difficult to execute. Ms. Black opposed the amendment to the substitute motion, 
stating it would create too many loopholes in that an individual may obtain an invoice without the fish 
house's knowledge to meet the 5,000-pound landings qualifier. She also questioned whether permits would 
be transferrable during emergency action. Dr. Kemmerer clarified that the intent of the emergency action 
would be to limit participation in the fishery to traditional fishermen; therefore, he assumed permits would 
not be transferrable during the emergency action period. 

Dr. Nelson questioned Mr. Waters who was a red snapper fisherman, as to how he would be able to prove 
his landings totaled 5,000 pounds. Mr. Waters replied through log book data, income tax records, or fish 
house tickets. Mr. Minton questioned what NMFS would accept as proof of landings and how detailed the 
information must be. Dr. Kemmerer responded that NMFS must carefully verify landings for every 
individual in order to obtain accurate information for possible ITQ systems, etc. He noted NMFS would 
normally accept permit information, vessel documentation, invoices, landings tickets, and log books. In turn, 
NMFS would verify this information against fish house records to maintain consistency. He cautioned that 
information from some red snapper fishermen would take considerable time to verify. He favored the 
administrative ease of qualifying under the three-year permit; however, he preferred the 5,000-pound landings 
qualifier to limit the number of fishermen in the fishery. Dr. Orbach noted the threshold landings figures 
may be considered through the permit system in 1994. 

Mr. Minton questioned whether the fishery would reopen on February 15th if 85 percent of the paperwork 
was completed by NMFS. Dr. Kemmerer replied that the intent of the committee motion was that the 
fishery would open. Mr. Minton questioned what would happen if some individuals had not received their 
permits by February. Dr. Kemmerer stated either 200-pound trip limits or an open fishing season would 
occur, depending on the language adopted by the Council. 

Dr. Nelson moved to call the auestion on the amendment to the substitute motion. Motion carried. 

Amendment to the substitute motion failed, by a vote of seven to ten, to issue red snapper endorsements 
to individuals who held a reef fish permit in 1990, 1991, or 1992, or demonstrated red snapper landings 
of 5,000 pounds in any two of the last three years. 

Mr. Gill moved to call the auestion on the substitute motion. Motion carried. 

Substitute motion failed, by a vote of seven to ten, to allow a vessel a 200-pound trip limit, regulated 
through possession, unless the permittee held a reef fish permit in 1990,1991, and 1992. Those persons 
or vessels may then have a 2,000-pound trip limit, also regulated through possession. 

The original committee motion remained on the floor that the Council establish by emergency action a red 
snapper endorsement to the reef fish permit. This endorsement would be issued to those permittees who 
have had annual red snapper landings of 5,000 pounds in any two of the last three years. Reef fish 



permittees who did not have a red snapper endorsement would be limited to a possession limit of a 
maximum of 200 pounds of red snapper per vessel per trip. 

Mr. Rayburn realized it would be administratively more difficult to demonstrate landings of 5,000 pounds; 
however, he felt it was important that experienced fishermen participate in the fishery. He questioned 
whether the committee motion should include language specdying the method of demonstrating landings of 
5,000-pounds, i.e., through log books or trip tickets, and that evidence must be provided to NMFS by a 
certain date after which date further applications would not be accepted. Dr. Kemmerer concurred but 
suggested the language be included as a separate motion with consideration of the transferability of permits, 
opening date of the fishery, etc. Mr. Lindall expressed concern with stipulating a date certain since approval 
must be granted to obtain this type of information under the Paperwork Reduction Act. Mr. Rayburn 
agreed, stating he included a date certain to avoid an influx of applications near the scheduled opening date. 

Ms. Black offered an amendment to the committee motion to include in the emergency action a possession 
limit of 2,000-pounds of red snapper per vessel per trip. She explained the rationale for this action was to 
force the Secretary of Commerce to either approve or reject this action before the beginning of the 1993 
fishing season. 

Dr. Nelson offered a substitute motion to include the committee motion that the Council establish by 
emergency action a red snapper endorsement to the reef fish permit. This endorsement would be issued 
to those permittees who have had annual red snapper landings of 5,000 pounds in any two of the last three 
years. Reef fish permittees who did not have a red snapper endorsement would be limited to a possession 
limit of a maximum of 200 pounds of red snapper per vessel per trip. Permittees with the endorsement 
would have a trip limit of 2,000 pounds, with the provision that the fishing season would not open until 
February 15 unless the emergency action was implemented, a t  which time the RD had to authority to open 
the season. In addition, an appeals board would be established consisting of the RD and state directors 
to arbitrate any appeals or decisions. 

Dr. Kemmerer preferred an appeals board be established as a separate motion. He noted the role of the 
state directors was to ensure that the criteria selected by the Council applied properly, not to arbitrate 
hardship cases, etc. Dr. Nelson stated that was the intent of the substitute motion. 

Ms. Black questioned the length of the fishing season with 2,000-pound trip limits and no reduction in effort. 
Mr. Atran replied approximately 116 days. She recalled public testimony which indicated the fishermen 
opposed trip limits without a corresponding reduction in fishing effort. She opposed the substitute motion, 
noting if the Secretary of Commerce rejected the request, the fishery would revert to a derby fishery. Dr. 
Nelson agreed, stating an additional contingency could be included to address the fact that a fishing derby 
would result if the emergency action was rejected. 

Mr. Horn questioned whether Mr. Atran's figures regarding the length of the fishing season with trip limits 
was based on 1991 effort. Mr. Atran replied the figure was based on 1991 effort and total landings. Mr. 
Horn assumed with the 2,000-pound trip limits, the quota might not be reached since effort was predicted 
to be reduced by approximately 80 percent with adoption of the committee motion. Mr. Atran pointed out 
the figure would be more like a 55 percent reduction as a result of the measure to allow 200-pound trip 
limits40 those persons who did not qualify for the endorsement. Mr. Horn opposed the substitute motion. 

Mr. Minton questioned whether the substitute motion included state directors or their designees. Dr. 
Kemmerer replied yes. H e  expressed concern that the emergency action was too complicated, and 
recommended the Council vote on the substitute motion then consider the details to be included. 

Dr. Nelson withdrew substitute motion. 



Ms. Black withdrew amendment to the committee motion to include in the emergency action a 
possession limit of 2,000-pounds of red snapper per vessel per trip. 

Dr. Shipp moved to call the auestion on the original committee motion. 

Committee motion carried, by a vote of twelve to four, that the Council establish by emergency action a red 
snapper endorsement to the reef fish permit. This endorsement would be issued to those permittees who 
have had annual red snapper landings of 5,000 pounds in any two of the last three years. Reef fish 
permittees who did not have a red snapper endorsement would be limited to a possession limit of a 
maximum of 200 pounds of red snapper per vessel per trip. 

MEETING RECESSED AT 555  P.M. WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 16,1992, AND RECONVENED AT 8:35 
A.M., THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 17,1992. 

Mr. Wallin related the committee felt that even with limited access, framework measures to extend the 
commercial season would be necessary. In addition, it may be desirable to delay opening the 1993 season 
to allow time for implementation of an emergency action. Therefore, Mr. Wallin moved, on behalf of the 
committee, that there be a possession limit of 2,000 pounds of red snapper per vessel per trip, and that 
the red snapper fishing season be closed from January 1 through February 15. The Regional Director 
could open the season prior to February 15 if the limited access emergency action was implemented. 

Dr. Nelson offered a substitute motion that the committee motion be implemented through emergency 
action. 

Mr. King questioned whether the Council would know if the emergency action would be approved by the 
November meeting, at which time trip limits through the framework procedure could be addressed. Mr. 
Lindall suggested including the provision for the emergency rule and a second provision relative to trip limits 
through the framework action at this meeting. 

Ms. Black recommended the emergency action be submitted to the Secretary without the trip limit provision. 
Mr. Lindall noted trip limits were not currently included in the emergency action. He suggested an 
additional motion to include the framework measure in the event the emergency action was rejected in order 
to avoid the fishing derby that would occur in January. Ms. Black felt the framework measure should not 
be considered until the Secretary accepted or rejected the emergency action. The Council could then decide 
in November to implement trip limits. Mr. Lindall cautioned that if the framework measure were delayed, 
it may not be implemented by the start of the fishing season but may be approved sometime in March 1993. 
Ms. Black preferred a second emergency request be developed in November should the Secretary reject this 
emergency action. Mr. Lindall cautioned that it would be very difficult to implement an emergency action 
request developed at the November meeting to be established by the January 1 opening. Ms. Black felt 
NMFS would be able to establish a second emergency action, if necessary, in order to avoid a fishing derby. 

Substitute motion carried. 

Mr. Lindall moved to require as acceptable proof of catch: 1) Florida Department of Natural Resources 
(FDNR) trip tickets, 2) NMFS log books, or 3) fish house receipts. Mr. Rayburn questioned whether 
falsification of fish house receipts was a federal offense. Mr. Pedrick replied yes. Motion carried. 

Mr. Lindall moved that the Council appoint an appeals board consisting of state directors or their 
designees to advise the Regional Director in cases of dispute between NMFS and individuals relative to 
what would be considered acceptable proof of catch. The appeals board would not consider hardship cases. 



Dr. Nelson questioned if the fishermen could appeal directly to the board. Mr. Pedrick replied yes since the 
board would be structured similar to that on the east coast. Mr. Perret questioned whether the RD had the 
fmal authority in cases where the board concurred with an individual's complaint. Mr. Pedrick agreed. Mr. 
Perret questioned whether the state director's designee must be an employee of the agency. Mr. Pedrick 
responded that the same criteria would apply to the board as that for the Council. Mr. Rayburn questioned 
whether three of the five state directors would represent a quorum. Mr. Pedrick replied the same voting 
rules of the Council would apply. Mr. Rayburn questioned whether a date certain should be included as part 
of the emergency action to avoid an influx of paperwork to NMFS. Mr. Lindall reiterated that at this time, 
NMFS did not recommend a date certain since approval must be obtained under the Paperwork Reduction 
Act for the application for the endorsement and to obtain the information from the fishermen. He noted 
a date would be established through a separate motion. 

Mr. Perret moved to call the auestion. Motion carried. 

Motion carried that the Council appoint an appeals board consisting of state directors or their designees -- 
to advise the Regional Director in cases of dispute between NMFS and individuals relative to what would 
be considered acceptable proof of catch. The appeals board would not consider hardship cases. 

Mr. Lindall moved that staff proceed as quickly as possible to request NMFS provide the Council with the 
names of those persons who qualify for the red snapper endorsement from log books, contact FDNR to 
obtain information relative to their trip ticket system, and notify the fishermen that the information must 
be gathered as soon as possible (could be accomplished through the red snapper questionnaire). 

Mr. Swingle questioned whether the Council could notify reef fish permittees who met the requirements for 
the red snapper endorsement that they did not have to submit evidence of landings. Mr. Nix questioned 
whether reef fish permittees should be notified of the Council's actions individually. Mr. Pedrick 
recommended permittees be notified individually. Dr. Nelson indicated that possibly obtaining the names 
and addresses of permittees would be in violation of the state's confidentiality rule. Mr. Rayburn questioned 
whether an individual who met the qualification requirements was still required to formally apply for the 
endorsement. Mr. Pedrick replied yes. Mr. Swingle suggested individuals sign a waiver allowing the Council 
to use confidential information on the state and federal level, then notify individuals who met the 
qualification requirements. Mr. Pedrick concurred. Mr. Swingle questioned whether individuals should be 
notified before the emergency rule was approved. Mr. Pedrick replied yes due to the time constraints for 
implementing the action. 

Motion carried. -- 

Mr. Lindall moved that there be no transfer of red snapper endorsements during the emergency rule 
period. He explained the intent of the emergency action was to limit participation in the fishery to 
"traditional" fishermen. 

Mr. Horn questioned whether a permit could be transferred to another vessel if the permitted vessel sunk. 
Mr. Pedrick explained two types of transfers occurred under the moratorium: 1) transfer of a permit from 
one boat to another by the owner, or 2) between persons. 

Dr. Nelson offered a substitute motion to restrict the transfer of permits from one vessel to another under 
an individual's ownership. 

Mr. Perret suggested it would be difficult for the Council to anticipate all the problems that may develop. 
He questioned whether the appeals board would address these situations. Mr. Lindall clarified that the 
appeals board would only determine the initial qualifying participants in the fishery rather than consider 
hardship cases. Mr. Pedrick recalled that an appeals board was established in the wreckfish fishery which 



was very successful. Mr. Horn questioned whether the wreckfish appeals board was established under 
, emergency action. Mr. Pedrick replied no, but explained the comparison was relevant to understand how 

the appeals process operated. Mr. Horn questioned the necessity of restricting transfer of permits when the 
emergency action would only be in effect one year. Mr. Lindall noted the Council could set up any criteria 
under emergency action, but he cautioned that it remain as simple as possible in order to ensure its approval. 
Mr. Pedrick noted if transfer of permits was allowed, it may create rights to individuals under a future ITQ 
or limited access fishery who were not "traditional" red snapper fishermen. Mr. Simpson concurred with Mr. 
Perret's comments that the Council could not anticipate every potential problem; therefore, he suggested 
including language that transfer of permits may be considered on an individual basis. Mr. Atran questioned 
whether the red snapper endorsement would be transferred with the reef fish permit. Mr. Rayburn opposed 
the suggestion to involve the appeals board in each permit transfer since the emergency action would only 
be in effect for a relatively short period of time. Mr. Minton agreed that the Council could not anticipate 
all the potential problems that may arise, and questioned how many permit transfers would realistically occur. 
Dr. Nelson advocated the process governing the transfer of permits remain as uncomplicated as possible. 

Mr. Wallin moved to call the question. Motion carried. 

Substitute motion carried to restrict the transfer of permits from one vessel to another under an 
individual's ownership. 

Mr. Lindall moved to require dealer permits and reporting for all dealers buying red snapper. The 
following permit conditions would apply: 1) dealers may buy only from permitted fishermen and only 
permitted fishermen could sell to a permitted dealer, 2) dealers must be state licensed and must have a 
fured location, and 3) reporting would be on forms provided by NMFS. 

Dr. Nelson questioned whether the motion would be included in the request for emergency action. Mr. 
Lindall responded yes. Dr. Nelson questioned if the permitting procedure would be extended to the reef fish 
fishery in general. Mr. Lindall agreed, adding dealer permitting was an integral part of a limited access 
system. Mr. King questioned what would occur if a state director objected to the interference of state dealer 
reporting by the federal government. Mr. Pedrick related if a state director violently objected to a measure 
such as dealer reporting, the potential rule would have to be analyzed by the federal government according 
to the Department of Justice guidelines. If the state director was correct, the rule would be rejected. Mr. 
King questioned whether the proposed measure would create a conflict. Mr. Pedrick replied that a conflict 
would occur only if a state objected. 

Ms. Black felt it was unreasonable to expect the states to implement compatible regulations by February 15, 
1993. She questioned whether the language could be reworded to require that in order for a dealer to 
purchase permitted fish, the dealer must also possess a permit. This would then accomplish the Council's 
objective to determine who was purchasing permitted fish. Mr. Lindall noted that in addition to determining 
who was purchasing the fish, the dealer permits would help monitor the catch, and provide a system of 
checks and balances on log books, etc. Ms. Black had no objection to this measure, but felt that the chances 
of approval would be more difficult if it were coupled with the emergency action. 

Mr. Minton concurred that in order to implement a future limited entry system, dealer reporting was 
mandatory; however, he expressed concern that too many conditions included in the emergency action would 
hinder its chances for approval. Mr. Lindall noted that concerning dealer permits, it was only a matter of 
obtaining approval to permit dealers rather than attempting to determine who qualified for a permit. He 
felt the number of dealer permits would be minimal. Mr. Minton disagreed, suggesting he would send 
NMFS a list of every dealer in Alabama to assure dealers they would have an opportunity to purchase red 
snapper. If the other states followed suit, there would be a great deal of paperwork. 



Mr. Rayburn concurred with Mr. Minton's comments, and suggested the Council delay action concerning 
this aspect of dealer permitting until the Secretary made a decision on the emergency action. Mr. Gill 
opposed the substitute motion since the measure would be in direct conflict with state requirements that a 
commercial fisherman had the right to sell his catch to anyone. He assured that the Mississippi Legislature 
would not comply with the Council's request. Mr. Pedrick clarified that the proposed measure would not 
require a change in laws by the state legislatures, but would be a matter of federal law where a fisherman 
who possessed a federal permit could only sell to a permitted dealer, otherwise it would not pertain to state 
laws. Dr. Orbach noted that the more measures included in the emergency action, the more complicated 
it became; thus, hindering implementation of a future limited access system. He noted the Council could 
adopt similar measures to the Shark FMP where fishermen agree not to fish in state waters with a federal 
permit. He  noted for purposes of approving the emergency action, the Council could present the package 
without the dealer permitting requirement. He also suggested the third series of red snapper workshops not 
be scheduled until after the emergency request was approved. 

Mr. King questioned how fish caught by a permitted fisherman with a red snapper endorsement could be 
differentiated from a fish caught by someone with only a reef fish permit. Mr. Linda11 noted the dealer must 
ensure he purchased red snapper from a fisherman with the red snapper endorsement. Dr. Nelson suggested 
incorporating a provision in the emergency action making it illegal for dealers to purchase red snapper 
harvested in the EEZ in excess of the amounts allowed under the endorsement. Mr. Pedrick agreed that 
this action could be taken, but recommended the Council consider dealer permitting in the context of a 
integral part of an overall limited entry scheme in which the catch could be monitored throughout the year. 
He disagreed with Dr. Orbach that the dealer permitting requirement would complicate a future limited 
entry system, stating it would provide NMFS with a monitoring program to verify where the landings were 
reported, whether they were in proper amounts, and to determine whether violations occurred. 

Dr. Nelson moved to call the auestion. 

Dr. Orbach cautioned against using terms such as "access limitation" or "limited entry" in conjunction with 
the emergency action request since access limitation and limited entry were not historically categorized as 
emergency action measures. 

Motion carried to call the question. -- 

Motion failed to require dealer permits and reporting for all dealers buying red snapper. -- 

Mr. Swingle questioned whether it was the Council's intent that the fishery remain open until the emergency 
rule expired, or whether staff should develop a plan amendment to retain the emergency rule through the 
duration of 1993. H e  also questioned whether a plan amendment would be necessary if the quota was not 
taken within the six-month period of the emergency rule, or should the emergency rule expire after six 
months. Mr. Nix assumed the season would close prior to the emergency rule expiring. 

Dr. Anthony recommended deleting the term "limited access" from the substitute motion which previously 
carried in order to alleviate this concern. Therefore, it read: Substitute motion carried that there be a 
possession limit of 2,000 pounds of red snapper per vessel per trip, and that the red snapper fishing season 
be closed from January 1 through February 15. The Regional Director could open the season prior to 
February 15 if the emergency action was implemented. This would be incorporated in the emergency action 
request approved by the Council yesterday. Agreed b~ consensus. 

Ms. Black recommended following up the emergency action with a plan amendment. Mr. Swingle advised 
that the plan amendment could be drafted to apply to the 1993 fishing season only. 



Dr. Nelson moved to include in draft Amendment 6 a provision which would allow the extension of the 
emergency action through the remainder of 1993 at the discretion of the Regional Director. 

Mr. Swingle questioned whether the provision could be considered by separate amendment to be addressed 
in November otherwise Amendment 5 would be not ready for action at the November meeting. He 
explained under the guidelines for processing amendment actions, NMFS required at least 60 days to review 
the document in order to provide comments and recommendations to the Council before final action was 
taken. It would also be difficult to schedule public hearings since the Federal Register notice must be 
submitted 20 working days in advance. Mr. Perret questioned the rationale for specifying that the measure 
would be considered at the discretion of the RD rather than the Council. Dr. Nelson replied that the 
extension could be included in Amendment 6 to ensure that a decision could be made at a time when the 
Council was scheduled to meet. 

Motion carried. -- 

Dr. Nelson moved to include in the appropriate amendment a provision that would require dealer 
permitting in the reef fish fishery as an unspecified, non-preferential option. 

Mr. Swingle related it would be easier to include the option in draft Amendment 6. Mr. Perret questioned 
the rationale for taking action at this time. He recommended NMFS and state directors be given the 
opportunity to check state laws and records to determine what actions were permissible before implementing 
a federal permit for dealers. For example, in Louisiana restaurants and grocery stores were considered 
dealers which may involve more participants in the fishery than anticipated. Dr. Nelson recommended the 
Council include the proposed measure, relating that Florida had one of the most comprehensive tracking and 
accounting programs for commercial landings; however, some of the data were not available to NMFS for 
data collection purposes. He recommended the proposed motion be included in the amendment to obtain 

I public comment. 

Mr. Minton questioned the timeframe for implementing the proposed motion. Mr. Swingle explained that 
the Council would take final action on Amendment 5 in November, at which time staff would present draft 
Amendment 6 including the provisions to extend the emergency rule for the duration of 1993. Dr. Nelson's 
motion would be included in draft Amendment 6 as a series of options related to permitting dealers. 

Ms. Black offered a substitute motion that the dealer permitting options be included in a separate option 
to be discussed at the January meeting to provide more time for state directors to review state dealer 
permitting requirements. 

Mr. Swingle noted the dealer permitting options could be included in draft Amendment 6 for review in 
November, and if necessary be deleted from the document before being presented at public hearings. Ms. 
Black suggested the Council not consider the dealer permitting issue in draft Amendment 6 to be considered 
in November, but be prepared to do so in January. Mr. Lindall concurred with Ms. Black, stating it was 
more appropriate to include this issue in a separate amendment and only consider the emergency rule in 
Amendment 6. Dr. Nelson agreed. 

Mr. Horn questioned how dealer permits could be enforced if the states were not in compliance. Mr. 
Pedrick replied that NMFS enforcement agents would ensure the dealer permitting requirements were met 
possibly by using outside agencies. 

Dr. Nelson moved to call the auestion. Motion carried. 



Substitute motion carried that the dealer permitting options be included in a separate option to be 
I discussed a t  the January meeting to provide more time for state directors to review state dealer permitting 

requirements. 

Dr. Nelson moved that as  a condition of the red snapper endorsement, those fishermen receiving that 
endorsement agree not to fish in state waters and harvest red snapper in excess of the commercial 
quantities once the federal quota had been reached and federal waters closed. 

Dr. Nelson explained that some individuals would still harvest 200 pounds per trip, but at least major harvests 
that could occur in state waters would not occur after the federal quota was reached. In Texas, Louisiana, 
and Florida the actual red snapper fishermen would not be fishing in state waters or selling their bag limit. 
This was the same condition as that in the swordfish and shark fisheries. Mr. Rayburn questioned how this 
measure would be enforced since once the quota was filled, the endorsement was no longer valid. Mr. 
Pedrick replied in that case, fishermen could be in jeopardy of losing their reef fish permit or the following 
year's endorsement if it applied. He noted the provision was designed to prevent additional harvest of red 
snapper after the federal season closed. Mr. Rayburn maintained that this issue should be considered as a 
state action. Mr. Simpson questioned whether the same objective would be achieved if the states changed 
their laws to close state waters in conjunction with a federal closure. Dr. Nelson agreed, but felt the process 
would be time consuming, and compliance among all the states may not be achieved. He felt the issue was 
not whether the federal government was imposing regulations on the states, but was a permit condition to 
prevent fishing beyond the quota. In addition, what occurred in state waters was fairly minimal, and the 
measure allowed enforceability of the federal closure since an individual could not argue that fish were 
harvested from state waters when in fact they were harvested in federal waters. Ms. Black recommended 
addressing this issue at a future date once the public was notified of such action since it was more restrictive 
to the commercial red snapper fishery than the options presented in the options paper. 

I Mr. King moved to call the auestion. Motion carried. 

Motion failed, by a vote of three to twelve. -- 

Mr. Lindall moved that the Council forward the emergency action request to the Secretary of Commerce 
for consideration and approval. Motion carried, by a vote of fourteen to two, with Mr. Lindall in 
opposition to the motion. Mr. Lindall noted for the record that the NMFS representative was obliged to 
vote in opposition to an emergency action request in order to prevent a unanimous Council request which 
required Secretarial approval. 

To implement a recreational allocation of 2.94 million pounds, Mr. Wallin moved, on behalf of the 
committee, that the 7-fish bag limit remain in place. Motion carried, with Dr. Nelson in opposition to the 
motion. 

Mr. Wallin continued, stating the above actions may not deter large commercial vessels from targeting 
artificial reefs in the Alabama general permit areas. The establishment of SMZs off Alabama with gear 
restrictions by draft Amendment 5 may not occur in time for the opening of the 1993 red snapper season. 
This action could be implemented through the framework procedure, but it was not recognized as a final 
action item for this Council meeting. 

Mr. Wallin moved, on behalf of the committee, that the Alabama area SMZs and gear restrictions be 
considered for implementation by framework procedure a t  the November Council meeting. 

Mr. Horn offered a substitute motion that the area be referred to as a general permit area in federal 
waters off the state of Alabama. 



Dr. Shipp moved to call to auestion. Motion carried. 

Ms. Black recommended substituting the word "implementation" with "final action" since the Council would 
consider final action at the November meeting. h e e d  b~ consensus. 

Substitute Motion carried on behalf of the committee, that the general permit areas in the federal waters 
off Alabama and gear restrictions be considered for final action by framework procedure at the November 
Council meeting. 

Mr. Swingle questioned whether the Council addressed the possession limit of 2,000 pounds per vessel per 
trip. Dr. Nelson explained that the measure was included in the emergency action. Mr. Swingle noted there 
was no backup to the framework procedure for this measure. Ms. Black recalled the Council decided to 
address the issue in November if necessary. Dr. Shipp disagreed, stating the Council did not agree by 
consensus to address the issue in November. 

Dr. Shipp moved to establish a possession limit of 2,000 pounds of red snapper per vessel per trip and that 
the red snapper fishing season be closed from January 1 through February 15. Motion failed for lack of 
second. 

Dr. Nelson related the committee briefly discussed a letter from Dr. Christopher Koenig concerning his work 
on gag grouper. Mr. Swingle informed the committee that the SSC would be convened before the November 
Council meeting. Dr. Nelson moved to request Dr. Koenig make a presentation to the SSC concerning his 
work on gag grouper. Motion carried. 

Shrimp Management Committee Renort 

Ms. Black noted in January 1992, the Council reviewed Amendment 6 to the Shrimp FMP following public 
hearings and review by the SSC and AP. At that time, the Council was advised by NMFS that the Section 
7 consultation and biological opinion under the provisions of the Endangered Species Act should be revised 
prior to submission, and this would require several months delay. NMFS also felt that the social impact 
assessment was inadequate and should be reviewed. The Council subsequently contracted with Dr. Michael 
Orbach to provide appropriate available social impact information to be included in the regulatory impact 
review. The revised biological opinion was provided to the Council in August, and it stated that actions 
proposed in Amendment 6 were not likely to jeopardize the species listed under the Endangered Species Act. 

At the committee meeting, Dr. Kemmerer noted that the Section 7 biological opinion evaluated the impact 
of the amendment and the fishery under the proposed TED regulations recently published in the Federal 
Reister. These regulations, however, were not the same as those to be implemented by NMFS. Therefore, 
the biological opinion must be revised. Mr. Pedrick advised that the Council may proceed with submission 
of Amendment 6, but would may risk the document being returned to the Council for revision. 

Dr. Lamberte reviewed the social impact assessment now included in the revised regulatory impact review 
and discussed the comments made by the SSC at their meeting in New Orleans on September 8-9, 1992. 
The comments were generally favorable and suggested inclusion of any available evaluation of social impacts 
on coastal communities of the proposed and past management actions. 

Ms. Black related that the committee reviewed the actions proposed in Shrimp Amendment 6. Action 1 
(page 7), problem 4, addressed the bycatch of fish in shrimp trawls, and Preferred Option 1-A adds "coastal 
pelagics and other species" to previously listed groundfish and reef fish. Ms. Black moved, on behalf of the 
committee, to recommend adoption of Preferred Option 1-A. 



Mr. Collins offered a substitute motion that the Council reject all measures of Amendment 6 to the Shrimp 
FMP with the exception of Action 2, definition and prevention of overfishing of white shrimp with the 
minimum parent stock level to be set at  300 million, and Action 3, Tortugas shrimp sanctuary. 

Dr. Nelson offered a substitute motion that the Council approve and send forward to the Secretary of 
Commerce Amendment 6 in its present form. (Would not include changes recommended by the committee). 

Ms. Black opposed Dr. Nelson's substitute motion, stating the Council had been warned that the amendment 
in its present form may be returned for revision based on the objections presented by TSA and other 
members of the shrimp industry. Mr. Collins strenuously objected to Dr. Nelson's substitute motion with 
the inclusion of the mandatory observer program and permit measures. He questioned the necessity of a 
mandatory observer program in light of public testimony indicating the industry's willingness to provide 
voluntary observers. Mr. Collins questioned how fishing effort was calculated. Mr. Lindall replied that effort 
was based on the number of days fished at sea. He added the rationale for the permit requirement was to 
counteract the industry's challenge that NMFS data were inaccurate. The permits provided a sampling 
platform by which NMFS could make statistically valid subsamples of permittees, the application would 
provide invaluable information concerning the fishery, and the universe of vessels fishing in the EEZ would 
be identified. Mr. Collins maintained that NMFS already had information pertaining to the size of the vessel 
fleet, and this was another restriction to use against individuals who had minor violations. Dr. Nelson 
contended that Mr. Collins statement was untrue, clarifying that during the committee meeting the statement 
was reiterated that there had never been a permit that had been pulled for anything other than a series of 
repeated and flagrant major violations. 

Mr. Horn recalled Dr. Kemmerer's comments at the January 1992, Council meeting that NMFS could not 
operate a permitting system for the shrimp fishery physically or financially. He questioned whether NMFS' 
position changed. Mr. Lindall replied NMFS could not operate a permit system with present staff and funds. 
However, he noted due to the importance of the shrimp industry, an endorsement by the Gulf Council for 
permitting would provide an incentive for the Regional Director to request additional personnel and funds 
to implement the system. If time constraints prevented the implementation of a permitting system in this 
amendment, the measure could be placed in reserve in the regulations. Mr. Lindall related Dr. Kemmerer's 
assurance to the Council that he would do everything in his power to implement a permitting system if 
approved by the Council. 

Dr. Nelson noted every option in Amendment 6 was a preferred alternative which the Council voted in favor 
of on several occasions. In his experience, he expressed appreciation for the information from available 
permits and log books to examine the composition of the fishery, the individual catches, sizes of vessels, etc. 
He noted several difficult decisions on red snapper were made in the last two days that would not have been 
possible without that information. The Council had repeatedly worried about the fact that adequate 
descriptions of the fishery and social and economic information was lacking. He reiterated that the 
information from permits and log books was necessary, and mandatory observers were necessary in order 
for NMFS to finish their sampling and bycatch observer program. 

Dr. Nelson moved to call the auestion. Motion carried. 

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

Dr. Anthony - yes 
Ms. Black - no 
Mr. Collins - no 
Dr. Fisher - no 
Mr. Gill - no 
Mr. Horn - no 

Mr. Minton - no 
Dr. Nelson - yes 
Mr. Perkins - yes 
Mr. Perret - no 
Mr. Rayburn - no 
Dr. Shipp - yes 



Mr. Jenkins - yes 
I Mr. Linda11 - yes 

Mr. King - no 

Mr. Wallin - yes 
Mr. Nix - yes 

Substitute motion failed, by a vote of eight to nine, that the Council approve and send forward to the 
Secretary of Commerce Amendment 6 in its present form. 

Mr. Perret referred to Dr. Nelson's comments regarding the approval of the measures in Amendment 6, 
stating it was the Council's prerogative to change its mind and take a different course of action and may 
again do so at a subsequent meeting. He quoted Dr. Kemmerer's comments to Mr. Swingle in a letter dated 
January 8, 1992, stating that "it was unrealistic to expect that we could effectively implement such a system 
without significant additional resources (relative to the shrimp vessel permit program)." He also quoted 
relative to observers that "the Council should note that its cooperative research plan for the work was based 
on the research requirements document that is being developed through a cooperative planning effort 
involving the Gulf and South Atlantic Fishery Management Councils, the Gulf and South Atlantic States 
Marine Fisheries Commissions, SEAGRANT, state fishery management agencies, recreational fisheries 
organizations, environmental organizations, NMFS, and the fishing industry." He related in 1981 when the 
original Shrimp FMP was adopted, the Council provided for mandatory reporting requirements, and for 
whatever reason, NMFS had not implemented the mandatory reporting. 

Mr. Horn moved to call the question. Motion carried. 

A roll call vote was taken on the substitute motion that the Council reject all measures of Amendment 6 
to the Shrimp FMP with the exception of Action 2, definition and prevention of overfishing of white shrimp 
with the minimum parent stock level to be set at  300 million, and Action 3, Tortugas shrimp sanctuary, 
as  follows: 

Dr. Anthony - no 
Ms. Black - yes 
Mr. Collins - yes 
Dr. Fisher - yes 
Mr. Gill - yes 
Mr. Horn - yes 
Mr. Jenkins - no 
Mr. Lindall - no 
Mr. King - yes 

Mr. Minton - yes 
Dr. Nelson - no 
Mr. Perkins - no 
Mr. Perret - yes 
Mr. Rayburn - yes 
Dr. Shipp - no 
Mr. Wallin - no 
Mr. Nix - no 

Substitute motion carried, by a vote of nine to eight. 

Mr. Horn moved to submit Amendment 6 to the Secretary of Commerce. 

Dr. Nelson moved to table consideration of submission of Amendment 6 until the November meeting in 
Sarasota, Florida. 

A roll call vote was taken on the motion to table consideration of submission of Amendment 6 until the 
November meeting in Sarasota, Florida, as  follows: 

Dr. Anthony - yes 
Ms. Black - no 
Mr. Collins - no 
Dr. Fisher - no 
Mr. Gill - no 

Mr. Minton - no 
Dr. Nelson - yes 
Mr. Perkins - yes 
Mr. Perret - no 
Mr. Rayburn - no 



Mr. Horn - no 
Mr. Jenkins - yes 
Mr. Lindall - yes 
Mr. King - no 

Dr. Shipp - yes 
Mr. Wallin - no 
Mr. Nix - yes 

Motion to table failed, by a vote of ten to seven. ---- 

A motion remained on the floor to submit Amendment 6 to the Secretary of Commerce. Mr. Lindall 
opposed the motion because of the definition of overfishing. He asked for the scientific rationale for 
recommending the 300 million parent level versus the 600 million parent level which was suggested by the 
Council's workshop on shrimp overfishing and the SSC. In addition, the SSC recommended action be taken 
after the fxst year in which the parent stock level fell below the 600 million level; however, the Council chose 
a less conservative approach by recommending action be taken after the parent stock level fell below the 
recommended level for two consecutive years. Mr. Collins related the intent of the 300 million parent stock 
level was to use the lowest point of the recommended range. Mr. Lindall asked Mr. Leary if the Council's 
workshop considered the lower numbers from the 1960s. Mr. Leary explained that the management 
committee examined the lower numbers at which time Dr. Kemmerer contacted Dr. Klima to inquire if the 
lower numbers had been considered. Dr. Klima responded that the workshop felt the data were as good in 
the 1960s as at present; however, their concern was relative to the amount of fishing effort which had been 
applied in recent years in contrast to the early 1960s, i.e., vessel power and number of vessels and trawls 
increased. Therefore, if the parent stock levels were to decrease to the levels of the 1960s, the increased 
fishing power and effort would cause considerable damage to the fishery. In addition, the white shrimp 
parent stock level was higher than those for pink and brown shrimp because the level for each species was 
calculated on a different basis of age at spawning and spawning period. Mr. King reported the graphs clearly 
indicated that despite the decrease in the parent stock level in the 1960s, the stock rebounded. He felt the 
workshop chose to use the more conservative approach strictly on the biological standpoint of the stock, 
failing to recognize the anecdotal information from long-time fishermen indicating the stock could recover 

I 

from the lower levels. 

Mr. Perret expressed concern that the 600 million white shrimp parent stock level was set too high. He 
noted the brown and pink shrimp levels were established below the estimated historical lows. For three 
consecutive years in the early 1960s, the white shrimp parent stock level fell below 250 million. Additionally, 
in 1974 the parent stock was at the 600 million level, and the number of parents increased. At the time the 
SSC met there was some question relative to the amount of effort, while the Shrimp AP felt effort had 
declined in the shrimp fishery. White shrimp landings in the 1980s had been as high as 70 million pounds. 
Geographically, white shrimp had a much wider distribution than pink shrimp, noting the pink shrimp fishery 
had approximately 8 percent of the total Gulf shrimp production and in recent years landings were 12 to 15 
million pounds. Yet at five months, the parent stock was set at 100 million. He questioned why the white 
shrimp parent stock level was so much higher on a species that in the 1980s had sustained a fishery of 40 
to 80 million pounds with a very restricted geographical distribution while a species that only produced 12 
to 15 million pounds was set at a parent stock level of 100 million. 

Mr. Simpson noted the white shrimp fishery was a state fishery and any action taken on white shrimp would 
occur in state jurisdiction. At the present time a definition for overfishing white shrimp did not exist; 
therefore, if the levels decreased below the 300 million parent stock level, there would be no protection for 
white shrimp in state waters. He advised that the parent stock levels could be changed, if necessary, at a 
future date. 

Mr. Jenkins questioned how Mr. Perret could ignore the graphs which indicated fishing effort was low but 
had increased in recent years. Mr. Perret referred to the Shrimp AP meeting of October 28, 1991, which 
noted "fishermen believe effort is declining in the fishery." He pointed out one of the problems in the fishery 



was the fact that fishermen questioned NMFS data. He reiterated that in 1981 the Shrimp FMP included 
mandatory reporting. 

Ms. Black recalled Dr. Kemmerer's comments at the committee meeting that the number of vessels had 
reduced to 5,200 which was 200 lower than mentioned in the Section 7 report. She maintained evidence 
existed indicating the AP was correct in their affirmation that fishing effort had been reduced. If so, NMFS 
figures were not current, considering that in 1989 there were 6,205 vessels. She noted it was NMFS' 
conviction that knowing the number of vessels was not necessary to calculate fishing effort, yet at the same 
time, she felt there was no substantial increase in the number of nets per vessel in the water in recent 
history. Mr. Lindall realized a lot of individuals relied on anecdotal information, but according to the Shrimp 
Management Committee report, the AP recommended an index of 400 million; therefore, he questioned the 
rationale for the 300 million parent stock level. Dr. Nelson concurred that there was absolutely no scientific 
basis presented to the Council justifying setting the parent stock below the 600 million level. 

Dr. Anthony moved to call the auestion on the motion to submit Amendment 6 to the Secretary of 
Commerce, as  revised. Motion carried. 

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

Dr. Anthony - no 
Ms. Black - yes 
Mr. Collins - yes 
Dr. Fisher - yes 
Mr. Gill - yes 
Mr. Horn - yes 
Mr. Jenkins - no 
Mr. Lindall - no 

i 
Mr. King - yes 

Mr. Minton - yes 
Dr. Nelson - no 
Mr. Perkins - no 
Mr. Perret - yes 
Mr. Rayburn - yes 
Dr. Shipp - no 
Mr. Wallin - yes 
Mr. Nix - no 

Motion carried, by a vote of ten to seven. Dr. Anthony, Dr. Nelson, Dr. Shipp, and Mr. Jenkins requested 
staff assistance to file a minority report to the Secretary of Commerce. Dr. Nelson informed the Council 
that his comments in the minority report would be restricted to the lack of scientific justification for changing 
the white shrimp parent stock level from 600 to 300 million. 

Habitat Protection Committee 

Dr. Anthony moved, on behalf of the committee, to request from pertinent Florida agencies an itemized 
expenditure listing for Pollution Trust, Saltwater Fishing License, and Sport Fish Restoration funds, and 
from NOAA the same request concerning MARFIN. If appropriate, encourage the agencies in follow up 
correspondence to make equitable funding distribution to fishery habitat restoration and creation projects. 
M e e d  by consensus. 

Dr. Anthony moved, on behalf of the committee, that the Council write a follow-up letter to the President's 
Domestic Policy Council for an update of proposed changes in wetlands policy. Agreed by consensus. 

Dr. Anthony moved, on behalf of the committee, that the Council notify tlie Chief of the Corps of Engineers 
of concern with an apparent scheduling change in the Texas portion of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
studies authorized by Section 216 of the Flood Control Act. &reed by consensus. 

Dr. Anthony moved, on behalf of the committee, to notify the Executive Director, Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department, of concern with delays in construction of a tidal channel into the west end of East Matagorda 
Bay. Agreed by consensus. 



Dr. Anthony moved, on behalf of the committee, that the Council notify leaders of appropriate state and 
federal natural resource agencies and Ducks Unlimited of the need for early coordination with fisheries 
interests when planning intensive management projects in tidal wetlands. &reed by consensus. 

Dr. Anthony moved, on behalf of the committee, to request principal agencies of the Florida Keys 
Sanctuary to provide a description and status of the water quality program, management strategy plan, 
and system for determining accomplishments. &reed by consensus. 

Dr. Anthony moved, on behalf of the committee, to send staff to monitor the Florida Keys Ecosystem 
Symposium, November 16-20, 1992, in Miami, Florida, and to provide an overview of information and 
issues to the Habitat Protection and Shrimp Management Committees during the January Council meeting. 
Agreed by consensus. 

Dr. Anthony moved, on behalf of the committee, that the Council convene a joint meeting of all three 
Habitat Protection APs. Agreed & consensus. 

Dr. Anthony moved, on behalf of the committee, that the Habitat Protection Committee Chairman be 
authorized to attend the EPA's Gulf of Mexico Symposium in Tarpon Springs, Florida, on December 10-12, 
1992. &reed by consensus. 

Artificial Reef Committee R e ~ o r t  

Mr. Collins reported that the committee met to review the status of each state's artificial reef program and 
the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission's Artificial Reef Committee. On reviewing the minutes, the 
committee noted that it had not been convened since 1986. 

Mr. Ed Irby of the Florida Department of Natural Resources reviewed Florida's program which was 
currently funded by recreational fishing funds from state license fees and Wallop/Breaux funds. The 
available annual funds of $1 million was principally provided to the counties for reef construction. The state 
did not obtain permits for construction of reefs. Most permits were obtained by the counties. There were 
approximately 300 permitted reef sites and 600 specific reefs permitted in the Gulf. 

Mr. Walter Tatum reviewed Alabama's program. He reviewed the history of their program which began in 
the early 1950s with the placement of automobile bodies offshore. The state had also utilized liberty ships, 
bridge rubble, barges, and boats as artificial reefs. Beginning in 1986, the state obtained general permits for 
areas in which persons could construct reefs using material inspected and approved by the state as 
environmentally safe. Under this program, more than 6,000 reefs had been placed offshore by individual 
fishermen. 

Mr. Tom Van Devender reviewed the Mississippi program under which the state constructed inshore reefs 
and Mississippi Fishing Banks Inc., a non-profit corporation, constructed offshore reefs. The inshore reefs 
were constructed of shell near piers. The offshore reefs were largely constructed near liberty ships previously 
placed offshore. 

Mr. Rick Kasperzak reviewed Louisiana's program. He pointed out there were 4,000 oil and gas rigs 
offshore of Louisiana that must be removed by the year 2000. Under the program, the state plans to topple 
or move most of these rigs for reefs. The oil and gas industry generally saved a significant cost by utilizing 
the obsolete structures as reefs rather than moving them to shore for salvage. Half of the cost savings by 
the industry was deposited into an Artificial Reef Fund from which the state used the interest earned to 
maintain buoys on the reefs. Currently, the fund had $3.1 million on deposit. 



Mr. Hal Osburn reviewed the Texas program. The program was structured like that of Louisiana to preserve 
the obsolete oil and gas structures as reefs. Funding for the program was received from the oil and gas 
industry. The state also had liberty ships offshore and had constructed reefs near these ships. 

Mr. Larry Simpson reported that the GSMFC committee recommended that automobile tires not be used 
as reef material. They also supported the use of special management zones by the Council to regulate gear 
on reefs. 

Mr. Collins moved, on behalf of the committee, that staff request from the four Corps of Engineers 
Districts that they provide staff with the permit applications for reefs. Motion carried. 

Mr. King moved that the Artificial Reef Committee convene annually. Dr. Nelson felt the action was 
necessary in light of the Council's consideration of special management zones off Alabama. Motion carried. 

Mackerel Management Committee Renort 

The Gulf and South Atlantic Council Mackerel Management Committees met with the South Atlantic 
Council Controlled Access Committee in Charleston, South Carolina, on August 24, 1992. John Gauvin of 
the South Atlantic Council staff presented an overview of the discussion paper on the use of ITQs in the 
South Atlantic mackerel fisheries. Based on discussions in that paper, the committees considered the issue 
of utilizing ITQs for control of commercial and recreational mackerel fisheries. The committees approved 
a motion to exclude recreational fisheries from management with ITQs. 

The committees then considered which of the migratory groups of mackerel that had problems that might 
be solved by ITQs or limited access. They concluded that Atlantic group Spanish mackerel had allocation 
problems between large and small vessels that might be solved by an ITQ system, and by motion limited 
action to that fishery. They also by motion deferred the development of an options paper on that fishery 
to the SAFMC staff. The South Atlantic Council Mackerel Management Committee approved the 
recommendation of the Council to appoint Dr. James Cowan to the Mackerel Stock Assessment Panel. The 
majority of Gulf committee members departed because of the track of Hurricane Andrew. 

S ~ i n v  Lobster Mana~ement Committee Renort 

The committee considered the request of the Regional Director of NMFS that the Council withdraw the 
Spiny Lobster FMP and a related staff discussion paper. Dr. Nelson moved, on behalf of the committee, that 
consideration of that action be deferred until the federal court had rendered an opinion on the pending 
case of Southeast Fisheries Association versus the state of Florida. The committee also discussed the 
appropriateness of delaying action until the Florida trap certificate program was established. Motion carried. 

Enforcement Reports 

Mr. Pedrick presented a quarterly report between May 12 and September 9, 1992, from the Office of Law 
Enforcement. A large number of cases were made in the reef fish fishery, and 11 of the 13 cases made in 
the spiny lobster fishery involved undersized lobsters harvested during the federal recreational spiny lobster 
weekend fishery. The number of vessels during that weekend was reduced due to poor weather conditions 
and a closure in state waters. The Florida Marine Patrol, Florida DNR Sanctuary officers, and U.S. Coast 
Guard officers participated with NMFS in a Florida weekend operation during which 110 boardings and 536 
at-sea contacts were made. The Florida Marine Patrol made 85 arrests in state waters and issued over 195 
verbal warnings during a two-day period. He also noted an exemption on the use of TEDs was created out 
to 15 miles off the coast of Louisiana due to Hurricane Andrew, allowing registered individuals to shrimp 
in the area without using TEDs. Lieutenant Moore informed the Council that the Coast Guard completed 
their fisheries enforcement study which would be presented at the November Council meeting. 



Director's Renorts 

Mr. Rayburn reported at the last Council meeting a letter was received from the Texas Shrimp Association 
relative to an early reopening of the shrimp closure; however, this event did not occur. Mr. Gene McCarty 
was named as the new Coastal Fisheries Branch Chief of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. Mr. 
Rayburn assumed his position as Legislative Liaison and would continue to serve on the Council representing 
the state of Texas. Mr. Rayburn and Dr. Rosen would serve as proxies on the Council to Mr. Andrew 
Sansom. He presented copies of the updated recreational and commercial guidelines in Texas waters for 
the 1993 fishing season. 

Mr. Perret related the total damage as a result of Hurricane Andrew to the state of Louisiana was 
$268,017,374.68. There were three basic types of damage: 1) direct loss to the Department facilities ($5 
million), 2) resource loss ($183 million), and 3) impacts on the industry (approximately $80 million). The 
majority of the resource loss was freshwater fish killed in the Atchafalaya Basin east of the Marsh Island in 
the Point Au Fer area. There was a tremendous amount of vegetation that was uprooted in the coastal area, 
and a lot of damage to oyster reefs. There was also a tremendous amount of debris in the shrimp trawling 
areas, resulting in the 30-day extension of the TED requirements. The Department estimated approximately 
7,800,000 fish of various species were killed. Damage to public oyster grounds was estimated at $3.5 million, 
and wildlife damage was estimated at $5.2 million. The loss was based on civil restitution, i.e., a black bass 
was X number of dollars or X cents per pound. The impacts to the industry totaled approximately $80.1 
million: commercial fishing, $54 million; recreational fishing, $12 million; hunting, $500,000; and fur and 
alligators, $13,645,000. Mr. Perret reported the Senate approved $8.5 million in federal funds to the 
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries for restoration of shellfish and marine finfish studies as a 
result of Hurricane Andrew, as well as $24,500,000 to restore freshwater and wildlife habitat. He related his 
intent to provide the state directors with a copy of Louisiana's restoration program for future reference. 

Mr. Gill noted the Mississippi shrimp season this year was very poor, down approximately 25 percent from 
1991 levels; however, large numbers of juveniles were protected in the commercially-closed bays which would 
result in a promising white shrimp season in the fall. Hurricane Andrew had no effect on Mississippi waters. 
The Bureau was presently half-way through the 60-day administrative procedures requiring gill-net mesh size 
changes from 3 inches to 3%-inch mesh. Public hearings were scheduled for September, and the Commission 
planned to implement the proposed mesh size changes by November 1. The Mississippi red drum 
regulations encouraged an increase in the numbers of fish inshore, approaching 22 inches (which was the 
minimum size). 

Mr. Mi ton  related Alabama experienced an exceptional brown shrimp season, perhaps due to high salinity 
levels. The white shrimp juvenile population increased resulting in a good season. Anecdotal reports on the 
impacts of Hurricane Andrew indicated the red snapper population in the general permitting areas moved 
to the east. Reports from charter boat captains off Destin noted fish were discovered in areas where they 
were not usually found. The Department expected to obtain information relative to the movement of the 
fish from tagging studies. Preliminary results from the saltwater fishing license program indicated that for 
every seven freshwater licenses sold, one saltwater fishing license was sold resulting in 14 percent of licenses 
sold. The Department intended to request from the Alabama Legislature a resident 7-day trip license to 
respond to public protests relative to tourists coming down for one or two days. 

Dr. Nelson noted all agencies in the state of Florida established emergency procedures to handle the 
immense social and other problems as a result of Hurricane Andrew. Approximately 50 percent of the 
mangrove coverage was lost along the shoreline of Biscayne Bay. The storm passed north of Florida Bay 
resulting in a lot of water movement, but not the anticipated solution to the problems in that area. 
Approximately 10 million fish were killed in the Ten Thousand Islands area south of Naples. Primarily 
smaller fish such as pinfish, mullet, red drum, and seatrout experienced significant losses. A large red tide 
occurred after the Hurricane, but it was not known whether it occurred as a result of the Hurricane. 



Mr. Simpson noted that the fall meeting of the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission was scheduled for 
October 12-14,1992, at the Stouffer Riverview Plaza Hotel in Mobile, Alabama. Mr. Burton Angelle, a long- 
time employee of Louisiana would receive the Charles A. Lyles award Wednesday night, and he encouraged 
the Council members to attend. The Black Drum Plan was finalized and would be distributed to the Council 
shortly. The Commission was in the process of developing a three-year strategic plan for RecFin with all 
states in the southeast and NMFS. A memorandum of understanding was scheduled to be signed at the 
October Commission meeting resulting in state participation in the RecFin program. The Commission 
intended to initiate a SEAMAP/Wallop-Breaux comparative work to increase the usability in state and 
federal survey vessel data. A Principal Investigator Conference followed by a bycatch presentation from 
NMFS, state universities, SEAGRANT, etc., was scheduled at the MARFIN Conference on October 28-29, 
1992, in Corpus Christi, Texas. 

Mr. Frug6 presented the U.S. Fish and Wildlife report. He related the work at the sea turtle nesting 
program at Rancho Nuevo had progressed well. Mr. Fjetland purchased three head tag readers for reading 
tags on turtles which were available to anyone who routinely encountered stranded turtles. 

Other Business 

Mr. Perret reported that the National Coalition for Marine Conservation in Savannah, Georgia, scheduled 
its annual symposium in New Orleans, Louisiana. The 1993 symposium relative to the Magnuson Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act was scheduled for March 8-10, 1993, at the Clarion Hotel in New 
Orleans. The three-day conference would review trends in marine fisheries under federal management since 
1976, use specific fisheries to examine successes and failures under the Act, and scrutinize critical aspects 
of the law and its application. Dr. Fox was scheduled as the keynote speaker. Mr. Perret recommended the 
Council's March meeting be scheduled in the New Orleans area in order to allow the members to attend 
the Coalition's meeting. Mr. Swingle noted that the meeting could be scheduled from Tuesday noon through 
Friday noon in order to afford members the opportunity to attend part of the symposium. Mr. Collins 

I recommended staff schedule the Council meeting in the New Orleans downtown area. 

Dr. Anthony recommended staff schedule at the next meeting, or subsequent meeting thereafter, 
consideration of a significant and generic dissatisfaction with the socioeconomic reports presented to the 
Council, primarily in reference to the economic impact of the charter and recreational fishing activity. 

Mr. Lindall informed the Council that completion of the red drum stock assessment would be delayed due 
to Hurricane Andrew and would be available in March 1993. 

Election of Chairman and Vice Chairman 

Mr. Minton moved to nominate Mr. Horn for Chairman. There being no further nominations, Mr. Gill 
moved the election be by acclamation. Motion carried. 

Dr. Anthony moved to nominate Mr. Wallin for Vice Chairman. Motion carried. Mr. Wallin was elected 
Vice Chairman. 

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 12:30 P.M. 

Approved 


